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Hearing Day 1: Tuesday 2 April (Week 1)

Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 1 - Compliance with the Act and Regulations, the Habitats Regulations
and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Morning - 10:00

1) Introduction and Inspectors’ Opening Announcements
2) Opening statement on behalf of Thanet District Council
3) Vision for Thanet and Plan Objectives

4) Matter 1 Issues 1-4 - Duty to Cooperate, Public Consultation, Local Development
Scheme and Sustainability Appraisal

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Dover District Council

e Minster Parish Council

e RPS on behalf of River Oak

e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e Courtley Planning Consultants on behalf of Ed Spanton Farms
e Kenneth Wraight

e Michael Holden

e Craig Solly

Afternoon — 14:00

5) Matter 1 Issues 1-4 - Duty to Cooperate, Public Consultation, Local Development
Scheme and Sustainability Appraisal continued...

6) Matter 1 Issues 5-7- Habitats Regulations, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and
Public Sector Equality Duty

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e Natural England

e Broadstairs and St. Peter’s Town Council
¢ Kenneth Wraight

e Craig Solly



Hearing Day 2: Wednesday 3 April (Week 1)
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matters 2 and 3- Objectively Assessed Needand the Housing Requirement
(Policy SP11) and Affordable Housing Need (Policy SP20)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 2 Issues 1-6-Housing Market Area, Population and Household Projections,
London Migration, Market Signals, Housing Trajectory and Housing Requirement

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 2 Issues 1-6 - continued...

3) Matter 3 Issues 1-3 - Definition of Affordable Housing, Need and Viability

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Minster Parish Council

e Westgate Neighbourhood Planning Group

e HBF

e CPRE

e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

e RPS on behalf of River Oak

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
e Gillings Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd
e Jane Scott on behalf of Finn’s

¢ Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of Quinn Estates

e Courtney Planning on behalf of Ed Spanton Farms
e David Green

¢ Kenneth Wraight

e Michael Holden

e Margate Civic Society

e Lee Turner

e Ramsgate Town Council

e Craig Solly

e John Repsch

e Councillor Bambridge

e Councillor Messenger



Hearing Day 3: Thursday 4 April (Week 1)
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter4 - Spatial Strategy (Policies SP12, SP21, HO1, HO10, HO11 and HO18)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 4 Issues 1-5 - Settlement Hierarchy and Housing Distribution, Housing
Development, Cliftonville West and Margate Central, Housing at Rural Settlements
and Development in the Countryside

Afternoon - 14.00

2) Matter 4 Issues 1-5 - continued...

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e HBF

e CPRE

e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

e RPS on behalf of River Oak

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e Courtley Planning on behalf of Baxter Farms and Ed Spanton Estates
e Courtley Planning on behalf of Ed Spanton Estates

e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e Gillings Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd
¢ Nexus Planning on behalf of Margate Estates

¢ Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of Quinn Estates

e Lee Evans Planning on behalf of Friends Growers

e David Green

e Craig Solly

e John Barar

e Julie Nunn

e John Repsch

e Councillor Bambridge

e Councillor Messenger

Note to Participants — Hearing Day 3 relates to the overall spatial strategy of
the Plan. Participants who have made representations regarding the
distribution of new developmentshould attend this session.



Hearing Day 4: Tuesday 9 April (Week 2
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 5- Strategic Sites (Policies SP13-SP18 and HO2)

Morning - 09:30
1) Matter 5Issues 1-2 - Methodology and Manston Green

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e CPRE

e Westgate Town Council

e Westgate Neighbourhood Planning Group

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e Gillings Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd
e Courtley Planning on behalf of Ed Spanton Farms
e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
e Kenneth Wraight

e Ramsgate Town Council

e Craig Solly

e Julie Nunn

e Simon Lane

e Jacqueline Brown

Afternoon - 14:00

2) Matter 5 Issues 3-4 - Birchington and Westwood

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
e CPRE

e Courtley Planning on behalf of Ed Spanton Farms
e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

e Kenneth Wraight

e Craig Solly

e John Repsch



Note to Participants — Hearing Days 4, 5 and 6 will consider housing allocations
under Policies SP13-SP18 and HO2-HO17. The morning session on Hearing Day
4 will cover the methodology used to allocate the sites in the Plan. Individual
sites will then be discussed in the sessions that follow.

However, participants should be aware that it is not part of the Inspectors’ role
to examine the soundness of 'omission’ sites, and, subject to the legal right to
be heard (please refer to the Examination Guidance Note), such sites will not
normally be discussed in detail at the hearing sessions.



Hearing Day 5: Wednesday 10 April (Week 2)
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 5 - Strategic Sites continued... (Policies SP13-SP18 and HO2)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 5 Issue 5 - Westgate-on-Sea

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e Westgate Neighbourhood Planning Group

e Westgate Town Council

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e Gillings Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd
e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e Savills on behalf of St John’s College

e Julie Nunn

e Kenneth Wraight

e Susan Bradley

e Simon Lane

e Jacqueline Brown

e Craig Solly

e Councillor Messenger

e Councillor Bambridge

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 5Issues 6-8 - Land fronting Nash and Haine Roads, Land at Manston Court
Road/Haine Road and Land north and south of Shottendane Road

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd

e JIG Planning and Development Ltd on behalf of CJ Martin
e Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of Greenacre (Thanet) Ltd
e Craig Solly



Hearing Day 6: Thursday 11 April (Week 2)
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matters 6 and 7 - Non-Strategic Housing Allocations (Policies HO3-H0O9) and
Sites Allocated for Residential Development at Rural Settlements (Policies
HO12-HO17)

Morning - 10.00

1) Matter 6 Issues 1-6-Land on west side of Old Haine Road, Land fronting Nash Road
and Manston Road, Land south of Brooke Avenue, Land at Haine Road and Spratling
Street, Land south of Canterbury Road East and Land at Melbourne Avenue

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council
e Southern Water
¢ Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of Greenacre (Thanet) Ltd

Afternoon— 14:00

2) Matter 7 Issues 1-7 - Land at Tothill Street, Minster, Land at Manor Road, Nicholas
St. Wade, Land at Walter’s Hall Farm, Monkton, Land south of A253, Cliffsend, Land
north of Cottington Road, Cliffsend, Land south of Cottington Road, Cliffsend and
‘Additional Information’

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council
e Minster Parish Council
e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College



Hearing Day 7: Friday 12 April (Week 2)

Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 8 - Housing Land Supply

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 8 Issues 1-6 - Five-Year Housing Land Requirement, Supply Methodology,
Components of Supply, Windfall Allowance, Future Supply and Flexibility

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 8 Issues 1-6 continued...

Participants

Thanet District Council

CPRE

HBF

The Ramsgate Society

RPS on behalf of Tesco

RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
RPS on behalf of River Oak

Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of Greenacre (Thanet) Ltd
GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land
Jane Scott on behalf of Finn's

Gilling’s Planning on behalf of Millwood Homes



Hearing Day 8: Tuesday 16 April (Week 3
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 9 - Meeting Housing Needs (Policies SP19-SP20, QD04-QD05 and HO20-
HD26)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 9 Issues 1-10- Type and Size of Dwellings, Provision of Affordable Housing,
Housing Standards, Accommodation for Gypsy and Travelling Communities, Care
and Supported Housing, Non Self-Contained Residential Accommodation, Residential
Use of Empty Property, Retention of Existing Housing Stock, Ancillary
Accommodation for a Family Member and Fostering Homes

Afternoon - 14:00
2) Matter 9 Issues 1-10 continued...

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e HBF
e The Ramsgate Society
e Craig Solly
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Hearing Day 9: Wednesday 17 April (Week 3)
Ruby Room, St. Augustine’s, Canterbury Road, Westgate-on-Sea, CT8 8NL

Matter 10 - Economic Development (Policies SP02-SP04 and E01-E03)

Morning - 09:30

1) Matter 10 Issues 1-5 - Economic Growth, Land Allocated for Economic Development,
Retention of Existing Employment Sites, Home Working and Digital Infrastructure

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 10 Issues 5-7 — Manston Business Park and Manston Airport

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e The Ramsgate Society

e Minster Parish Council

e RPS on behalf of River Oak

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e RPS on behalf of China Gateway International Ltd
¢ GVA on behalf of Stone Hill Park Ltd

¢ Nexus Planning on behalf of Margate Estates
e David Green

e H Frencken

e Jan Watson

e Jason Jones-Hall

e Julie Nunn

e Kenneth Wraight

e Samara Jones-Hall

e Christabel Bradley

e Ramsgate Town Council

e Craig Solly

e David Stevens

e John Repsch

e Margate Civic Society

e Dr Webber on behalf of Save Manston Airport

Note to Participants — Hearing Day 9 will include discussion on Policy SP04 -
Manston Business Park, and the proposed supporting text which refers to
Manston Airport. Representors wishing to make comments on strategic
matters concerning the spatial strategy and distribution of housing should also
attend Hearing Day 3.
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Hearing Day 10: Thursday 18 April (Week 3
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

RESERVE DAY

Morning - 10.00

1) IF REQUIRED

Afternoon - 14:00
2) IF REQUIRED
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Hearing Day 11: Tuesday 21 May (Week 4)
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

Matters1l1l and 12 - Tourism (Policies E07-E14) and Town and District Centres
(Policies SP06-SP10 and Policies E04-E06)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 11 Issues 1-6 - Serviced Tourism Accommodation, Self-Catering
Accommodation, Protecting Existing Tourist Accommodation, Beaches, Language
Schools and Quex Park

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e The Environment Agency

e The Ramsgate Society

e Nexus Planning on behalf of Margate Estates
e Samara Jones-Hall

e John Repsch

Afternoon - 14:00

2) Matter 12 Issues 1-8 - Thanet's Town Centres, Westwood, Margate, Ramsgate,
Broadstairs, Primary and Secondary Frontages, Sequential and Impact Test and
District and Local Centres

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e WYG on behalf of Ravenside Investments (Land Securities)
e Broadstairs and St. Peter’s Town Council

e Burnett Planning on behalf of CD10 Properties Ltd

e Deal & Walmer Chamber of Trade

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e Goddard Planning on behalf of Citi-Nests Ltd

e Nexus Planning on behalf of Margate Estates

e Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd on behalf of the RNLI
e Jason Jones-Hall

e Samara Jones-Hall

e Kenneth Wraight

e John Repsch
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Hearing Day 12: Wednesday 22 May (Week 4
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

Mattersi13and 14- Transport (Policies SP41-SP47 and TP01-TP10) and
Community Infrastructure (Policies and SP01, SP36-40 and CM01-CM04)

Morning - 09:30

1) Matter 13 Issues 1-6 - Safe and Sustainable Travel, New Railway Station, Strategic
Road Network, Transport Assessments and Travel Plans, Walking, Cycling and Public
Transport and Parking Provision and Traffic Management

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e Broadstairs and St. Peter’s Town Council

e Barton Willmore on behalf of Ptarmigan Land

e Gillings Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes Ltd
e Contour Planning Services Ltd on behalf of Pavilion Property Trustees
e Nexus Planning on behalf of Margate Estates

e RPS on behalf of Tesco

e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

e Courtley Planning on behalf of Ed Spanton Farms

e Jan Watson

e Ramsgate Town Council

e Jason Jones-Hall

e Samara Jones-Hall

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 14 Issues 1-9 - Implementation, Community Infrastructure, Provision of New
Community Facilities, Protection of Existing Community Facilities, Expansion of
Margate and Minster Cemeteries

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Savills on behalf of St. John’s College

e Samara Jones-Hall

e John Barar

e Lee Evans on behalf of East Kent NHS Trust
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Hearing Day 13: Thursday 23 May (Week 4
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

Matter 15 -Green Infrastructure and Open Space(Policies SP22-SP24, SP29-
SP32 and GI04-GI07)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 15 Issues 1-6-Landscape Character, Landscaping and Green Infrastructure,
Protection of Open Space and Playing Fields, Local Green Space, Open Space,
Parks, Gardens, Recreation Grounds and Allotments and Jackey Bakers

Afternoon — 14:00

2) Matter 15 Issues 1-6 continued...

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e The Environment Agency

e Broadstairs and St. Peter’s Town Council

e Goddard Planning on behalf of The Mockett Trust Ltd
e Lee Evans Planning

e Kenneth Wraight

e Samara Jones-Hall

e John Barar

e John Repsch
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Hearing Day 14: Wednesday 29 May (Week 5
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

Matters 16and 17 - Design, Heritage and the Rural Economy (Policies QD01-
QDO03, QD06-QD07, SP33-SP34, HEO1-HEO5, HO19 and E15-E19) and
Biodiversity and Geodiversity (Policies SP25-SP28 and GI01-GI03)

Morning - 10:00

1) Matter 16 Issues 1-3-Design, Conservation of the Historic Environment and the
Rural Economy

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e The Environment Agency
e Margate Civic Society

e Samara Jones-Hall

e John Barar

e John Repsch

e Jason Jones Hall

Afternoon - 14:00

2) Matter 17 Issue 1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e The Environment Agency
e Natural England

e Kenneth Wraight

e John Barar

e John Repsch

Note to Participants — Matters relating to the protection of International and
European designated sites will also be discussed on Hearing Day 1 under the
Habitats Regulations Assessment.
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Hearing Day 15: Thursday 30 May (Week 5
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

Matter 18 - The Environment and Climate Change (Policies SP35, CC01-CC07
and SE01-SEO08)

Morning - 09:30

1) Matter 18 Issues 1-4 - Climate Change, Flooding, Renewable Energy and
Contamination and Pollution

Participants
e Thanet District Council

e Kent County Council

e The Environment Agency

e Westgate Neighbourhood Planning Group
e Samara Jones-Hall

e John Barar

Afternoon - 14:00

2) Closing Statement on behalf of the Council
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Hearing Day 16: Friday 31 May (Week 5
Austen Room, Thanet District Council, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ

RESERVE DAY

Morning - 10.00

1) IF REQUIRED

Afternoon - 14:00
2) IF REQUIRED

18
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Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Introduction

Prior to the forthcoming Hearing sessions responses are invited from participants
on the following Matters, Issues and Questions (‘MIQs’) for Examination. The
MIQs are based on the Main Issues identified by the Council, the Inspectors’
Initial Questions! and other relevant issues raised by representors.

Further information about the Examination, Hearings and format of written
statements is provided in the accompanying Guidance Note, which should be
read alongside the MIQs.

Update - 4 March 2019

1) Following comments by representors the MIQs have been updated. Six additional
qguestions are shown in bold italics as follows:

e Matter 10, Issue 1, Question 8

e Matter 12, Issue 3, Question 4;

e Matter 13, Issue 3, Question 6;

e Matter 13. Issue, 6, Question 7;

e Matter 14, Issue 2, Question 3; and

e Matter 18, Issue 2, Question 5.

1 pocument L-001



Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Matter 1 - Compliance with the Act and Regulations, the Habitats
Regulations and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Duty to Cooperate

What strategic, cross-border matters have arisen through the preparation
of the Plan and what cooperation took place to resolve them? Has the
cooperation between neighbouring authorities been constructive and
proactive?

What specific actions were identified as a result of dialogue with
neighbouring authorities? What were the outcomes and how did they
shape the preparation of the Plan?

Have any strategic, cross-border matters arisen through the preparation of
the Plan which the draft policies do not seek to address at this stage? If so,
what are the reasons for taking this approach?

Paragraphs 9.6-9.7 of the Draft Thanet Local Plan Duty to Cooperate
Statement confirm that discussions have been held with Dover District
Council regarding the extent of the housing market area referred to in the
Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (‘'SHMA') but that no final
agreement has yet been reached. What is the current status regarding
ongoing discussions with Dover District Council on this issue? What were
the outcomes of dialogue with other Kent authorities on the approach to
housing market areas?

How has the effect of additional growth on the highways network across
Kent been considered during the preparation of the Plan? What
cooperation has taken place with neighbouring authorities and Kent County
Council to consider these impacts? Has this led to any specific actions or
policy outcomes?

How were issues surrounding economic growth, employment land
requirements and retail capacity considered with neighbouring authorities?
What actions were identified as necessary, and what were the outcomes?

Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 2004 Act
and Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, having
regard to advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (the
‘Framework’) and the National Planning Practice Guidance (the ‘PPG’)??

Public Consultation

Has public consultation been carried out in accordance with the Council’s
Statement of Community Involvement, the Framework, the PPG and the
requirements of the 2004 Act and 2012 Regulations?

Were adequate opportunities made available for participants to access and
make comments on the Plan, and other relevant documents, in different
locations?

Were adequate opportunities made available for participants to comment
on the Plan in paper, and electronic form?

2 Inspectors’

Note - Please refer to the Examination Guidance Note for commentary on the changes to national

planning policy and guidance, and the implications for the examination of the Thanet Local Plan
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Thanet Local

Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Q4.

Issue 3 -
Q1.
Q2.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Were representations adequately taken into account? Where is this set
out?

Local Development Scheme ('LDS”)
Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the LDS?

The Plan period runs from 2011 to 2031. Is this consistent with paragraph
157 of the Framework, which states that Local Plans should be drawn up
over an appropriate timescale, preferably a 15-year time horizon?

Sustainability Appraisal

Have the likely environmental, social and economic effects of the Plan been
adequately assessed in the Sustainability Appraisal - Environmental Report
(‘SA")?

Does the SA test the Plan against all reasonable alternatives, such as
different options for the scale and distribution of growth? Where is this set
out?

Appendix G1 of the SA (‘Justification of Preferred Options — Updated with
further iterations of Policy’) states that Option 9k (a new settlement)
"...would be unsustainable for the same reasons as freestanding countryside
sites”. Freestanding countryside sites were considered unsustainable due
to their access to services, facilities and public transport connections. How
does this correlate with paragraph 5.4 of the SA, which states that
"...sustainable implementation of a new settlement option could be
achieved.”? Has the SA considered reasonable alternatives on a consistent
basis?

How has the provision of a new settlement, as an alternative to the
proposed growth strategy, been considered as part of the SA process?

In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Council confirmed that
the options of locating housing adjoining the urban area and adjoining
villages was considered in Appendix G of the SA. However, Appendix G is
taken from a report to Cabinet, dated 11 December 2014, and appears to
be based on a different housing requirement to the one found in the Local
Plan? Please can the Council point to where an assessment of reasonable
alternatives has been carried out having regard to the housing requirement
in draft Policy SP11?

Does the assessment of policies in the SA take into account the findings of
the People Over Wind & Sweetman vs. Coillte Teoranta judgement? In
particular, whether policies are likely to have an adverse effect on site
integrity?

What is the justification for concluding that proposals for residential
development and solar parks on greenfield sites will have a positive effect
on the objective of conserving and enhancing biodiversity?

How has the SA considered infrastructure proposed in the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (‘'IDP’), which at this stage is only in draft form and may be
subject to change?



Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Issue 5 - Habitats Regulations

Sandwich Bay Special Area of Conservation (*\SAC")

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

How have the potential impacts of recreational disturbance (arising from
policies and allocations in the Plan) on the Sandwich Bay SAC been
considered?

What specific measures does the Plan include to ensure that its policies are
not likely to give rise to adverse effects, either alone or in-combination with
other plans and projects?

How have the potential impacts of atmospheric pollution (arising from
policies and allocations in the Plan) on the Sandwich Bay SAC been
considered?

How are traffic flows predicted to change as a result of the development
proposed in the Plan on A or B roads within 200m of any emission-sensitive
features of the SAC, both within and outside of Thanet District?

Paragraph 5.2 of the Thanet Local Plan Habitats Regulations Assessment
(*HRA'") states that, amongst others, Policy SP26 will mitigate against the
in-combination effects of new development. However, Policy SP26 refers
specifically to the Thanet Coast SPA and Ramsar Site. How will Policy SP26
benefit the dune features of the SAC?

Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay Special Protection Area (*'SPA’) and Ramsar Site

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Q11.

How have the potential impacts of recreational disturbance (arising from
policies and allocations in the Plan) on the Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay
SPA and Ramsar Site been considered?

How has the effect of development on functional habitats in close proximity
to, and associated with the SPA, been considered?

What specific measures does the Plan include to ensure that its policies are
not likely to give rise to adverse effects, either alone or in-combination with
other plans and projects?

What is the justification for requiring proposals of 10 dwellings or more to
include an assessment of the site’s functionality as a roosting or feeding
resource for the SPA, regardless of location? Is Policy SP12 necessary for
all development proposals, including the re-use of previously developed
land in urban areas?

What is the justification for requiring the assessment (referred to in
Question 8 above) to include areas within 400m of the site’s boundary?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals on land at
Manston Court/Haine Road (Policy SP18) to include a survey of ground
nesting bird habitats? How does this differ from other site allocations in the
Plan?

Strateqgic Access Management and Monitoring

Q12.

Does Policy SP26 (as referred to by Policy SP12) relate to all proposals for
residential development, or just proposals for residential development on
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Q13.

Q14.

Q15.

Q16.

Q17.

Q18.

Issue 6 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Issue 7 -

Q1.

allocated sites? Is this clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities?

What is the justification for requiring all proposals for residential
development to contribute towards the Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring Plan (*‘SAMM’), regardless of location?

What are the tariffs in Table 8 to Policy SP26 based on? Have they been
considered as part of the viability evidence which supports the Plan?

Is Policy SP26 consistent with paragraph 204 of the Framework which
states that planning obligations should only be sought where they are
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly
related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and
kind?

How will Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
(*CIL") (2010) apply where five or more separate planning applications
provide funding towards the projects referred to in Policy SP26? Will Policy
SP26 be effective in mitigating the in-combination effects of additional
recreational pressure arising from new development in Thanet?

Has policy SP25 taken account of Dover District Council’s Thanet Coast SPA
Mitigation Strategy (2012) and ongoing visitor disturbance study at Pegwell
Bay and Sandwich Bay? Are there any cross-boundary implications
relevant to the policy?

Where relevant are the policies in the Plan consistent with the avoid,
mitigate and compensate hierarchy in paragraph 118 of the Framework?

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment ('SFRA’)

Do any of the sites allocated for development in the Plan fall within Flood
Zones 2 or 3? If so, are the allocations and policies consistent with
paragraph 100 of the Framework which states that Local Plans should apply
a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development to avoid
where possible flood risk to people and property and manage any residual
risk, taking account of the impacts of climate change?

How has the Council taken a sequential approach to identifying sites for
new development?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals within 40m of
a coastline or clifftop to demonstrate that it will not expose people or
property to the risks of coastal erosion and flooding, or accelerate coastal
erosion?

What affect (if any) has the Environment Agency’s latest modelling for the
North and East Kent Coast had on the allocations and policies in the Plan?

Public Sector Equality Duty (‘PSED’)

In what way does the plan seek to ensure that due regard is had to the
three aims expressed in s149 of the Equality Act 2010 in relation to those
who have a relevant protected characteristic?
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Matter 2 - Objectively Assessed Need and the Housing Requirement
(Policy SP11)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.
Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Housing Market Area ("HMA’)

What is the justification for a Thanet HMA, rather than a wider ‘East Kent’
HMA?

What evidence supports the use of a HMA for Thanet, having particular
regard to household migration and travel to work patterns? Is the degree
of containment sufficient to justify this approach? Does it accord with
national guidance in the PPG?

How will housing needs be met across the wider ‘East Kent’ HMA?
Population and Household Projections

Table 12 in the Updated Assessment of Objectively Assessed Housing Need
compares household growth in Thanet between 2011 and 2031. Using the
2012-based projections it states that there will be a growth of around
14,297 households, or 715 per year. Assuming a vacant and second home
rate of 6.3%, 760 dwellings per annum (‘dpa’) would be needed to
accommodate this level of growth (or 15,200 in total). By comparison, the
2014-based projections identify an increase of 15,397 households.

Applying the same vacancy rate would equate to a need for 818 dpa (or
16,360 dwellings in total). What are the reasons for this increase?

How does this compare to the latest 2016-based household projections?

What is the justification for using a vacant and second home rate of 6.3%?
What is this based on?

The SHMA Update includes a sensitivity analysis which considers migration
trends over 10 and 14-year timeframes. How does this compare to the
2012 and 2014-based household projections? Are 10 and 14-year trends
more likely to be representative of what will happen over the plan period
than 5-year trends?

How have household formation rates changed in Thanet? Is there evidence
to suggest that household formation has been supressed by affordability or
constrained supply, especially amongst 25-34 and 35-44 age groups? Does
the SHMA apply any adjustments to account for supressed household
formation?

What is the justification for the ‘rebased’ scenario in the SHMA? Using the
2014-based projections it predicts an increase of 15,450 households over
the plan period, equating to a need for 16,460 dwellings (or 821 dpa).

London Migration

How has migration between London and Thanet varied prior to, during and
after the latest recession? What does this demonstrate?

What are the reasons behind migration trends to and from London? What
evidence is there to suggest that past-trends will continue over the plan
period?
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Q3.

Q4.

Taking into account answers to the questions above, what is the
justification for applying an uplift to account for London migration?

Is the suggested uplift consistent with other development plans across the
wider ‘East Kent’ HMA?

Issue 4 - Market Signals

Q1.

Q2;

Q3.

Q4.

The PPG® advises that household projections should be adjusted to reflect
appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators. How does
the evidence demonstrate that Thanet is performing with regard to:

. Land prices;

. House prices;

. Rents;

. Affordability;

B Rates of development; and
. Overcrowding.

How has the position changed since preparation of the SHMA Update?
Have factors such as affordability been improving or worsening?

Paragraph 2.15 of the SHMA Update states that a further upward
adjustment is warranted to improve affordability and support younger
households in forming. This has been done by returning household
formation rates for those aged 25-34 back to 2001 levels over the period to
2025, which increases the overall housing need from 16,760 dwellings (838
dpa) to 17,140 dwellings (or 857 dpa). Is it appropriate to use
adjustments to household formation rates as a mechanism for responding
to worsening market signals?

What impact will this uplift have on affordability and is it appropriate? If
not, what adjustments should be made to account for market signals and
why?

Issue 5 - Housing Trajectory

Q1.

Q2.

What is the justification for the housing trajectory in Policy SP11? What is
it based on and why does it propose a significantly higher housing target
during the middle-to-end of the plan period?

Does the stepped trajectory reflect the type and size of sites proposed for
new residential development in the Plan?

Issue 6 - Housing Requirement

Q1.

Q2.

Is the housing requirement justified and is it based on robust, up-to-date
and available evidence? If not, what should the housing requirement be?

Policy SP11 states that provision is made for a ‘total’ of 17,140. Is this
consistent with the evidence-base, or should the figure be referred to as a
minimum?

3 paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 2a-019-20140306
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Matter 3 - Affordable Housing Need

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.
Q4.

Q5.

Q6.
Q7.

Q8.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Definition of Affordable Housing

Does the Plan include a definition of affordable housing? If not, to be
effective should one be included?

Affordable Housing Need

What is the annual net need for affordable housing as defined by the
SHMA? For clarity to decision-makers, developers and local communities
should the need for affordable housing be clearly set out in the Plan?

Has the affordable housing need been correctly established, and is it based
on up-to-date information?

How does it compare to the housing requirement?

What is the justification for requiring at least 30% affordable housing on
qualifying sites? What is this based on, how was it calculated and what
alternatives were considered?

Based on the requirements for qualifying developments to provide 30%
affordable housing, how many affordable homes is the Plan expected to
deliver?

How does this compare to the identified need?

How does this compare to previous performance? How many affordable
homes have been provided as a percentage of total output over the past 5-
10 years?

The PPG states that an increase to the total housing figures should be
considered where it would help deliver the required number of affordable
homes. Has an uplift to the housing requirement for this reason been
considered? If so, where is this set out?

Viability

The Thanet District Council Local Plan and CIL Viability Assessment
indicates that for schemes on previously developed land, where
development costs are typically higher than greenfield sites, the affordable
housing target could be lowered to 20% (paragraph 3.12.3). With this in
mind, what is the justification for a 30% target across all development
types and locations? Is Policy SP20 justified?

How has the evidence-base considered the differences between bringing
forward strategic and non-strategic sites? Does it justify a consistent
approach to affordable housing across all sites, regardless of size?



Thanet Local

Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Matter 4 - Spatial Strategy (Policies SP12, SP21, HO1, HO10, HO11 and

HO18)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Qo.

Issue 2 -
Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Settlement Hierarchy and Housing Distribution

Does the Plan set out a hierarchy of settlements where new development
will be directed towards? If so, is it clear to decision-makers, developers
and local communities?

How have the main urban areas of Margate, Ramsgate, Broadstairs and
Westwood been defined? Do they represent a single urban area where the
majority of new development is concentrated?

Does the Plan seek to direct a certain percentage, or proportion of growth,
to particular areas and/or settlements? If so, where is this set out and
what is it based on?

How did the Council decide on the scale and level of growth attributed to
Margate, Ramsgate, Broadstairs, Westwood and the Rural Settlements?

How did the Council consider the economic and other benefits of best and
most versatile agricultural land in pursuing the growth options in the Plan?

Is the distribution of development consistent with the Framework’s Core
Planning Principles which, amongst other things, seek to actively manage
patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport,
walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which
are or can be made sustainable?

What alternative options were considered as part of the Plan’s preparation
and why were they discounted?

What is the rationale for pursuing growth on larger, strategic sites, rather
than smaller site allocations to meet the housing requirement?

Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent the most appropriate
strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives?

Housing Development - Policies HO1 and SP12

What is the justification for requiring proposals on allocated housing sites to
be consistent with the indicative phasing schedule in Appendix B? How will
this be determined, and is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities what is expected of proposals for new development?

What is the justification for restricting proposals on non-allocated sites to
only previously developed land? How would a decision-maker be expected
to react to a proposal for residential development on a greenfield site within
one of the main towns?

What is the justification for specifically referring to residential gardens
under Policy HO1(3)? Does this apply to all residential gardens, regardless
of location? Is this sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and
local communities?

Is the final requirement of Policy HO1 consistent with the strategic site
allocations, some of which seek to promote alternative uses as part of new
mixed-use developments? Is the policy effective?
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Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Issue 3 -
Q1.

Q2.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

What is a housing implementation strategy referred to in paragraph 11.8 of
the Plan? Is the purpose of this strategy clear? Who will be responsible for
the strategy and what outcomes does it seek to achieve?

What is the justification for having separate criteria for housing
developments over 10 units in Policy SP12?

Does the Plan provide sufficient support for self-build and custom
housebuilding? Has a need been identified, and if so, how does the Plan
seek to meet this need?

How will the Council ensure that developments make every reasonable
effort to accommodate self-build needs as required by Policy SP12?

What is the justification for requiring a Statement of Social Impacts to be
provided on developments of 50 or more dwellings? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what is required?

Cliftonville West and Margate Central — Policy HO10

What is the justification for requiring development proposals in Cliftonville
West and Margate Central to increase the number of family homes?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of proposals for new development? Is the policy effective?

Housing at Rural Settlements - Policies HO11 and HO18

Policy HO11 permits housing development within “"the confines of the rural
settlements...”. Are the rural settlements defined in paragraph 11.11 of the

Plan? Is this clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities?

What is the justification for development proposals in rural settlements to
be compatible with the historic scale of growth of the settlement? How
would this be determined? Is the policy effective?

For the purposes of Policy HO11(2) how will development "more than minor
in scale” be determined? Is this sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities? Is the policy effective?

Is the text under Policy HO11 part of the policy, or supporting text? What
is the justification for points (1) and (2)?

Is Policy HO11 consistent with paragraph 55 of the Framework? Will there
be sufficient growth in the Rural Settlements to help support sustainable
rural communities?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what
settlements Policy HO18 applies to?

Is Policy HO18 consistent with paragraph 54 of the Framework which states
that local planning authorities should consider whether allowing some
market housing would facilitate the provision of significant additional
affordable housing to meet local needs? Is the policy positively prepared
and worded?

How often are the detailed parish surveys referred to in Policy HO18 carried
out? Are they available for all rural settlements?

10
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Issue 5 - Development in the Countryside - Policy SP21

Q1.

Q2.

How would a decision-maker determine if the need for a development
overrides the need to protect the countryside for the purposes of Policy
SP21? Is the policy effective?

Is Policy SP21 consistent with paragraph 55 of the Framework which allows
for certain forms of development in the countryside, such as the need for
rural workers to live at or near their place of work?

11
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Matter 5 - Strategic Sites (Policies SP13-SP18 and HO2)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.
Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Methodology

What was the process for identifying the residential site allocations,
including their size, location and distribution? How were they chosen?

Was the process of allocating sites robust? Did it take into account
sufficient factors?

How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the
assumptions justified and based on available evidence?

For the strategic sites, how was the mix of uses determined?

How have the constraints of each site been taken into account and any
necessary mitigation been considered as part of the process of allocating
land for housing? In particular, how has the Council considered and
assessed the impact of development on transport infrastructure, heritage
assets and drainage? Where is this set out?

Where the delivery of sites is dependent upon new infrastructure is it clear
who will make this provision and when? Where applicable have the
additional costs been factored into an assessment of viability?

How has the Council taken into account the agricultural land classification
when considering whether to allocate sites for housing? Has an assessment
of each site been carried out?

How has the effect of development on the landscape character of the area
been considered as part of the allocation process?

Are there any factors which indicate that a site(s) should not have been
allocated for development? Are all the sites developable within the plan
period?

Manston Green Strategic Housing Site - Policy SP13

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 785 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

Is it sufficiently clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities
when and how the proposed primary school will be delivered?

Have the costs associated with the open space and primary school been
taken into account in considering the viability of the site?

What is the justification for restricting development to the northern part of
the site? Is this justified?

12
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Q8.

Qo.

Q10.

Q11.

Q12.

Issue 3 -
Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Qo.

Q10.

Q11.

How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-makers, developers
and local communities what the necessary highway improvements consist
of?

How will proposals be expected to provide connections with existing public
rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more sustainable
modes of transport?

What consideration has been given to the standard of living accommodation
for potential future occupants, having particular regard to the proximity of
the site to Manston Airport?

How does the Plan ensure that any necessary infrastructure will be
provided as part of proposals for the site?

Why, unlike the other strategic allocations, does the site not have an
indicative phasing in Appendix B to the Plan?

Birchington Strategic Housing Site — Policy SP14

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 1,600 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

Is it sufficiently clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities
when and how the proposed primary school will be delivered?

Is it sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
what is expected in relation to the provision of additional healthcare?

Have the costs associated with the open space, primary school and medical
centre expansion been taken into account in considering the viability of the
site? Is the site developable within the plan period?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

What is the relationship with the Strategic Route safeguarded under Policy
SP47? How will the Strategic Route be delivered, and is the delivery of the
allocation dependant upon this new infrastructure?

How has the effect of the proposed development on air quality been taken
into account? What effect will the proposal have, and what mitigation will
be necessary?

How will proposals be expected to provide connections with existing public
rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more sustainable
modes of transport?

13
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Q12.

Q13.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Qil.

Q12.

Q13.

How does the scale of proposed development relate to the size, role,
function and character of Birchington?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 50 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2019/20. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Westwood Strategic Housing Site — Policy SP16

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 1,450 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 40 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified? Why is a higher density
justified on this site, compared to other strategic allocations?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers or local communities when the
access road will be provided, and by who?

How will proposals for the site be expected to provide connections with
existing public rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more
sustainable modes of transport?

How does the scale of proposed development relate to the size, role,
function and character of Westwood?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to retain an
undeveloped corridor as part of an extension to the Green Wedge to the
east of the site? How will this be achieved?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required in respect of contributions towards education provision? What
existing and proposed schools are within the catchment area of the site,
and how will they be affected as a result of the development proposed?

What is the justification for safeguarding land for the expansion of Margate
Cemetery under Policy CM03? Does the cemetery expansion land fall
within, or outside the boundary of the strategic site allocation? Is it clear
who will deliver the expansion to the cemetery, and when?

What consideration has been given to the standard of living accommodation
for potential future occupants, having particular regard to the proximity of
the site to the CEMEX Margate Concrete Plant and Margate Waste Recycling
Centre?

What effect will the proposed development have on existing drainage
infrastructure? Will additional infrastructure be required to accommodate
the proposal, and if so, how will this be provided?

14
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Q14.

Q15.

Issue 5 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Qo.

Q10.

Q11.

Q12.

Q13.

Q14.

Q15.

What effect will the proposed development have on existing healthcare
provision in the area?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 50 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2019/20. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Westgate-on-Sea Strategic Housing Site — Policy SP15

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 2,000 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what
community facilities are required as part of the development?

Is it sufficiently clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities
when and how the proposed primary school and medical centre will be
delivered?

Have the costs associated with the open space, primary school and medical
centre been taken into account in considering the viability of the site? Is
the site developable within the plan period?

What is the justification for the provision of a new District Centre as part of
proposals for the site?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

What is the justification for requiring a Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment, but not for other strategic allocations?

How has the effect of the proposed development on air quality been taken
into account? What effect will the proposal have, and what mitigation will
be necessary?

How will proposals be expected to provide connections with existing public
rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more sustainable
modes of transport?

How does the scale of proposed development relate to the size, role,
function and character of Westgate-on-Sea?

What effect will the proposed development have on the setting of the Grade
IT* listed Dent-de-Lion Court?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 50 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2019/20. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

15
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Issue 6 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Q11.

Q12.

Issue 7 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Land fronting Nash and Haine Roads - Policy SP17

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how many
dwellings are allocated on the site? Is the policy effective in this regard?

What is the justification for not specifying a maximum density, unlike other
strategic housing allocations?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

Is it sufficiently clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities
when and how the proposed school and medical centre will be delivered?

Have the costs associated with the open space, primary school and medical
centre been taken into account in considering the viability of the site? Is
the site developable within the plan period?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

How will proposals be expected to provide connections with existing public
rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more sustainable
modes of transport?

How does the scale of proposed development relate to the size, role,
function and character of the area?

What is the justification for requiring proposals to provide and maintain air
quality information to inform the Council’s ongoing air quality review and
assessment programme?

What consideration has been given to the standard of living accommodation
for potential future occupants, having particular regard to the proximity of
the site to the MPL Recycling Centre?

Does the allocation form part of the sites listed in Appendix B to the Plan?
Land at Manston Court Road/Haine Road - Policy SP18

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 1,200 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 30 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified? Why is a lower density
justified on this site, compared to other strategic allocations?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of the masterplan and how this will integrate with development at
the ‘adjoining sites’? Is the policy effective?

16
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Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Q11.

Q12.

Q13.

Q14.

Q15.

Issue 8 -

O1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

Is it sufficiently clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities
when and how the proposed school will be delivered?

Have the costs associated with the open space and secondary school been
taken into account in considering the viability of the site? Is the site
developable within the plan period?

What is the justification for requiring contributions to an internal spine road
laid out in accordance with the requirements of the draft Transport
Strategy? Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
what is required? Is the policy justified and effective?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

How will proposals for the site be expected to provide connections with
existing public rights of way and cycle networks to promote the use more
sustainable modes of transport?

How does the scale of proposed development relate to the size, role,
function and character of the area?

What is the justification for requiring ecological surveys of breeding and
wintering birds? What effect will the proposed development have on
breeding and wintering birds? How has this been considered as part of the
allocation process?

What is the current status regarding the submitted planning application for
the site?

What consideration has been given to the standard of living accommodation
for potential future occupants, having particular regard to the proximity of
the site to Manston Airport?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 50 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2019/20. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Land North and South of Shottendane Road - Policy HO2

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 300 dwellings at
land north of Shottendane Road and up to 250 dwellings on land south of
Shottendane Road? What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of the masterplan and development brief? Why will both these
documents be required and how will they relate to one another? Is the
policy effective?
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Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Q11.

Q12.

Q13.

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of? What are the costs of these
improvements and have they been taken into account when assessing the
viability of the allocation?

The masterplan for the northern site is expected to include a link road
through the site to link Hartsdown Road and Shottendane Road. What is
the justification for this? Has the cost of providing this infrastructure been
included in the viability assessment of the site?

What is the justification for requiring 6.23 hectares of open space to be
provided? Is it clear from the policy how the open space will be expected
to be spread across the two sites? Is the policy justified and effective?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how off-
site mitigation for the loss of ground nesting bird habitats will be identified
and delivered? 1Is this policy effective?

Developments are required to incorporate and provide for improvements
identified in the Thanet Transport Strategy. Is it clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what specific improvements have been
identified for the allocation and are these justified? Is the delivery of the
site dependent on these improvements being delivered?

What is the justification for requiring improvements to Margate Cricket Club
pitch and facilities? Has the cost of providing these improvements been
included in the viability assessment of the site?

How has the effect of the proposed development on nearby heritage assets
been taken into account? What impact will the allocation have on
designated heritage assets? Is the policy justified?

What effect will the proposed development have on existing drainage
infrastructure? Will additional infrastructure be required to accommodate
the proposal, and if so, how will this be provided?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 30 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2021/22. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?
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Matter 6 - Non-Strategic Sites (Policies HO3-H0O9)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Issue 2 -
01.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Land on west side of Old Haine Road, Ramsgate - Policy HO3

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 250 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of the masterplan and development brief? Why will both these
documents be required and how will they relate to one another? Is the
policy effective?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been considered? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what the necessary highway
improvements consist of? What are the costs of these improvements and
have they been considered when assessing the viability of the allocation?

What is the justification for requiring a pre-design archaeological
evaluation? How has the effect of the proposed development on nearby
heritage assets been considered?

What consideration has been given to the standard of living accommodation
for potential future occupants, having regard to the proximity of the site to
Manston Airport?

What is the justification for specifying that proposals should contribute
towards provision of a new school, where required? What will be the
cumulative impact of the proposed development on the capacity of local
schools?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 20 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2020/21. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Land fronting Nash Road and Manston Road - Policy HO4

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 250 dwellings?
What is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of the masterplan and development brief? Why will both these
documents be required and how will they relate to one another? Is the
policy effective?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been considered? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what the necessary highway
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Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Qo.

Q10.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

improvements consist of? What are the costs of these improvements and
have they been considered when assessing the viability of the allocation?

What is the justification for requiring a pre-design archaeological
evaluation? How has the effect of the proposed development on nearby
heritage assets been considered?

What liaison has taken place with service providers during the preparation
of the Plan to inform the allocation? What evidence is available to show
that upgrading capacity will be required and that this can be delivered in a
timely manner?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how
development proposals for the site will "meet the needs of particular
groups”™? 1Is the policy effective?

What is the justification for requiring sheltered and extra care housing as
part of proposals for the site? What is this based on and is it justified?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 30 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2019/20. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Land south of Brook Avenue, Garlinge - Policy HO6

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 34 dwellings? What
is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by a
Transport Assessment and Archaeological evaluation? How has the effect
of the proposed development on the local road network and heritage assets
been considered? Is the policy requirement justified?

Land at Haine Road and Spratling Street, Ramsgate - Policy HO7

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 85 dwellings? What
is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of the masterplan and development brief? Why will both these
documents be required and how will they relate to one another? Is the
policy effective?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been considered? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what the necessary highway
improvements consist of? What are the costs of these improvements and
have they been considered when assessing the viability of the allocation?
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Q6.

Q7.

Issue 5 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.
Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Issue 6 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

What liaison has taken place with service providers during the preparation
of the Plan to inform the allocation? What evidence is available to show
that upgrading capacity will be required and that this can be delivered in a
timely manner?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 20 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2020/21. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Land south of Canterbury Road East, Ramsgate - Policy HOS8

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 27 dwellings? What
is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

What is the justification for requiring a development brief to be provided?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by an
archaeological and ecological evaluation? How has the effect of the
proposed development on heritage assets and ecology been considered? Is
the policy requirement justified?

What is the justification for requiring development to retain and enhance
trees and hedgerows for their biodiversity interest? Why has this policy
requirement not been included in other site allocations in the Plan?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 10 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2021/22. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?

Land at Melbourne Avenue, Ramsgate — Policy HO9

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 49 dwellings? What
is this based on and is it achievable?

What is the justification for specifying a maximum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare? Is this policy requirement justified?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by a
transport and ecological evaluation? How has the effect of the proposed
development on the local road network and ecology been considered? Is
the policy requirement justified?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how much,
and what type of “amenity space” is required in addition to retaining The
Copse?

How will the woodland be managed as a community asset? How and by
whom will its management be coordinated and funded? Has the viability
assessment of the site taken account of this cost?

Appendix B to the Plan estimates that 20 dwellings will be delivered on the
site in 2021/22. What is this based on and is it a realistic expectation?
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Matter 7 - Sites Allocated for Residential Development at Rural Settlements
(Policies HO12-HO17)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Land at Tothill Street, Minster - Policy HO12

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by a
transport assessment and archaeological evaluation? How has the effect of
the proposed development on the local road network and heritage assets
been considered? Is the policy requirement justified?

How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-makers, developers
and local communities what the necessary highway improvements consist
of? What are the costs of these improvements and have they been
considered when assessing the viability of the allocation?

What is the justification for requiring land to be safeguarded within the site
for the expansion of the existing cemetery, and for consultation to be
carried out with Minster Parish Council? How will this affect the number of
dwellings the site is expected to yield and the deliverability of the site?

What is the justification for requiring the provision of open space in
accordance with Policy SP31?

Land at Manor Road, Nicholas St. Wade - Policy HO13

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been considered? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what the necessary highway
improvements consist of? What are the costs of these improvements and
have they been considered when assessing the viability of the allocation?

What is the justification for requiring the provision of open space in
accordance with Policy SP31?

Land at Walter’s Hall Farm, Monkton - Policy HO14

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
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Q3.

Q4.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Issue 5 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by an
archaeological evaluation and to respect the setting of the Listed Building?
Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities which
heritage asset(s) the policy refers to?

How has the effect of the proposed development on heritage assets been
considered? Is the allocation justified?

Land south side of A253, Cliffsend - Policy HO15

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by a pre-
design archaeological assessment? How has the effect of the proposed
development on heritage assets been considered? Is the policy
requirement justified?

What is the justification for requiring proposals for new development to
explore and provide where possible sustainable connections to the
proposed Parkway station? Is it sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what is meant by the term “sustainable
connections™?

What will be the cost of providing these connections and how will they be
funded? Has this cost been considered as part of the viability assessment
for the site?

Land north of Cottington Road, Cliffsend - Policy HO16

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by an
archaeological assessment including fieldwork, and include an assessment
of development on the setting of St. Augustine’s Cross? How has the effect
of the proposed development on heritage assets been considered? Is the
policy justified?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been considered? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what constitutes "excessive
traffic use”? 1s the policy justified and effective?

23



Thanet Local

Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Q5.

Issue 6 -
Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Issue 7 -
Q1.

What is the justification for requiring proposals for new development to
explore and provide where possible sustainable connections to the
proposed Parkway station? Is it sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what is meant by the term "“sustainable
connections™?

Land south of Cottington Road, Cliffsend - Policy HO17

How was the site boundary defined and what is it based on? Are there any
ownership constraints likely to affect the deliverability of the site?

Unlike the strategic and non-strategic allocations, why does the policy not
specify a dwelling yield or density for the site? Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what scale of residential
development is permitted?

What is the justification for requiring development to be informed by an
archaeological assessment including fieldwork, and include an assessment
of development on the setting of St. Augustine’s Cross? How has the effect
of the proposed development on heritage assets been considered? Is the
policy justified?

What is the justification for requiring proposals for new development to
explore and provide where possible sustainable connections to the
proposed Parkway station? Is it sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what is meant by the term “sustainable
connections™?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to include a
flood risk assessment? Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities what is required of proposals for new development?

Additional Information

What is the status of the "additional information” provided underneath
Policy HO17? Is the list intended to represent policy requirements? If so,
why have the sites not been included as specific allocations in the Plan? Is
the Plan justified and effective in this regard?
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Matter 8 - Housing Land Supply
Issue 1 - Five-Year Housing Land Requirement

Q1. What is the basic five-year housing land requirement, what is it based on
and how has it been calculated?

Q2. How does the five-year housing land requirement compare to previous
rates of delivery?

Paragraph 47 of the Framework states that to boost significantly the supply of
housing, local planning authorities should identify and update annually a
deliverable five-year supply of housing, with an additional buffer of 5% (moved
forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the
market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery this
should be increased to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the
planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land.

Q3. Taking a longer-term view, how has the Council performed against
previous annual housing requirements? Does this represent the ‘persistent
undersupply’ defined by the Framework? In this context, should the buffer
be 5% or 20%?

Q4. If a 20% buffer applies, should this be applied to the basic five-year
requirement, or the five-year requirement and any undersupply?

Q5. If there has been an undersupply, should this be addressed within the next
five years (the ‘Sedgefield” method), or over the remainder of the plan
period (the ‘Liverpool’ method)? Is the Council’s approach consistent with
the PPG which advises that local planning authorities should aim to deal
with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan period where
possible?*

Q6. Taking the above into account, what is the five-year housing land
requirement?

Issue 2 - Supply Methodology

The PPG?® states that planning permission or allocation in a development plan is
not a prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the five-year supply.
Local planning authorities will need to provide clear evidence to support the
deliverability of sites, ensuring that judgements on deliverability are clearly and
transparently set out.

The PPG also advises that the size of sites will be an important factor in
identifying whether a housing site is deliverable within five years. Plan makers
should consider lead-in times and build-out rates to ensure a robust five-year
housing land supply. Taking this into account:

Sites with Planning Permission

Q1. What evidence is there to indicate that the sites with planning permission
will come forward as illustrated in the housing trajectory?

4 Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 3-035-20140306
5 Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 3-031-20140306
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Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

What lead-in times and build-out rates have been applied to sites with
planning permission? What are they based on?

Have the same lead-in times and build-out rates been used for sites across
the District, and for sites with outline and full planning permission? If so,
is this appropriate and justified?

Are there any sites in the trajectory which have a resolution to grant
planning permission subject to the completion of a planning obligation? If
so, how has this been considered in determining deliverability?

How has the trajectory considered that some sites may not come forward
due to unforeseen circumstances? Has a lapse-rate or allowance for non-
deliverability been applied? If so, has it been applied to all sites?

Sites without Planning Permission

Q6.

Q7.

What evidence is there to indicate that the sites without planning
permission will come forward as illustrated in the housing trajectory?

Have the same lead-in times and build-out rates been applied to sites
without planning permission? How do they vary?

Issue 3 = Components of Supply

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

What evidence is there to support the housing trajectory for Birchington
(Policy SP14)? Does this adequately reflect the time it will take to bring
development forward and the necessary infrastructure requirements for the
site?

What evidence is there to support the housing trajectory for Westgate-on-
Sea (Policy SP15)? Does this adequately reflect the time it will take to
bring development forward and the necessary infrastructure requirements
for the site?

What evidence is there to support the housing trajectory for Westwood
(Policy SP16)? Does this adequately reflect the time it will take to bring
development forward and the necessary infrastructure requirements for the
site?

How has the development of land fronting Nash Road and Haine Road
(Policy SP17) been considered in the housing trajectory?

What evidence is there to support the housing trajectory for land at
Manston Court (Policy SP18)? Does this adequately reflect the time it will
take to bring development forward and the necessary infrastructure
requirements for the site?

Issue 4 - Windfall Allowance

Paragraph 48 of the Framework states that local planning authorities may make
an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have compelling
evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local area and
will continue to provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be
realistic having regard to the SHLAA, historic windfall delivery rates and expected
future trends, and should not include residential gardens. Taking this into
account:
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Q1. What allowance has been made for windfall sites coming forward over the
first five years, and thereafter throughout the plan period?

Q2. What is this based on and is it justified on appropriate available evidence?

Issue 5 - Future Supply

Paragraph 47 of the Framework states that local planning authorities should also
identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for
years 6-10, and, where possible, years 11-15.

Q1. How has the Council arrived at the figures in the Housing Trajectory for
years 6-10 and 11-15?

Q2. What factors were considered in arriving at the figures in the Housing
Trajectory? Are they justified and based on appropriate available
evidence?

Q3. Is there likely to be a sufficient supply of housing land throughout the
lifetime of the Plan?

Issue 6 - Flexibility

Q1. What flexibility does the plan provide if some of the larger sites do not
come forward in the timescales envisaged?

Q2. Is it necessary to have a review mechanism in the Plan to consider
progress against these, and other sites, and to identify any appropriate
steps to increase supply if required?
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Matter 9 - Meeting Housing Needs (Policies SP19-SP20, QD04-QD05, HO20-

HO26)

Issue 1 - Type and Size of Dwellings - Policy SP19

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

How does Plan address the need for different types of housing and the
needs of different groups in the community? Is the Plan consistent with
paragraph 50 of the Framework?

Is it clear to developers, decision-makers and local communities what the
"SHMA recommendations” consist of for the purposes of Policy SP19?

Is Policy SP19 sufficiently flexible to react to changing circumstances over
the plan period, and to reflect the different characteristics of sites, such as
smaller, town centre developments?

What is the justification for encouraging proposals that incorporate a higher
proportion of houses than recommended in the SHMA? Is Policy SP19
justified and consistent with the evidence base in this regard?

What is a dwelling house "suited to modern living requirements” for the
purposes of Policy SP19? Is this sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities? Is the policy effective?

In what circumstances might there be conflict between the Local Plan and
the Cliftonville DPD as expressed in Policy SP19?

Issue 2 - Provision of Affordable Housing - Policy SP20

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

What is the justification for requiring at least 30% of dwellings to be
affordable on all qualifying sites? Is the requirement consistent with, and
justified by, the evidence contained in the Thanet District Council Local Plan
and CIL Viability Assessment?

What affect will the requirement for proposals to provide 30% affordable
housing have on the deliverability of housing, especially for proposals on
previously developed land?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities under
what circumstances a lower amount of affordable housing is acceptable?

What is the justification for the proposed affordable housing split in Policy
SP20? What is this based on, and will it be appropriate for all qualifying
development proposals across the District?

Issue 3 - Housing Standards - Policies QD04 and QD05

Q1.

The PPG® states that local planning authorities have the option to set
additional technical requirements exceeding the minimum standards
required by Building Regulations in respect of access and water, and an
optional nationally described space standard. In doing so local planning
authorities will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a
need for additional standards in their area and justify setting appropriate
policies in their Local Plans. Has this been carried out? What is the
justification for the standards in Policies QD04 and QD057

6 Ref ID 56-002-20160519
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Q2;

Q3.

Q4.

The PPG’ also states that local planning authorities should consider the
impact of using optional Building Regulation requirements and the
nationally described space standard as part of their Local Plan viability
assessment. Has this been carried out? Have the standards in Policies
QD04 and QDOS5 been tested to ensure that new residential development
will remain viable?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what
proportion of affordable dwellings need to be wheelchair accessible? Is the
policy effective in this regard?

Is Policy QD05 consistent with guidance contained in the PPG, which makes
the distinction between wheelchair accessible dwellings (a home readily
useable by a wheelchair user at the point of completion) and wheelchair
adaptable dwellings (a home that can be easily adapted to meet the needs
of a household including wheelchair users)?

Issue 4 - Accommodation for Gypsy and Travelling Communities — Policy HO22

0l

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

The SHMA (paragraphs 8.75-8.77) refers to the East Kent Gypsy, Traveller
and Showpeople Accommodation Assessment (2014) which concluded that
that there was no need for any residential pitches. Does the assessment
provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of need in the District that is
consistent with national guidance and policy?

How has the situation changed in Thanet since publication of the East Kent
Assessment? Has there been any increase in unauthorised developments?
If so, what does this demonstrate?

Based on the 2014 Assessment, the Plan does not make any specific
provision for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople accommodation. Is
this appropriate and justified by the evidence? Will the Plan make suitable
provision for accommodation to meet the need for gypsy and traveller
communities?

Are the criteria for determining planning applications in Policy HO22
justified, clear and appropriate? Is the policy effective?

Issue 5 - Care and Supported Housing - Policy HO20

Q1.

Is the reference to “"good quality accommodation” in Policy HO20
sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities? Is
the policy effective?

Issue 6 - Non Self-Contained Residential Accommodation - Policy HO21

Q1.

What is the justification for the thresholds provided in Policy HO21? Is the
policy supported by appropriate local evidence?

Issue 7 - Residential Use of Empty Property — Policy HO23

Q1.
Q2.

What is the justification for Policy HO23?

What are the reasons for only supporting the residential re-use of buildings
in the urban areas and villages? Is the policy consistent with paragraph 55
of the Framework in this regard?

7 Ref ID 56-003-20150327
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Issue 8 - Retention of Existing Housing Stock - Policy HO24

Q1.

Does Policy HO24 seek to restrict proposals for the change of use from
residential to tourist accommodation? Is this clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities?

Issue 9 - Ancillary Accommodation for a Family Member - Policy HO25

Q1.

What is the justification for requiring ancillary residential accommodation to
have a "functional connection” with the main dwelling and be in the same
ownership?

Issue 10 - Fostering Homes - Policy HO26

Q1.

Q2.
Q3.

What is the justification for Policy HO26? Which evidence-based documents
support the restriction of foster homes in the Cliftonville West Ward?

What are the reasons for restricting foster homes in this location only?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what
constitutes "similar facilities” for the purposes of Policy HO267?
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Matter 10 - Economic Development (Policies SP02-SP04 and EO1-E03)
Issue 1 - Economic Growth - Policy SP02

Q1. Is the target of 5,000 additional jobs justified? How has it been calculated,
and how much of this will be achieved from development proposals in the
Plan?

Q2. How does this compare to past performance?

Q3. How does the number of additional jobs planned for correlate to the
housing requirement? Are the strategies for housing and economic
development aligned?

Q4. The Economic Development in Thanet (Employment Land Update and
Economic Needs Assessment) states that the past take-up of employment
land averages 10,446 square metres per annum. How is this translated
into a forecast for future employment land?

Q5. Is the use of past take-up rates robust, considering that it covers a post-
recession period up to 2016?

Q6. The Economic Development in Thanet (Employment Land Update and
Economic Needs Assessment) concludes that based on past trends and
labour supply calculations, the land supply to be planned for should be 15
hectares. In contrast, Policy SP02 plans for 53.5 hectares of employment
land. What is the justification for this difference?

Q7. What are the implications of this? If taken up, will there be enough
housing to support the development of allocated sites? Will there be an
appropriate balance between workers and homes?

Q8. What provision does the Plan make to support creative industries
across Thanet? Is the Plan consistent with paragraph 21 of the
Framework in this regard which seeks to plan positively for the
location, promotion and expansion of clusters or networks of
knowledge driven, creative or high technology industries?

Issue 2 - Land Allocated for Economic Development — SP03

Q1. How were the allocated sites identified? What factors were considered in
deciding whether to allocate sites under Policy SP03?

Q2. Were any other locations considered as suitable alternatives?

Q3. How much land is available at each of the four allocated sites, and are they
developable within the plan period?

Q4. Paragraph 6.8 of the Economic Development in Thanet (Employment Land
Update and Economic Needs Assessment) concludes that Thanet Reach
South should no longer be allocated for employment purposes. How does it
differ from Thanet Reach North?

Q5. What is the justification for restricting development to Use Classes B1, B2
and B8 at Manston Business Park and Hedgend Industrial Estate, but
having a more flexible approach elsewhere?
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Q6.

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what uses
will be permitted at Eurokent and the Thanet Reach Business Park? Is the
policy effective in this regard?

Issue 3 - Retention of Existing Employment Sites - Policy EO1

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.
Q4.

Q5.

Is Policy EO1 consistent with paragraph 22 of the Framework which states
that planning policies should avoid the long-term protection of sites
allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a
site being used for that purpose?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how
proposals for alternative uses of land and buildings on the sites listed under
Policy EQ1 will be considered?

What is the list of sites under Policy E01(2) based on?

How will decision-makers, developers and local communities consider
development proposals which involve existing employment land and
buildings not listed under Policy E01(2)?

What policies support proposals for economic development on non-
allocated, windfall sites? Does the Plan include specific criteria for decision-
makers, developers and local communities to follow?

Issue 4 - Home Working - Policy EO2

Q1.

Q2.

In what instances might a proposal for home working require planning
permission? Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities when Policy E02 might apply?

Are the criteria sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities? Is the policy effective?

Issue 5 - Digital Infrastructure - Policy E03

Q1.

Q2.

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of Policy EQ3? Is the policy effective?

Is Policy EO3 consistent with paragraphs 42-46 which seek to support the
expansion of electronic communications networks, including
telecommunications and high-speed broadband.

Issue 6 - Manston Business Park — Policy SP04

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

What is the justification for allocating over 40 hectares of land at Manston
Business Park? Will there be a demand for the allocated land over the plan
period? If so, what evidence supports this?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals at Manston
Business Park to be accompanied by a Transport Assessment and Travel
Plan? Is this appropriate for all development proposals, regardless of size?

In deciding to allocate the site for employment uses how have the
cumulative effects of additional development on the local and strategic road
network been considered?
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Issue 7 - Manston Airport

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

What is the justification for including reference to Manston Airport alongside
policies related to the allocation of employment land? Are paragraphs
1.38-1.45 intended to represent supporting text to Policy SP04?

What is the status regarding the proposed Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project? How does its timescales align with the Local Plan
Examination?

What are the implications for the Plan should the Development Consent
Order be approved?

What are the implications for the Plan should the Development Consent
Order be refused?

If a Local Plan Review is required, is it clear to decision-makers, developers
and local communities when this would happen? Is there a clear
mechanism to ensure a timely review of the Plan, which currently refers to
a ‘minimum’ period of 2 years?

Is it clear how a decision-maker would react to a proposal for new
development at Manston Airport prior to a review of the Plan?

What is the justification for paragraph 1.44? If a Development Consent
Order for aviation use is granted, what “housing land supply provisions”
would need to be reviewed and why?

What are the implications of The Town and Country Planning (Manston
Airport) Special Development Order 2019 No. 86 on the soundness of the
submitted Local Plan and its strategy for the airport?
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Matter 11 - Tourism (Policies E07-E14)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Serviced Tourism Accommodation - Policy EO7

How will decision-makers, developers and local communities determine
whether proposals for tourist accommodation are "well related to existing
built development” Does this apply in the main built-up areas or across
the District? Is the policy effective?

Is the Plan consistent with paragraph 28 of the Framework which, amongst
other things, states that plans should support sustainable rural tourism and
leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural areas?

What impacts does Policy E07(1) seek to avoid? Is the policy sufficiently
clear? Is it effective?

Self-Catering Accommodation - Policy EO8

What is the justification for requiring proposals for self-catering
accommodation to be well related to the primary and secondary road
network? Is this requirement clear to decision-makers, developers and
local communities? Is it effective?

What is the justification for requiring proposals to be capable of being
extensively landscaped? Is this necessary for all development proposals,
regardless of size or location?

What are the reasons for requiring new tourist accommodation to mitigate
the impacts of recreational disturbance on nature conservation sites (Policy
EO07), but not new self-catering accommodation?

Protecting Existing Tourist Accommodation - Policy E09

How has the threshold of 10 or more bedrooms been determined in Policy
E09? What is it based on and is it justified?

How will decision-makers, developers and local communities determine
when Policy E0Q9 applies? What constitutes “high quality” tourist
accommodation for this policy?

What is the justification for requiring evidence of occupancy rates over a
period of 3 years, in addition to marketing, to demonstrate that the
accommodation is not viable?

Beaches - Policies E10, E11 and E12

What is the rationale and justification for identifying major holiday beaches
(Policy E10) separately from intermediate beaches (Policy E11)?

Does the Plan provide enough detail to clarify to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what type of development is permitted
and where? Are Policies E10-E12 effective?

What is the justification for restricting new built facilities on undeveloped
beaches (Policy E12)? Under what ‘exceptional event’ may development be
considered acceptable? Is this sufficiently clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities?
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Issue 5 - Language Schools - Policy E13

Q1.

What is the justification for Policy E13? Will the criteria be effective in
seeking to meet its aims and objectives?

Issue 6 — Quex Park - Policy E14

Q1.

Q2.

What is the justification for requiring development proposals at Quex Park
to be accompanied by a transport assessment? Is this appropriate for all
development proposals, regardless of size?

In considering a proposal for new development how would a decision-
maker consider the setting of relevant heritage assets at Quex Park?
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Matter 12 - Town and District Centres (Policies SP06-SP10 and E04-E06)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Issue 2 -
Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Thanet’s Town Centres - Policy SP06

What criteria have been used to determine the hierarchy of centres? Does
this relate to the size and existing provision within settlements?

Is the hierarchy of centres justified and clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities? Are the town centre boundaries
illustrated on the policies maps for Westwood, Margate, Ramsgate and
Broadstairs?

Is the Plan consistent with paragraph 23 of the Framework which, amongst
other things, states that Local Plans should define the extent of town
centres and primary shopping areas?

Is Westwood identified as a centre at the top of the retail hierarchy? If so,
what is the justification for this?

Is the retail strategy (set out in paragraph 2.10 of the Plan) to retain
Thanet’s market share of retail expenditure in the sub region, and not
increase it, the most appropriate strategy for the area? 1Is it justified by
appropriate available evidence?

What are the figures in Table 1 based on? Are the figures for convenience
and comparison goods accurate and robust? Are the figures net or gross?

What is the justification for stating that the quantitative level of retail need
should be regarded as a ‘guide’ rather than a ‘target’? Does the Plan
allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail needs
as required by paragraph 23 of the Framework? How does the Plan ensure
that the needs for retail will be met in full and will not be compromised by
limited site availability?

Does the Plan identify the need for other uses such as leisure, commercial,
office, tourism, cultural, community and residential development needed in
town centres? How will the need for such uses be met over the plan
period, having regard to paragraph 23 of the Framework?

Westwood - Policy SPO7

What sites have been identified to meet the need for comparison retail
goods at Westwood? How will the identified need be met over the plan
period?

What is the justification for identifying Primary and Secondary retail
frontages at Westwood? Do the frontages reflect the retail role, character
and function of the centre at present?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to secure the
implementation of the Westwood Area SPD and Westwood Relief Scheme?
What progress has been made in developing the SPD and details of the
scheme? Should policy SP06 set out more detail as to the content (for
example specific objectives or policies) that applications will be expected to
comply with to ensure that the policy is clear and effective?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what uses
will be permitted at Eurokent? Is the policy effective?
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Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

Q11.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

What is the justification for allocating the site for up to 550 dwellings and
5.45 hectares of land for business uses? What is this based on and is it
achievable?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to contribute
towards the Local Employment and Training Fund? 1Is this appropriate for
all proposals? Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities what is required of proposals for new development? Is the
policy justified and effective?

How has the mix of uses and minimum area of open space been
established? Are they necessary, appropriate and justified?

How has the effect of the proposed development on the local road network
been taken into account? How will the site be accessed, and is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what the necessary
highway improvements consist of?

What is the justification for requiring an archaeological assessment? How
has the effect of the proposed development on nearby heritage assets been
considered?

What is the justification for allocating land at Thanet Reach as part of a
mixed-use development? Is the site deliverable?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how much
residential development is permitted on the site? Is the policy effective?

Margate - Policy SP08

What is the justification for resisting the loss of existing commercial
premises in Margate Old Town? Is the policy justified, effective and
consistent with national planning policy?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how the
Council would consider whether a proposal for new development reduced
the attractiveness of Dreamland or its leisure/tourism potential?

Should Policy SP08 refer to resilient design, taking account of Margate’s
coastal location and the need to consider climate change and flooding?
Additionally, would a reference to the need for development essential for
public safety in the Margate Seafront and Harbour Arm area be justified?

Does the Plan adequately define the extent and purpose of the
'‘Opportunity Sites’? Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and
local communities what is required of proposals for new
development in these areas?

Ramsgate - Policy SP09

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to have regard
to the emerging Ramsgate Maritime Plan? What is the current status of the
Maritime Plan and is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities what is required of proposals for new development? Is the
policy effective?

Should Policy SP08 refer to resilient design, taking account of Ramsgate’s
coastal location and the need to consider climate change and flooding?
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Q3.

What are the reasons for not referring to heritage considerations in Policy
SP09, such as the Heritage Action Zone in partnership with Historic
England? Is this referred to elsewhere within the Plan?

Issue 5 - Broadstairs - Policy SP10

Q1.

Q2.

What is the justification for resisting the loss of existing commercial
premises along the Broadstairs Promenade and Beach Front? Is the policy
justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy?

Should Policy SP08 refer to resilient design, taking account of Broadstairs’
coastal location and the need to consider climate change and flooding?

Issue 6- Primary and Secondary Frontages - Policy EO4

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

What criteria have been used to determine the primary and secondary
frontages? Are they justified and clear to decision-makers, developers and
local communities?

What is the justification for the extent of the secondary frontages in the
coastal town centres?

What is the justification for allowing uses falling within Use Classes A1-A5
throughout primary frontages? Is this consistent with national planning
policy?

What criteria will be used to determine whether a proposal within a
secondary frontage would fragment or erode the frontage to a degree that
compromises footfall or undermines the function of the centre? Is the
policy sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities? Is the policy effective?

Issue 7- Sequential and Impact Tests - Policy EO5

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

What are the thresholds in Policy EO5 based on? Are they justified by
appropriate available evidence?

Will it be clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
whether a development proposal is within the urban or rural Area?

Is Policy EO5 consistent with paragraph 26 of the Framework in requiring
impact assessments for proposals for main town centre uses?

Is it necessary, effective and justified to largely repeat the requirements of
paragraph 26 of the Framework within Policy E05?

Issue 8- District and Local Centres - Policy EO6

Q1.

Q2.

Is Policy EO6 consistent with national planning policy in requiring
development proposals to meet a local need?

What is the justification for restricting development proposals to no more
than 1,000 square metres?

38



Thanet Local

Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Matter 13 - Transport (Policies SP41-SP47 and TP01-TP10)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 2 -
Q1.
Q2.

Q3.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.
Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Issue 4 -

Q1.
Q2.

Safe and Sustainable Transport - Policies SP41-SP44

Is Policy SP43 intended to apply to all proposals for new development,
regardless of scale or location? Is the policy effective and consistent with
national planning policy?

What is the justification for not including reference to electric vehicle
charging points in Policy SP43? Is the policy consistent with paragraph 35
of the Framework in this regard?

What is the rationale for Policy SP44? Is it clear what is expected of
decision-makers, developers and local communities?

New Railway Station - Policy SP45
What is the justification for Policy SP45?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities where the
new station will be located?

Is the provision of a new railway station on land to the west of Ramsgate
deliverable within the plan period?

Strategic Road Network - Policies SP46-SP47

What is the rationale for Policy SP46? Is it clear what is expected of
decision-makers, developers and local communities?

What is the status of the Thanet Transport Strategy?

What is the justification for safeguarding the routes set out in Policy SP47?
Are these routes necessary for the implementation of the growth identified
in the plan? If so, what evidence has been prepared to demonstrate that
the routes are deliverable within the plan period? Who will be responsible
for delivering the necessary highways infrastructure, especially where third-
party land is required?

How have the costs associated with the highway’s improvements been
considered as part of the Plan’s preparation?

Are the safeguarded transport routes shown accurately on the submission
policies maps?

How will Regulation 123 of the CIL Regulations apply where five or
more separate planning applications provide funding towards the
projects referred to in Policies SP46-SP47? Will the new strategic
road proposals be effective in mitigating the in-combination effects
of additional transport movements and pressure arising from new
development in Thanet?

Transport Assessments and Travel Plans — Policy TPO1
What is the justification for Policy TP01?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities when
transport assessments and travel plans will be required? Is the policy
effective?
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Issue 5 -

Q1.

Issue 6 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5

Q6.

Q7.

Walking, Cycling and Public Transport - Policies TPO2-TP04

What is the justification for having separate policies relating to cycling,
walking and public transport? Are they consistent with the Framework’s
Core Planning Principles which seek to actively manage patterns of growth
to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling?

Parking Provision and Traffic Management- Policies TPO5-TP10

What is the justification for safeguarding land at Vere Road, Broadstairs for
use as coach parking?

Policy TP06 states that the Council will “refer to” guidance provided in the
Kent Design Review: Interim Guidance Note 3 — Residential Parking and the
Kent Vehicle Parking Standards 2006 (Appendix C). Is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities what is required of proposals for
new development?

Are there circumstances other than those listed in Policy TP0O6 where a
reduced level of provision may be acceptable?

Does Policy TP0O6 take adequate account of the need to provide disabled
parking facilities? Is the Plan consistent with paragraph 35 of the
Framework in this regard, which, amongst other things, states that Plans
should consider the needs of people with disabilities by all modes of
transport?

What is the justification for Policy TP08? Is the policy effective? How
would a proposal for new development within a town centre meet the policy
requirements, where opportunities for off-street servicing may be limited?

What is the justification for requiring new commercial development
proposals to encourage at least 20% of customers at Westwood to arrive
by means other than the private car in Policy TP09? What is the figure of
20% based on and how will it be measured? Is the policy effective?

Is Policy TPO7 justified, positively prepared, and will the criteria be
effective in considering proposals for new development on town
centre public car parks?
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Matter 14 - Community Infrastructure (Policies SP01, SP36-SP40 and CMO01-
CMO04)

Issue 1 - Implementation - Policy SP01

Q1. What is the justification for requiring development proposals to comply with
the provisions of the IDP in Policy SP0O1?

Issue 2 - Community Infrastructure — Policies SP36-SP40

Q1. What is the justification for allocating land as an extension to the QEQM
Hospital under Policy SP37? What effect will this policy have on the Green
Wedge in this location?

Q2. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how
proposals under Policy SP37 will “involve the minimum take of fresh land”?
What is the justification for this policy requirement if the land is allocated
for an expansion of the hospital?

Q3. Is Policy SP37 deliverable within the plan period? Does it adequately
allow for the continued improvement, expansion, reconfiguration
and consolidation of the hospital?

Q4. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities where the
new medical centre referred to in Policy SP38 will be provided? How will
the medical centre be funded, who will provide it and is the centre
deliverable within the plan period? Is Policy SP38 justified and effective?

Q5. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities where the
new secondary school referred to in Policy SP40 will be provided? How will
the new school at Westwood be funded, who will provide it and is the
school deliverable within the plan period? Is Policy SP40 justified and
effective?

Issue 3 - Provision of New Community Facilities — Policy CM01

Q1. 1Is Policy CM01 consistent with paragraph 70 of the Framework which,
amongst other things, states that planning policies should plan positively
for community facilities?

Issue 4 — Protection of Existing Community Facilities — Policy CM02

Q1. Is Policy CM02 consistent with paragraph 70 of the Framework which,
amongst other things, states that planning policies should guard against
the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where
this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs?

Q2. What is the justification for requiring proposals for new development to
meet criteria 1) to 3) inclusive?

Q3. What is the justification for providing additional requirements in the
supporting text to Policy CM02? Is it clear what will be required of
applicants for planning permission?

Issue 5 - Expansion of Margate and Minster Cemeteries - Policies CM03-CM04

Q1. What is the justification for Policies CM03 and CM04? How will the
expansions be funded and who will provide them? Are the policies
effective?
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Matter 15 - Green Infrastructure and Open Space (Policies SP22-SP24,
SP29-SP32 and GI04-GIO07)

Issue 1 -
Q1.
Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Issue 2 -
Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Issue 4 -

Q1.

Q2.

Landscape Character - Policies SP22-SP23
What is the justification for the green wedges referred to in Policy SP227?

How were the green wedges identified on the Policies Map and what
process was followed? What evidence-based documents were used to
inform this process?

Are the green wedges justified, effective and consistent with national
policy? Are there any significant factors that indicate that sites should not
have been designated?

Is the approach in Policy SP22 to "protect areas of open countryside”
consistent with national planning policy in the Framework?

Landscaping and Green Infrastructure - Policies SP24 and GI06

What is the justification for listing types of Green Infrastructure in
paragraph 4.36? Is this a policy requirement that proposals will be
expected to provide? If so, should it be a specific policy requirement? Is
the policy effective?

What is the justification for requiring a landscape survey under Policy GIO6
for all development proposals that require a design and access statement?

What is the justification for requiring developers to demonstrate that
adequate arrangements have been made to ensure the continued
maintenance of landscaping? 1Is this necessary for all development
proposals, and how have the costs associated with this requirement been
taken into account?

Protection of Open Space and Playing Fields - Policy SP29 and GIO5

Are policies SP29 and GIO5 consistent with the criteria set out in paragraph
74 of the Framework?

Local Green Space - SP30

How were areas of Local Green Space identified on the Policies Map and
what process was followed? What evidence-based documents were used to
inform this process?

Are the Local Green Spaces consistent with paragraphs 76-77 of the
Framework which state that such designations should only be used:

) Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the
community it serves;

s Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community
and holds a particular local significance, for example because of its
beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing
field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

. Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an
extensive tract of land.

42



Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Issue 5 -

Open Space, Parks, Gardens, Recreation Grounds and Allotments - Policies

SP31-SP32 and GIO4

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Issue 6 -

Q1.

Q2.

What is the justification for requiring development proposals of 50
dwellings or more to provide natural and semi-natural green spaces in
Policy SP31? What is the threshold based on? Will the policy requirement
be achievable on all qualifying sites?

Policy SP31 requires proposals to meet the requirements in “Table 7" -
where is this set out in the Plan?

What is the justification for Policy SP32? How will decision-makers
determine whether the need to protect the allotments is outweighed by the
overriding need for a development?

Subject to meeting the first part of Policy SP32, what is the justification for
also requiring alternative provision to be made? What criteria would need
to be considered in providing alternative provision nearby?

What are the standards in Policy GI0O4 based on? Are they justified and
supported by appropriate available evidence?

Have the cost implications of Policy GIO4 been considered as part of the
Plan’s preparation? What impact would the policy requirements have on
the viability of new residential development?

What is the justification for requiring developers to fund the ongoing
maintenance and management of amenity and play areas? Is this
appropriate for all development proposals, regardless of type, scale or
location?

Jackey Bakers - Policy GIO7

What is the justification for requiring ancillary development at Jackey
Bakers to be justified, and subsidise the sports use?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what the
policy expects of proposals for new development? Is the policy effective?
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Matter 16 - Design, Heritage and the Rural Economy (Policies QD01-QD03,
QD06-QD07, SP33-SP34, HEO1-HEO05, HO19 and E15-E19)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Issue 2 -
Q1.
Q2.

Q3.

Design - Policies QD01-QD03, QD06-QD07 and SP33

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what
constitutes the "most recent government guidance” for the purposes of
Policy QD01? Is the policy effective?

Is it necessary and effective to have a policy requiring development to
accord with Building Regulations?

What is the justification for requiring residential development on garden
land to make a positive visual impact to an area in Policy QD027 Is this
consistent with the requirements in Policy HO1?

Does Policy QD02 provide an appropriate policy framework to ensure that
developments create safe environments where crime and disorder, and the
fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion? As
submitted is the policy consistent with paragraph 58 of the Framework?

Does the Plan make sufficient provision for inclusive design and accessible
environments in accordance with paragraphs 57, 58, 61 and 69 of the
Framework?

Policy QD03(3) requires the provision of private or shared external
amenity/play space in new residential development. Is this suitably flexible
to take account of circumstances where this may not be possible, such as
the conversion of an existing building or where shared amenity space will
be provided on site?

What is the justification for requiring bin storage facilities within 15 metres
from where the collection vehicle will pass in Policy QD03(4)? Is the policy
justified and effective?

What is the justification for requiring an independent design review for
proposals under Policy SP33? Will it be sufficiently clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities when such a review will be
required?

Conservation of the Historic Environment - Policies SP34 and HEQ1-HEQ5
What does Policy SP34 require of proposals for new development?

Is Policy HEO3 consistent with paragraph 135 of the Framework which
states that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining
planning applications. In weighing applications that affect directly or
indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be
required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance
of the heritage asset?

Is Policy HEO4 consistent with national planning policy, having particular
regard to its approach to historic parks and gardens, whether or not they
are included on the statutory list?
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Issue 3 - The Rural Economy - Policies HO19 and E15-E19

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required to demonstrate that agricultural units are ‘viable’ in Policy HO19?
Is the policy effective?

Is Policy HO19 consistent with paragraph 55 of the Framework which refers
to the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their
place of work in the countryside?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals for economic
development to be located in “sustainable locations” in Policy E15? How
will decision-makers, developers and local communities determine what
constitutes a sustainable location? Is the policy effective?

What is the justification for requiring development proposals to accord with
criteria 1-6 in Policy E16?

What is the justification for restricting development proposals that would
result in the “irreversible loss” of best and most versatile agricultural land
in Policy E177?

Is Policy E17 consistent with paragraph 28 of the Framework which,
amongst other things, states that local plans should promote the
development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural
businesses?

Is Policy E18 consistent with paragraph 112 of the Framework relating to
the use of best and most versatile agricultural land?

Is Policy E19 consistent with paragraph 28 of the Framework which,
amongst other things, states that local plans should support the sustainable
growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas,
both through conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new
buildings?
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Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Matter 17 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity (Policies SP25-SP28 and GIO1-
GIO3)

Issue 1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity Policies SP25-SP28 and GI01-GI03

Q1. Are Policies SP25-SP28 consistent with paragraph 113 of the Framework
which states that local planning authorities should set criteria-based
policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting
protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas will be judged?

Q2. Do Policies SP25-SP28 make distinctions between the hierarchy of
international, national and locally designated so that protection is
commensurate with their status and give appropriate weight to their
importance and the contribution that they make to wider ecological
networks?

Q3. Does the Plan include policies which plan for biodiversity at a landscape-
scale, including across local authority boundaries as required by paragraph
117 of the Framework? Does the Plan identify and map components of
ecological networks, including wildlife corridors and stepping stones that
connect them?

Q4. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how any
habitat loss and/or mitigation will be determined to ensure that proposals
for new development secure net gains in biodiversity?

Q5. Does Policy SP25 reference the correct Regulations?

Q6. Is it the wording of Policy SP27 clear as to whether the need for ecological
surveys applies to all sites? Is the policy effective?

Q7. 1Is the information contained in diagram 1 (Chapter 12) regarding
designated sites accurate?

Q8. Will Policy GIO1 deliver real gains in biodiversity in the area over the plan
period? Is the policy effective and consistent with national policy?

Q9. Unlike policy GI02, policy GIO1 does not contain a specific reference to new
developments including measures to enhance and improve connectivity to
designated sites. Why is there a different approach to Nationally and
Locally Designated Sites in this regard? Is the policy justified?

Q10. Unlike Policies GIO1 and GI02, Policy GIO3 does not include a reference to
permitting development if the need outweighs the importance of the
designated site. Why is the approach different? Is this policy justified?
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Thanet Local

Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Matter 18 - The Environment and Climate Change (Policies SP35, CC01-CC07
and SE01-SE08)

Issue 1 -

Q1.

Issue 2 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Issue 3 -

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Climate Change - Policy SP35

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is
required of proposals for new development under Policy SP35? Is the
policy effective and how does it relate to the more specific policies on
climate change in Chapter 15 of the Plan?

Flooding - Policies CC01-CC03

Is Policy CCO1 consistent with paragraphs 100-102 of the Framework
regarding when the Sequential and Exception tests should be required?
Should the policy also take account of surface/groundwater flooding?

How does the Plan consider the multi-functional benefits of Sustainable
Urban Drainage Systems (*SUDS’), such as the provision of amenity and
biodiversity benefits?

What is the justification for the threshold distance of 40m in Policy CC03?
Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities when this
policy applies? Will it be effective?

Does Policy CCO3 ensure that new development proposals take account of
natural habitats and how they might respond to coastal change?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
when Flood Risk Assessments will be required? Should Policy CC01
also refer to sites over 1 hectare in size in Flood Zone 1?

Renewable Energy - Policies CC04-CC07

What is the justification for requiring major new development proposals to
include renewable energy or micro-generation equipment? Is it clear to
decision-makers, developers and local communities what is expected of
proposals for new development?

How does Policy CC04 take account of circumstances where the provision of
renewable energy or micro-generation equipment may not be appropriate,
feasible or viable?

What is the justification for requiring the provision of an Energy Statement
in Policy CC05?

Is Policy CCO06 consistent with national planning policy and guidance, and
how will it ensure that new development proposals take account of any
effects on the Thanet Coast SPA and Ramsar site in particular?

How will development proposals for wind turbines be considered under the
policies contained in the Plan? Is the Plan consistent with national planning
policy in this regard?

What is the justification for Policy CC07? Is clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities where the policy applies to?

Does Policy CC0O7 require applicants to consider impacts other than on sites
of nature conservation value, such as heritage assets? Is the policy
effective in this regard?
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Thanet Local Plan Examination - Matters, Issues and Questions

Issue 4 - Contamination and Pollution - SE01-SEO8

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Are policies SE01-SEQ3 consistent with paragraph 109 of the Framework
which, amongst other things, states that the planning system should
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by
remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and
unstable land, where appropriate?

How will Policy SE04 ensure that development proposals involving piled
foundations take account of the risks of ground disturbance that may cause
turbidity in the water supply, potentially resulting in contamination reaching
groundwater beneath any sites impacted by contamination and/or landfill?

Is it necessary for Policy SEO4 to refer to the provision of water supply or
foul drainage in a timely manner to ensure that it is effective, and that new
development is not unduly delayed?

Is it sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
what is required to meet Policy SEO5 with regard to promoting the use of
sustainable low emission transport? Is the policy effective?

How have the cumulative effects of the development proposed in the Plan
on air quality been considered as part of the evidence-base? Where
necessary is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities
what mitigation will be required?

Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities where the
Important Areas in the Noise Action Plan are located? Is Policy SEQ7
effective?

What constitutes a "/large development” for the purposes of Policy SE08?
As submitted is the policy effective?

What is the justification for referring to the Institute of Lighting
Professionals Standards in Policy SE08? Is it clear to decision-makers,
developers and local communities what is required of proposals for new
development? Is the policy effective?
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1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

INTRODUCTION

This Hearing Statement has been prepared by RPS Consulting Services Limited (RPS) on behalf
of RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited (RSP) in connection with the Thanet Local Plan
Examination and Matter 10 Economic Development — Issue 7 : Manston Airport (Questions Q1

to Q8).

Manston Airport closed in May 2014. The airport is currently owned by Stone Hill Park Limited
(SHP). RSP proposes to reopen Manston Airport as an air freight hub with associated business
aviation and passenger services, creating in excess of 23,000 jobs within East Kent and the wider
economy by the airport’s 20th year of operation (expected to be in 2039).

RSP submitted a Development Consent Order (DCO) application to the Planning Inspectorate
(PINS) on 17th July 2018. The DCO includes compulsory acquisition powers as RSP do not
currently own the airport site. PINS formally accepted the DCO on 14th August 2018 (PINS
reference TR020002) and it is currently the subject of Examination which commenced on 9th
January 2019. The Examination of the DCO is expected to conclude on 9th July 2019. A copy of
the DCO Examination Timetable is provided as Appendix 1.

APPENDIX 1

SHP have their own aspirations to redevelop the Manston Airport site for a new settlement which
RSP believes is not needed; nor can it be implemented/delivered; nor is it viable. The SHP
proposals are the subject of two separate and pending hybrid planning applications that have
been submitted to Thanet District Council (TDC) (application references OL/TH/16/0550 and
OL/TH/18/0660). The first application was submitted in May 2016 and the second application
was submitted in May 2018. Both planning applications remain undetermined as they are both
missing key environmental information. SHP’s failure to progress their planning applications over
a period of nearly three years puts into question the seriousness of their intentions.

RPS have acted on behalf of RSP as both planning consultants and Masterplanners on the
Manston Airport DCO Project since 2016. During this time, RPS has submitted representations
on behalf of RSP to inform the preparation of the new Thanet Local Plan. These representations
have been made prior to the DCO Examination having commenced and are as follows:

e Response to Pre-Submission Regulation 19 Version of the Thanet Local Plan (August
2018) dated 4th October 2018

e Response to the Proposed Revisions to the draft Thanet Local Plan (Preferred Options)
(January 2017) dated 17th March 2017

RSP strongly welcomes the decision by TDC no longer to allocate land at Manston Airport for a
mixed-use settlement. RSP’s position is that land at Manston Airport should be retained and
protected for aviation uses only by policies in the new Thanet Local Plan and that until the
outcome of the DCO is known (expected 9th January 2020), no other uses should be permitted
at Manston Airport.

Regardless of if the DCO is granted or refused, the Local Plan will need to be reviewed to reflect
the decision made. In its present state, the new Local Plan is not written in a way that sufficiently
addresses the spatial planning and environmental implications of the airport reopening. Similarly,
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and if the DCO is refused, the new Local Plan is not written in a way which makes it clear to
interested parties, exactly how the future of the airport site will be dealt with or indeed, how
decision-makers should react to any proposals for new development at the airport in planning

terms.

1.8 RSP contends that a new policy should be added to the new Thanet Local Plan as follows:

“The area shown on the Policies Map as Manston Airport should be retained and

protected as an airport and for related aviation uses. Non-aviation uses will not be

permitted within this area. Permission will be granted for the further development
of the airport and for related aviation buildings and uses provided satisfactory
safeguards are in place to mitigate the impact of the operation of the airport on
the environment including noise, air quality, flooding, surface access, visual
impact and climate change.”

1.9 The essence of RSP’s case is that:

Whilst the determination of the case for reopening Manston Airport is a matter entirely
for the DCO process, it is appropriate to recognise that there is a strong case for so
doing and this Local Plan Examination should proceed on that basis.

By contrast, there is no demonstrated or demonstrable case to suggest that the housing
which would be provided by the SHP scheme (or any other foreseeable residential
redevelopment of Manston Airport) is either needed, desirable or viable.

It is inappropriate for the Local Plan as currently drafted to leave what is, in effect, a
policy vacuum with respect to Manston Airport. Should the Local Plan as currently
drafted be adopted, any development proposal with respect to Manston Airport would
be able to demonstrate that there are no relevant development plan policies within the
meaning of paragraph 11 of the NPPF. As such, any such application would benefit
from the “tilted planning balance” provided for by that paragraph, making the site very
vulnerable to development which would cause the loss of a potential nationally
significant piece of infrastructure, namely much-needed airport facilities. The local plan
as currently drafted, therefore, does not even meet its own stated objection of
maintaining the status quo whilst the DCO application is determined.

Given that it is highly likely that the Local Plan, even if adopted, will in any event be
reviewed within a very short period of time, it is appropriate to preserve for that short
period the ability of the Manston Airport site to deliver a nationally important piece of
infrastructure namely additional airport capacity in the south-east of England.
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2.2

2.3

2.4

25

THE RSP CASE FOR MANSTON AIRPORT

The RSP case for reopening Manston Airport is contained in a series of documents that have
been submitted as part of the Manston Airport DCO. These are provided with this statement to
demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect of the airport reopening and therefore, and until
the outcome of the DCO is known, that the Manston Airport site should be safeguarded for airport
use by policies in the new Thanet Local Plan. The relevant documents are as follows:

e Statement of Reasons July 2018 (document reference TR020002/APP/3.1) and
especially Sections 4 (Need and Benefits) and 9 (Compelling Case in the Public Benefit)

APPENDIX 2
e  Planning Statement July 2018 (document reference TR020002/APP/7.2)

APPENDIX 3
e  Azimuth Report (Volumes | to IV) July 2018 (document reference TR020002/APP/7.4)

APPENDIX 4

There is a strong commercial case for reopening Manston Airport as planned by RSP. The
London airports system is overcrowded and there is an urgent need for alternative facilities to
serve the air freight market. Air freight is increasingly being bumped from the belly holds of
passenger aircraft. In addition, this lack of air freight capacity means that goods bound to and
from UK businesses and consumers are flown into mainland European airports and trucked
across the English Channel. This adds unnecessary cost and delays to businesses and
customers. The proposed development will deliver a focussed solution to address the demands
of air cargo operators. Reopening Manston Airport would provide almost immediate relief to the
pressing situation that is causing the UK economy to lose more than £2bn in trade every year
(figures compiled by the Centre for Economics and Business Research (CEBR, 2016) for the Let
Britain Fly campaign — see paragraph 2.1.5 of Volume | of the Azimuth Report in Appendix 4).
The shortage of runway capacity across the South East airports remains unaddressed.

In comparison to its congested neighbours in the South East, (Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted)
Manston Airport will, with the right investment, have ample capacity and all the characteristics of
an ideal freight-focused airport.

Manston Airport has an existing and lengthy runway; it is close to London but not part of the
London airspace control zone; and has easy road access to the national motorway network,
Channel Tunnel and mainland Europe. This, together with its ability to focus on providing a
dedicated, rapid handling and turnaround service for air freight, makes Manston Airport both an
attractive prospect for freight forwarders and cargo airlines and the strongest option available to
Government to quickly and easily increase runway capacity in the South-East by making best
use of existing runway infrastructure.

A revived Manston Airport would provide a realistic complement to the overcrowded London
airports, reduce the volume of freight trucked through the Channel Tunnel to mainland European
airports, improve the resilience of the UK’s airport network, and boost economic growth and jobs
in Kent. The impact of the UK leaving the European Union will only serve to make these
challenges greater as border controls are reinforced and the logistics of trucking freight in and
out of the UK become more complex and the solution that Manston provides more attractive.
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2.6 In addition, there is evidence that the current absence of a specialist outsized cargo security
clearing facility at other UK airports is slowing down the handling of air freight, again providing
an opportunity for Manston Airport to provide a unique specialist service for air freight.

2.7 The UK has an urgent need to develop international trade and the proposed development would
encourage future trade growth by helping to address the urgent need for additional airport
capacity in the South-East of England. In addition:

Development of the site as an airport is the only viable use for it
The UK is losing market share to continental airports
Manston is the most suitable site to develop a cargo-focussed airport in the UK

East Kent is in desperate need of skilled employment and training. The proposal will
create a total of 23,235 jobs by Year 20 of its operation (direct, indirect and catalytic jobs)

A valuable and significant national asset will otherwise be lost

The proposed development will provide the UK with modern air cargo customs facilities
Manston will provide a valuable reliever function for the main London airports

The landowner’s plans for the site will never come to fruition

The proposed development will bring substantial socio-economic benefits both locally and
nationally

There is strong support for the proposed development in the Government’s policy on
aviation and it is consistent with the NPPF and the requirements of other relevant planning

policy

The established use for the site is for airport uses. Key airport related infrastructure
already exists and the runway in particular is in very good condition. The airport site
continues to be protected for airport uses in the adopted Thanet Local Plan and these
policies have been confirmed recently by a Planning Inspector to carry significant weight
in the overall planning balance (see Appendix 4 of the RPS Planning Statement July 2018
which is provided as Appendix 3 of this statement)

Even in the longer term, and after the proposed opening of Heathrow’s third runway and
to 2050, Manston provides the only airport infrastructure in the South East that can
provide the capacity needed to support the demand predicted

Reopening Manston Airport will help deliver significant socio-economic benefits including
economic prosperity and employment across Kent of an unprecedented scale. It will
become a catalyst for much-needed growth especially for East Kent but across the UK.
The proposed development offers the opportunity for Manston Airport to develop as a
business and employment destination and to deliver significant socio-economic benefits.
It could become ‘one of the largest single generators of economic activity in the County’
and is a genuine economic asset.

Unlike the proposals to redevelop the airport for non-airport uses, there is considerable
local support for the proposed development with the economic, employment and
regeneration benefits being highlighted as key beneficial impacts. The considerable
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2.8

2.9

2.10

support for the proposals including from the new leadership at Thanet District Council and
adjoining authorities carries significant weight

e Reopening Manston Airport is very much in the public’s interest. It is sustainable
development

e There will not be any adverse effects after mitigation which would outweigh the benefits
of the proposed development which include bringing the site back into beneficial use

e  Connectivity is vital to economic regeneration and the development of Manston Airport
would create a nationally significant logistics gateway, synergies with similar gateways at
Dover and Folkestone (Channel Tunnel) resulting in Kent becoming the UK's primary
trade corridor to Europe; a major county/sub regional employment cluster generating a
substantial number of new jobs, a focal point for other related inward investment in East
Kent, and a range of spin-off benefits to the County's economy including significant supply
chain opportunities, enhanced potential to increase domestic and overseas visitor
numbers, a strategically important and highly connected business location and a
significant stimulus to the commercial property market and through that to the viability of
other regeneration schemes being held back by low rental values

e Manston is an under-utilised infrastructure asset of significant scale, potential and
importance that is strategically located in the primary trade corridor linking London and
the South East to Europe. It is one of only half a dozen airports in the UK with a runway
longer than 2,700m in commercial use.

e The London Airports System (defined as Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, Luton, London
City Airport and Southend) is complex and in places highly congested (and in others likely
to become so of the next decade), with supporting airspace which is constrained and in
need of a major re-structure. Manston benefits from sitting outside that constrained
airspace system, is completely un-constrained, with the ability to handle any kind of
aircraft and with access to central London by rail with an hour and by truck to the M25
within 90 minutes

In light of the above, the new Thanet Local Plan should contain a specific policy covering the
Manston Airport site and this policy should continue to safeguard land at Manston Airport for
aviation uses. As such, this policy would be a continuation of saved Policy EC4 in the adopted
Thanet Local Plan (2006). A policy safeguarding Manston Airport for aviation uses will be entirely
consistent with national policy and in particular, the Government’'s Aviation Policy Framework
(2013); the Airports NPS (June 2018) and the NPPF all of which fully recognises the major
contribution made by the aviation sector to the national economy.

There needs to be a continued application of policy which safeguards the airport for aviation uses
to prevent it from becoming anything other than an airport. The site will otherwise be left
vulnerable to development proposals if no safeguarding policy is included. In accordance with
paragraph 16(d) of the NPPF, a policy would make things perfectly clear for how TDC and others
as decision makers should react to development proposals.

The evidence base that TDC are relying upon, namely the Avia Solutions Report (September
2016 and related update reports) is not adequate, up-to-date, relevant or reflective of market
signals (paragraph 31 of the NPPF) for the reasons as set out in RSP’s representations to the
Proposed Revisions to the draft Thanet Local Plan (Preferred Options) January 2017 (RPS letter
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dated 17th March 2017). These representations included a report from Northpoint Aviation
Services called “The shortcomings of the Avia Solutions Report and a Review of River Oak’s
Commercial Opportunities for an Airport Operation at Manston” (March 2017). This report is re-
appended to this statement for ease as Appendix 5 and demonstrates why the evidence from
Avia Solutions Limited should not be relied upon in the preparation of the new Local Plan. The
evidence that has been submitted by RSP as part of the Manston Airport DCO application,
namely the Azimuth Report (Volumes | to V) (July 2018)1 is a more reliable evidence base which
demonstrates that aviation uses at Manston Airport are viable in the future and why there should
be a policy in the new Thanet Local Plan that safeguards the airport for airport uses.

APPENDIX 5

In accepting the Manston Airport DCO, PINS have accepted that RSP’s proposals for
development are nationally significant infrastructure. In light of the above, a new policy should
be included in the new Local Plan which safeguards land within the Manston airport boundary
for aviation uses. This policy would remain in place until such time that a decision on the Manston
Airport DCO prompts a review of the Local Plan and new policies are devised.
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3 NO BASIS FOR ALLOCATING THE MANSTON
AIRPORT SITE FOR ANY OTHER USE

3.1 TDC have not sought to allocate the Manston Airport site for any particular use in the new Local
Plan so as not to prejudice the outcome of RSP’s DCO. They are correct not to have done so,
although there is a need for a positive policy to safeguard Manston Airport for aviation use. To
allocate the site for non-airport uses before the RSP DCO is determined would be premature.
Government policies support aviation growth in recognition of the benefits that this delivers which
are essential to economic wellbeing. It is for the DCO Inspectors to decide whether they are able
to support a proposal for aviation development and whether it supports the Government’s aviation
policy objectives.

3.2 In not allocating the Manston Airport site for any particular use, TDC has demonstrated that the
land is not needed to meet land supplies for housing, employment or any other land uses as
required over the Local Plan period to 2031. Appendix 1 of RSP’s representations to the Pre-
Submission Regulation 19 Version of the new Thanet Local Plan is a report by RPS called
“Thanet District Local Plan: Updated Review of Housing Supply and Housing Need” (October
2018). This report specifically concludes that there is currently sufficient deliverable housing land
capacity within Thanet District which is capable of delivering the Council’'s housing need for the
plan period 2011-2031. Furthermore, TDC have allocated 53 hectares of employment land in the
new Local Plan where only a requirement for 15 hectares has been identified. The Council could
therefore consider the option to give more of this land over to housing if required. Consequently,
the Manston Airport site is not needed to meet the Council’s housing or employment land
requirements.

3.3 Any decision to allocate the Manston Airport site for alternative, non-aviation related uses will
need to be the subject of a Local Plan review in the event that the Manston Airport DCO is not
granted and only once all the relevant evidence to substantiate an alternative approach has been
collected, assessed and accepted.

3.4 Furthermore, the status of the hybrid planning applications currently before TDC suggest that
any allocation for residential use (or a mixed-use development with a large residential
component) would be inappropriate. The proposals presented in the hybrid planning applications
represent a departure from the Development Plan and are unacceptable in planning terms for
the following reasons:

e  There is no demonstrated, or demonstrable, need for the housing being sought;

e Insufficient infrastructure exists and is not being sought at this isolated site to support
such a significant increase in population, including road access, gas, electricity, water
and sewerage services;

e  There are environmental issues that have not been adequately dealt with. The Applicant
has promised to submit an addendum to their Environmental Statement to include
additional transport modelling data; updated ecological survey results and the results of
further archaeological work but has failed to deliver this despite requests being made by
TDC since August 2018;
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The applications have attracted several significant objections from statutory bodies,
including the Ministry of Defence, who will not allow housing to be built near its equipment;
and

Itis a high cost project in a low value area and could never be financially viable. A Viability
Assessment in connection with the proposals has not been made available to the public
to date.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE INSPECTORS ON
MANSTON AIRPORT

Question 1 — What is the justification for including reference to Manston
Airport alongside policies related to the allocation of employment land?
Are paragraphs 1.38 to 1.45 intended to represent supporting text to
Policy SP04

For the reasons set out in Section 2 of this statement, there needs to be a new policy (or policies)
included in the new Local Plan which safeguards land within the Manston Airport boundary for
aviation uses. This policy would remain in place until such time that a decision on the Manston
Airport DCO prompts a review of the Local Plan and new policies are devised.

Manston Airport is not needed as an allocated employment site in the new Local Plan nor should
it be presented in a section of the Local Plan that deals with employment. Paragraphs 1.38 to
1.45 are not supporting text to Policy SP04. A new policy safeguarding the airport needs to
feature in the new Local Plan in its own right. It should not sit in Section 1 of the new Local Plan
(Job Growth Strategy) as it does not fulfil this objective. There should simply be a short new
section covering Manston Airport with an explanation of the current status of the site; an
explanation of the Council’s preferred strategy to safeguard the site until the outcome of the DCO
is known and what the Council’s strategy will be for the site once the DCO decision is known and
the relevant policy (policies) that the Council needs to safeguard the airport for aviation uses to
prevent it from becoming anything other than an airport. This approach will make things perfectly
clear for how TDC and others as decision makers should react to development proposals for the
airport.

Question 2 — What is the status regarding the proposed Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project? How does its timescales align with the
Local Plan Examination?

A decision on the DCO is expected by 9th January 2020. The TDC Local Development Scheme
2018 (document reference CD7.1) states that the Local Plan is expected to be adopted in
Summer 2019. This is out of date. TDC'’s submissions to the Manston Airport DCO have stated
that adoption is more likely to happen by the end of 2019 therefore at a very similar time to a
decision on the Manston Airport DCO.

There is significant overlap in terms of the matters concerning Manston Airport that will be
considered at the DCO and Local Plan Examination processes. It is important that the matters
are considered in the correct forum without prejudice to the outcome of either process.

RSP agree with TDC that the outcome of the Manston Airport DCO, whether it is granted or
refused, will prompt a review of the Local Plan. Indeed, it is noted from the letter from The Rt Hon
James Brokenshire MP (Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government) to
Thanet DC dated 28th January 2019 in relation to the Local Plan Intervention (see Appendix 6)
that the Secretary of State has in any event directed TDC to review their Local Plan within six
months of adoption to “ensure full and effective coverage of housing provision to give clarity to
communities and developers about where homes should be built.”
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

412

APPENDIX 6

If the Local Plan is to be reviewed by Summer 2020 as anticipated, the review can also address
the future of the Manston Airport site with the benefit of the RSP DCO decision.

Question 3 —What are the implications for the Local Plan should the DCO
be approved

If the DCO is approved, a review of the Local Plan will be required as the current Plan does not
include policies which assume and plan for this scenario. Paragraph 1.44 of the draft Thanet
Local Plan rightly states that a review will be needed in relation to aviation and environmental
matters. It also states that housing land supply provisions would need to be reviewed albeit that
the RPS Employment and Housing Land Technical Report (March 2018) provided as Appendix
6 to the DCO Planning Statement (see Appendix 3 of this statement) concludes that there is no
need for new housing to support the new workforce as a result of a reopened Manston Airport.

New policies will need to be drafted to include, amongst other things:
e Definition of the airport boundary including on the Policies Map

e Details of what types of development will be permitted at the airport (both within the airport
boundary) and close to it and what development will be prevented

e Airport safeguarding and control of development

e  Controls over development at the airport (noise, visual impact, design etc,)
e Requirements for mitigation, pollution control and environmental protection
e Surface access and car parking requirements

It is common place, and also good planning policy practice, for Local Planning Authorities with
aerodromes within their administrative area to include such policy provisions in their Local Plans.
Indeed, the DfT/ODPM Circular 1/2003 - Advice to local planning authorities on safeguarding
aerodromes and military explosives storage areas states in Annex 2 that Local Plans should
include a policy stating that officially safeguarded areas have been established for a particular
airport or technical site, and that certain planning applications will be the subject of consultation
with the operator of that aerodrome or technical site and that there may be restrictions on the
height or detailed design of buildings or on development which might create a bird hazard (as
described in the Circular). The Circular further states that the outer boundary of safeguarded
areas should be indicated on proposals maps accompanying Local Plans and that a plan should
state why an area has been safeguarded.

There may also be a need to review the Local Plan’s strategic objectives and policies in light of
the positive role that the reopened airport will undoubtedly play in TDC's strategies for growth,
economic development and regeneration.

TDC’s employment land requirements may also need to be reviewed in response to an
assessment of the likely impacts of reopening the airport.

The sites allocated in the Local Plan for development will need to be reviewed to ensure that any
planned development could still be delivered viably in full recognition that the airport will be
operational in accordance with the conditions of the DCO decision.
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413 The Local Plan Review will also need to plan for/incorporate the infrastructure and transport
requirements prompted by the DCO. RSP’s proposals already fully mitigate against any impacts
and commitments are included for improvements in this sense and for environmental
improvements in general.

4.14 If the DCO is approved, there will need to be a substantial review of the Local Plan which would
be tantamount to a wholescale review of the Local Plan given the strategic implications that
reopening the airport would prompt.

4.15 Any review of the Local Plan will need to be conducted very quickly after the DCO decision has
been received so that the Local Planning Authority has a policy framework that can deal with
matters that will very quickly become relevant as the DCO scheme is implemented. RSP
anticipate that the full reopening of the airport would therefore take place in Year 2 (2022) with
the first full year of freight operations expected in Year 3 (2023). Passenger services are
anticipated to start in Year 4 (2024).

4.16 The Local Plan review would need to be carried out in accordance with the requirements of
paragraphs 16-34 of the NPPF 2019 and in particular, it should be shaped by early, proportionate
and effective engagement between planmakers and communities, local organisations,
businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and statutory consultees given the strategic
considerations and cross-boundary issues that reopening Manston Airport would prompt
(paragraphs 16 and 24 of the NPPF 2019). It also needs to be prepared and underpinned relevant
and up-to-date evidence (paragraph 31 of the NPPF 2019).

Question 4 — What are the implications for the Local Plan should the DCO
be refused

4.17 There will need to be a review of the Local Plan if the DCO is refused not least so that it is
perfectly clear to decision-makers, how they should react to any proposals for development at
Manston Airport and to potential developers, how their proposals are likely to be considered in
planning policy terms.

4.18 If the DCO is refused because the need case for keeping the airport in aviation use is not
accepted, then TDC will need to consider what the future of the airport will be in spatial planning
terms and to address objectively assessed needs. This is unlikely to be a quick or easy decision
and will need to be properly and robustly considered and assessed to ensure that any planned
development can be viably delivered within the Plan period.

4.19 There cannot be any assumption made at this stage that the airport site could come forward for
housing development. This scenario would need to be properly assessed based on full and up-
to-date evidence. Just because TDC allocated the airport site for a new settlement in their 2017
version of the draft Local Plan doesn’'t mean that it automatically qualifies as a suitable housing
site now. Indeed, SHP’s experience of promoting a hew settlement at the airport site through the
submission of two planning applications has demonstrated that this option is not straightforward.

4.20 Until a decision is made about whether the site should be allocated and for what purpose, the
Local Plan review will need to include policies about how future development at the airport will
be guided and this will need to address the very real prospect that development may not be able
to come forward in the next Local Plan period.
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4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

As with the response to Question 3 above, the Local Plan review will need to be prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the NPPF 2019 and shaped by early, proportionate and
effective engagement between plan-makers and communities, local organisations, businesses,
infrastructure providers and operators and statutory consultees. Redeveloping Manston Airport
will give rise to cross-boundary issues given its close proximity to Dover District and its status as
a strategic site.

Question 5 —If a Local Plan Review is required, is it clear to decision-
makers, developers and local communities when this would happen? Is
there a clear mechanism to ensure a timely review of the Plan, which
currently refers to a ‘minimum’ period of 2 years?

The letter from The Rt Hon James Brokenshire MP (Secretary of State for Housing, Communities
and Local Government) to Thanet DC dated 28" January 2019 in relation to the Local Plan
Intervention (see Appendix 6) has directed TDC to review their Local Plan within six months of
adoption to “ensure full and effective coverage of housing provision to give clarity to communities
and developers about where homes should be built.” This needs to be included in the new Local
Plan. The DCO decision will be known within six months of the currently planned adoption of the
new Thanet Local Plan (by June 2020) so the review can include measures to reflect the
outcome.

Question 6 — Is it clear how a decision-maker would react to a proposal
for new development at Manston Airport prior to a review of the Plan?

No, it is not clear, and this is precisely why RSP are insisting that there needs to be a continued
application of policy which safeguards the airport for aviation uses to prevent it from becoming
anything other than an airport until at least the outcome of the Manston Airport DCO is known.
The site will otherwise be left vulnerable to development proposals if no safeguarding policy is
included particularly as the Local Plan as currently drafted would ensure a situation “where there
are no relevant development plan policies” thus triggering the application of the tilted planning
balance in favour of any application, pursuant to paragraph 11 of the NPPF. In accordance with
paragraph 16(d) of the NPPF, a policy would make things perfectly clear for how TDC and others
as decision makers should react to development proposals.

The Manston Airport DCO project has been accepted as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP). Whilst this confirms that the proposal would deliver significant infrastructure that
would be in the national interest if permitted, and by inference, that there can be a reasonable
prospect of the airport reopening, this does not carry sufficient weight in the planning balance.
Consequently, and until such time that a decision on the DCO is made, clear and unambiguous
policies on Manston Airport need to be included in the Local Plan to avoid any uncertainty and
these policies should safeguard the site for aviation uses.
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4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

Question 7 — What is the justification for paragraph 1.447? If a
Development Consent Order for aviation use is granted, what “housing
land supply provisions” would need to be reviewed and why?

In paragraph 4.2.6 of the TDC Local Impact Report (February 2019)* to the DCO examination,
the Council states that “the implications of the job creation purported from this project would
significantly affect the OAN for housing within the East Kent region. The impact is a likely
significant increase in housing requirements in Thanet. This may result in indirect effects, such
as additional loss of countryside through increased housing developments and significant new
infrastructure demands.” However, TDC has not provided any evidence to the DCO examination,
or the Local Plan examination to substantiate this claim including as justification for requiring any
Local Plan review to consider housing land supply provisions in the event that the DCO is granted
as set out in paragraph 1.44.

If the DCO is granted, TDC would need to carry out a full assessment to enable them to properly
consider whether the jobs created by a reopening of the airport would prompt any need for
additional housing and if so, the Local Plan review will need to properly plan for this. As set out
in the response to Question 3 (see above), RSP’s evidence to the DCO examination is that there
is no need for new housing to support the new workforce as a result of a reopened Manston
Airport (see RPS Employment and Housing Land Technical Report (March 2018) provided as
Appendix 6 to the DCO Planning Statement (see Appendix 3 of this statement).

Question 8 — What are the implications of The Town and Country
Planning (Manston Airport) Special Development Order 2019 No. 86 on
the soundness of the submitted Local Plan and its strategy for the
airport?

The 2019 Order augments the Town and Country Planning (Operation Stack) Special
Development Order 2015. Operation Stack allows part of the runway at Manston Airport to be
used for non-aviation uses, namely the stationing of goods and vehicles, the use of the control
tower as a co-ordination centre and the erection of temporary structures. To date, it has not been
used for that purpose. The 2019 Order grants temporary planning permission for development
at Manston Airport to facilitate ‘Operation Stack’ until the end of 31t December 2020 and
immediately thereafter, the land reverts to its previous lawful use (as an airport). The 2019 Order
does not impact on RSP’s planned programme for the reopening of Manston Airport and in the
event that the DCO is granted, including compulsory acquisition powers, RSP are committed to
honouring the requirements of the 2019 Order.

‘Operation Stack’ is a short-term, temporary measure of expediency to alleviate a specific traffic
congestion problem until a longer solution is found. It does not grant permanent planning
permission and certainly should not be viewed as granting planning permission for non-aviation
uses at the airport. This was the conclusion of the Planning Inspector (Matthew C J Nunn) in his
July 2017 decision on the appeals by Lothian Shelf (718) Limited which proposed non-aviation
uses at Manston Airport (see paragraphs 45 and 46 of the appeal decision which is provided as

! https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003135-
Thanet%20Disctrict%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report%20Manston%20Airport. pdf
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Appendix 4 of the RPS Planning Statement (July 2018) in support of the Manston Airport DCO —
Appendix 3 of this statement).

4.29 The draft Local Plan is silent on the 2019 Order. This is an omission and the 2019 Order should
be referenced to fulfil the soundness test of ‘being positively prepared’ or informed by agreements
with other authorities.

4.30 TDC's strategy for the airport is not to allocate it for any specific purpose. To make the plan
‘sound’ the Manston Airport site does not need to be allocated for ‘Operation Stack’ in the Local
Plan but policies in the Local Plan do need to be included to safeguard the Manston Airport site
from inappropriate, non-airport related development that may prevent it from being used for the
purposes intended in the 2019 Order prior to 31st December 2020, and thereafter, by uses that
would prevent it from being used for its lawful use which is as an airport.
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Relevant Saved Policies from the 2006 adopted Thanet District Local Plan and the Emerging Policies from the draft new Thanet District Local Plan
(2015 and 2017 Consultation Drafts)

Chapter Subject

Thanet Local Plan 2006 Saved Policies

2 Economic Policy EC2 Kent International Airport
Development and Proposals that would support the development, expansion and diversification of Kent International Airport will only be
Regeneration permitted subject to the following requirements:

1. Demonstrable compliance with the terms of the current agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 or subsequent equivalent legislation;

2. New built development is to be designed to minimise visual impact on the open landscape of the central
island. particular attention must be given to roofscape and to minimising the mass of the buildings at the
skyline when viewed from the south;

3. Appropriate landscaping schemes, to be designed and implemented as an integral part of the development:

4.  Any application for development for the purpose of increasing aircraft movements in the air or on the ground,
auxiliary power or engine testing, must be supported by an assessment of the cumulative noise impact and the
effectiveness of mitigation measures to be implemented in order to minimise pollution and disturbance. the
acceptability of proposals will be judged in relation to any identified and cumulative noise impact, the
effectiveness of mitigation and the social and economic benefits of the proposals;

5.  An air quality assessment in compliance with Policy EP5, to demonstrate that the development will not lead to
a harmful deterioration in air quality. permission will not be given for development that would result in national
air quality objectives being exceeded;

6. Development will not be permitted within the airport complex to the south of the airside development site
identified in Policy EC4, unless it has been demonstrated that the development is necessary for the purpose of
air traffic management;

7. Any new development which would generate significant surface traffic must meet requirements for surface
travel demand in compliance with Policy EC3.

8. It must be demonstrated that new development cannot contaminate groundwater sources or that appropriate
mitigation measures will be incorporated in the development to prevent contamination.




Economic Policy EC4 Airside Development Area
Development and Land at the airport, as identified on the proposals map, is reserved for airside development. Development proposals will
Regeneration require specific justification to demonstrate that an airside location is essential to the development proposed.
Development will be required to retain sufficient land to permit access by aircraft of up to 65m (217ft) wingspan to all
parts of the site.
Economic Policy EC5 Land at, and East of, the Airport Terminal
Development and Until such time as a new airport terminal is built, land at, and east of, the existing airport terminal is identified on the
Regeneration proposals map for airport terminal-related purposes. Uses will be restricted to those which directly support or
complement the operational requirements of the existing airport terminal. Should a new terminal be built, other airport-
related development will be permitted on this allocated site. Planning conditions or planning agreements will be applied
to limit any development granted planning consent to uses conforming to this policy.
Economic Policy EC6 Fire Training School/Mod Complex
Development and If the current use of the fire training school or adjoining land ceases, the local planning authority will support the
Regeneration development of airport or airport-related uses, which would assist in the expansion of the airport. These could include:
1. educational/training uses (such as fire training);
2 hotels;
3. car parking; or
4.  uses falling within use Classes A2 and B1, with an airport orientation.
Transportation Policy TR3 Provision of Transport Infrastructure

The District and County Councils will ensure, by means of a legal agreement that proper provision is made for transport
infrastructure that is necessary and relevant to the development to be permitted. Proposals for transport infrastructure
will be assessed in terms of their impact on capacity and safety of the transport network together with their social and
economic impacts.




Transportation

Policy TR12

Cycling

In order to promote increased use of cycling:

a)

b)

©)

d)

The council will seek the provision at the earliest opportunity, of a network of cycle routes. Planning permission
will not be granted for any development, which would prejudice the implementation of proposed cycle routes;

The council will seek the incorporation of facilities for cyclists into the design of new and improved roads,
junction improvements and traffic management proposals;

Substantial development generating travel demand will be required to provide convenient and secure cycle-
parking and changing facilities. Proposals to provide such facilities as part of development proposals in town
centres and at transport interchanges, schools and places of employment will be permitted;

and

In new residential development facilities for the secure parking and storage of cycles should be provided or, in
exceptional circumstances where not provided, the design should facilitate the provision in future.

Transportation

Policy TR15

Green Travel Plans

Development proposals likely to generate significant travel demand and/or traffic movement will be required to
demonstrate, through green travel plans, specific measures to encourage and facilitate use of walking, cycling and public
transport in preference to private car travel.

The Council will seek to approve measures, which will assist implementation of green travel plans and school travel

plans.

Transportation

Policy TR16

Car Parking Provision

a)

b)
0)

d)

Proposals for development will be required to make satisfactory provision for the parking of vehicles
(including, where appropriate, service vehicles).

Proposals seeking car parking provision above the standards set out in Appendix G will not be permitted.

In conservation areas where provision of parking in line with this policy would be detrimental to the character
of the conservation area or have an adverse effect on the setting of a listed building or ancient monument then
exceptions may be made.

Within the town centre areas of Ramsgate, Margate and Broadstairs (as defined on the proposals map), new
development proposals will not be required or expected to provide on-site car parking spaces. On site non-
operational parking for a2/b1 use will be resisted.




Design Policy D1 Design Principles
1. All new development is required to provide high quality and inclusive design, sustainability, layout and
materials.
2. Anew development proposal will only be permitted if it:

a) respects or enhances the character or appearance of the surrounding area, particularly in scale,
massing, rhythm, and use of materials appropriate to the locality;

b) is compatible with neighbouring buildings and spaces and does not lead to unacceptable loss of amenity
through overlooking, noise or vibration, light pollution, overshadowing, loss of natural light, or sense of
enclosure;

c) incorporates where practicable a high degree of permeability for pedestrians and cyclists and also
considers access for public transport;

d) incorporates provision for disabled access;

e) retains open spaces, gaps in development, mature trees, other vegetation and any other features that
contribute to biodiversity and the quality of the local environment;

f)  incorporates new landscaping as an integral part (as set out in Policy D2);

g) incorporates, where appropriate, wildlife habitats, wildlife corridors and initiatives for their long term
management;

h) incorporates measures to prevent crime and disorder, promotes public safety and security and the
perception of public safety and security;

i) incorporates, where practical and appropriate, high quality integrated public art which is relevant to the
site and locality;

i) provides safe and satisfactory means of pedestrian and, where provided, vehicle access;

k)  provides for clothes drying facilities and refuse disposal or dustbin storage; and

) incorporates sustainable drainage systems.

Design Policy D2 Landscaping

The following elements will be required as part of landscaping proposals for any new development:
1. The enhancement of the development site in its setting;

2. The retention (and protection during site works) of as many of the existing trees, hedges and other habitat
features on site as possible;

3.  On sites of one hectare or more, the setting aside of 10% of the development site for the planting of native tree
species, either within or at the boundary of the development site;

4.  The maximising of nature conservation opportunities where development is proposed in proximity to existing
open space or wildlife habitats, and




5. Where both appropriate and possible, the provision of landscaping in advance of new development to facilitate
the assimilation of new development into the landscape.

The District Council will require to be satisfied that the developer has made adequate arrangements to ensure continued
maintenance of landscaping, and may seek to secure arrangements for this purpose by entering into a planning
agreement.

7 Heritage Policy HE11 Archaeological Assessment
In order to determine planning applications, the district council may require the developer/applicant to provide additional
information, in the form of an assessment of the archaeological or historic importance of the site in question and the
likely impact of development. In certain cases such assessment may involve fieldwork or an evaluation excavation.
Where the developer/applicant is not prepared to arrange such an assessment voluntarily, the district council will use its
powers to direct that such information be supplied. Planning permission will be refused without adequate assessment of
the archaeological implications.

7 Heritage Policy HE12 Archaeological Sites and Preservation
Archaeological sites will be preserved and protected. On those archaeological sites where permanent preservation is not
warranted, planning permission will only be granted if arrangements have been made by the developer to ensure that
time and resources are available to allow satisfactory archaeological investigation and recording by an approved
archaeological body to take place, in advance of and during development. No work shall take place until the specification
and programme of work for archaeological investigation, including its relationship to the programme of development, has
been submitted and approved.

10 Countryside and Policy CC1 Development in the Countryside

Coast The Thanet countryside is defined as those areas of the district outside the identified urban and village confines.

Within the countryside, new development will not be permitted unless there is a need for the development that overrides
the need to protect the countryside.

10 Countryside and Policy CC2 Landscape Character Areas

Coast

Within the landscape character areas identified on the proposals map, the following policy principles will be applied:
1. At Pegwell Bay priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the
landscape over other planning considerations;
In the former Wantsum channel area, new development will not normally be permitted;
3. In the Wantsum channel north shore area, development will only be permitted that would not damage the
setting of the Wantsum channel, and long views of Pegwell Bay, the Wantsum channel, the adjacent marshes
and the sea;




4.  On the central chalk plateau, a number of sites are identified for various development purposes. where
development is permitted by other policies in this plan, particular care should be taken to avoid skyline
intrusion and the loss or interruption of long views of the coast and the sea;

5. At Quex Park, new development proposals should respect the historic character of the parkland; and

6. Atthe urban coast, development that does not reflect the traditional seafront architecture of the area, maintain
existing open spaces and long sweeping views of the coastline will not be permitted.

Development proposals that conflict with the above principles will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that
they are essential for the economic or social well-being of the area.

In the event of a real and specific threat to the landscape character of these areas from permitted development, the use
of article 4 directions will be considered, and secretary of state approval for the direction sought.

12 Nature Policy NC3 Local Wildlife Sites
Conservation Development which would be damaging to the following sites of nature conservation interest as defined on the proposals
map, or any sites so designated in the future, either in the long term or the short term, will not be permitted:
1. Monkton Chalk Pit;
2. St. Peter's Churchyard;
3. North Foreland and golf course roughs;
4.  Minster Station environs;
5.  Ashlevels (part);
6.  St. Nicolas at Wade Churchyard;
7.  St. Mary Magdalene Churchyard Monkton; and
8. Ramsgate Cemetery.
Exceptionally, where a strategic need is identified, at least an equivalent area of corresponding habitat will be expected
to be created, at the developer’s expense, at a suitable location in the district, and well related to other existing habitats.
13 Environmental Policy EP5 Local Air Quality Monitoring
Protection

Proposals for new development that would result in the national air-quality objectives being exceeded will not be
permitted.

Development proposals that might lead to such an exceedance, or to a significant deterioration in local air quality
resulting in unacceptable effects on human health, local amenity or the natural environment, will require the submission
of an air quality assessment, which should address:

1. the existing background levels of air quality;

2. the cumulative effect of further emissions;




3. The feasibility of any measures of mitigation that would prevent the national air quality objectives being
exceeded, or would reduce the extent of air quality deterioration.

13 Environmental Policy EP7 Aircraft Noise
Protection Applications for noise sensitive development or redevelopment on sites likely to be affected by aircraft noise will be
determined in relation to the latest accepted prediction of existing and foreseeable ground noise measurement of aircraft
noise.
Applications for residential development will be determined in accordance with the following noise exposure categories.
NEC | Predicted aircraft noise levels (dbl aeq.0700-23.00)
a <57 Noise will not be a determining factor
b 57-63 | Noise will be taken into account in determining applications, and where
appropriate, conditions will be imposed to ensure an adequate level of
protection against noise (Policy EP8 refers).
c 63-72 | Planning permission will not be granted except where the site lies within the
confines of existing substantially built-up area. Where residential
development is exceptionally granted, conditions will be imposed to ensure
an adequate level of protection against noise (Policy EP8 refers).
d >72 Residential development will not be permitted.
Applications for non-residential development including schools, hospitals and other uses considered sensitive to noise
will not be permitted in areas expected to be subject to aircraft noise levels exceeding 60 db (a) unless the applicant is
able to demonstrate that no alternative site is available. Proposals will be expected to demonstrate adequate levels of
sound insulation where appropriate in relation to the particular use.
13 Environmental Policy EP8 Aircraft Noise and Residential Development
Protection

When planning consent is granted for residential development on any land expected to be subject to a level of aircraft
noise of above 57db(a)**, such consent will be subject to provision of a specified level of insulation to achieve a
minimum level of sound attenuation in accordance with the following criteria:

NEC | Predicted aircraft minimum noise levels attenuation required (db(a) (frequency range 100-3150 hz)

a <57 No attenuation measures required

b 57-63 | 20db

c 63-72 | 30db




** | Aeq 57dB 07.00-23.00

13 Environmental Policy EP9 Light Pollution
Protection Development that includes the provision of new outdoor lighting should be designed to minimise light glare, light
trespass, spillage and sky glow so as to preserve residential amenity, the character of the surroundings and prevent
disturbance to identified wildlife areas.
Proposals that are unacceptable in these respects, or which exceed the following maximum limits, will not be permitted.
Obtrusive light limitations for exterior lighting installations
Environmental Sky glow Light into windows Source intensity I[kcd] | Building luminance
zones ev[lux] (before curfew)
upward light ratio before after before after av. | max. |
[max %] curfew curfew curfew curfew (cd/im?) (cd/m?)
El 0 2 1 0 0 0 0
E2 25 5 1 20 0.5 5 10
E3 5.0 10 2 30 1.0 10 60
E4 15.0 25 5 50 25 25 150
13 Environmental Policy EP13 Groundwater Protection Zones
Protection If a proposed development in the groundwater protection zones identified on the proposals map would have the potential
to result in a risk of contamination of groundwater sources, it will not be permitted unless adequate mitigation measures
can be incorporated to prevent such contamination taking place.
14 Community Policy CF2 Development Contributions
Facilities

Where a proposed development would directly result in the need to provide new or upgraded community facilities
(including transport infrastructure, educational or recreational facilities or affordable housing), the local planning authority
will negotiate with the applicant for a contribution towards the cost of such provision, which is fairly and reasonably
related in scale and in kind to the proposed development. A planning obligation to secure the contribution will normally
be sought.




Draft Thanet Local Plan 2031 Preferred Options Consultation (January 2015)

Local Plan Policy SP0O1 National Planning Policy Framework — Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Strategy When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in
favour of sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework. It will always work 18
proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to
secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and, where relevant, with polices in neighbourhood
plans) will be approved without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the
decision then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise taking into account
whether:
. Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or
. Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted.
Strategic Priorities | Strategic Create additional employment and training opportunities, to strengthen and diversify the local economy and improve
and Objectives Priority 1 local earning power and employability.
Strategic Priorities | Strategic Deliver the infrastructure required to support existing communities and new development, including an efficient and
and Objectives Priority 5 effective transport system.
Environment Policy SP20 Development in the Countryside
Strategy Development in the countryside outside of the urban and village confines, as identified in the Thanet Local Plan 2006,
and not otherwise allocated for development, will not be permitted unless there is a need for the development that
overrides the need to protect the countryside and any adverse environmental effects can be avoided or fully mitigated.
Environment Policy SP22 Protection and Enhancement of Thanet’s Historic Landscapes
Strategy

Development proposals should demonstrate that their location, scale, design and materials will protect, conserve and,
where possible, enhance:

1) Thanet’s local distinctiveness including historical, biodiversity and cultural character,
2) gaps between Thanet’s towns and villages,
3) visually sensitive skylines and seascapes,

Within the landscape character areas identified, the following policy principles will be applied:

1) At Pegwell Bay, priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the
landscape over other planning considerations;




2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

In the former Wantsum Channel area, new development will not normally be permitted;

In the Wantsum Channel North Shore Area, development will only be permitted that would provide
opportunities for enhancement and would not damage the setting of the Wantsum Channel, and long views of
Pegwell Bay, the Wantsum Channel, the adjacent marshes and the sea;

On the Central Chalk Plateau, a number of sites are identified for various development purposes. Where
development is permitted by other policies in this plan, particular care should be taken to avoid skyline
intrusion and the loss or interruption of long views of the coast and the sea, and proposals should demonstrate
how the development will take advantage of and engage with these views;

At Quex Park, new development proposals should respect the historic character of the parkland and gardens;
and

At the Urban Coast, development that does not respect the traditional seafront architecture of the area,
maintain existing open spaces and long sweeping views of the coastline will not be permitted.

Development proposals that conflict with the above principles will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that
they are essential for the economic or social well-being of the area or for reasons where the need for the development
outweighs the detriment to the landscape. The developer may be required to submit a Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment with any development proposals likely to have a significant landscape impact

Environment
Strategy

Policy SP23

Green Infrastructure

Thanet’s green infrastructure network is an integral part of the design of all major development. Opportunities to improve
Thanet’'s green infrastructure network by protecting and enhancing existing green infrastructure assets and the
connections between them, should be included early in the design process for major developments.

Development should make a positive contribution to Thanet's green infrastructure network by:

Creating new wildlife and biodiversity habitats
Providing and managing new accessible open space
Mitigating against the loss of any farmland bird habitats
Providing private gardens and play space; and/or

Contributing towards the enhancement of Thanet's Biodiversity Opportunity Areas or the enhancement of the
Green Wedges

Investment and developer contributions should be directed to improve and expand green infrastructure and provide
connecting links where opportunities exist.
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Environment
Strategy

Policy SP25

Protection of the European Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and National Nature Reserve

Development that would have a detrimental impact on the European Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest or National
Nature Reserve will not be permitted.

Planning permission may only be granted when it can be demonstrated that any harm to internationally and nationally
designated sites resulting from that development will be suitably mitigated.

Proposals for residential development must include an assessment of significant effects and measures to mitigate
against the effects of potential increased recreational pressure on protected sites. Proposals for major residential
developments must include provision of open space suitable for dog walking and general recreation, in accordance with
Policy SP23.

In developing these measures, regard must be had to the SPA Mitigation Strategy which requires a financial contribution

towards wardening, and applicants must demonstrate clearly how they are meeting the strategy and how they will
ensure that development will mitigate against any increase in recreational pressure on designated sites.

Environment
Strategy

Policy SP26

Protection of Open Space

Built development or change of use will not be permitted on areas of open space identified as part of Thanet's green
infrastructure network (including Public Rights of Way) unless:

1) Itis for an open recreation or tourism uses and is of appropriate scale and design for its setting. Any related
built development should be kept to the minimum necessary to support the open use, and be sensitively
located.

2) There is an overriding need for development that outweighs the need to protect open space and cannot be
located elsewhere, in which case provision of alternative open space of an equivalent size must be made
elsewhere.

New development that is permitted by virtue of this policy should make a positive contribution to the area in terms of
siting, design, scale and use of materials. Built development in any areas designated as Local Green Spaces will only be
permitted if the proposal meets the exception criteria set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.

Environment
Strategy

Policy SP28

Quality Development

New development will be of a high quality inclusive design. Developers will be required to seek an independent Design
Review for development proposals on sites with a prominent visual impact, or which are of national significance.

Environment
Strategy

Policy SP29

Conservation and Enhancement of Thanet's Historic Environment
The Council will support, value and have regard to the significance of Heritage Assets by:
1) protecting the historic environment from inappropriate development,

2) encouraging new uses where they bring listed buildings back into use, encouraging their survival and
maintenance without compromising the conservation of the building,
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3) seeking the provision of appropriate research for all applications relating to the historic environment on key
sites as identified through the Heritage Strategy,

4) facilitating the review of Conservation Areas and the opportunities for new designations,
5)  recognising other local assets through Local Lists,

6) offering help, advice and information about the historic environment by providing guidance to stakeholders,
producing new guidance leaflets, reviewing existing guidance leaflets and promoting events which make the
historic environment accessible to alll,

7) agreeing Article 4 Directions which will be introduced and reviewed as appropriate,
8) supporting development that is of high quality design and supports sustainable development.

All reviews and designations will be carried out in consultation with the public in order to bring a shared understanding of
why asset and areas are being designated.

Environment Policy SP30 Climate Change
Strategy New development must take account of:
. Adapting to climate change by minimising vulnerability, providing resilience to the impacts of climate change
and complying with the Government’'s Zero Carbon Policy
. Mitigating against climate change by reducing emissions
Community Policy SP32 Community Infrastructure
Strategy Development will only be permitted when provision is made to ensure delivery of relevant and sufficient community and
utility infrastructure. Where appropriate, development will be expected to contribute to the provision of new, improved,
upgraded or replacement infrastructure and facilities.
Transport Strategy | Policy SP34 Safe and Sustainable Travel
The Council will work with developers, transport service providers, and the local community to manage travel demand,
by promoting and facilitating walking, cycling and use of public transport as safe and convenient means of transport.
Development applications will be expected to take account of the need to promote safe and sustainable travel. New
developments must provide safe and attractive cycling and walking opportunities to reduce the need to travel by car.
Transport Strategy | Policy SP35 Accessible Location

Development generating a significant number of trips will be expected to be located where a range of services are or will
be conveniently accessible on foot, by cycle or public transport. The Council will seek to approve proposals to cluster or
co-locate services at centres accessible to local communities by public transport and on foot.
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Transport Strategy

Policy SP36

Transport Infrastructure

Development proposals will be assessed in terms of the type and level of travel demand likely to be generated.
Development will be permitted only at such time as proper provision is made to ensure delivery of relevant transport
infrastructure. Where appropriate, development will be expected to contribute to the provision, extension or
improvement, of walking and cycling routes and facilities and to highway improvements.

Subject to individual assessments, schemes may be required to provide or contribute to:
. Capacity improvements/connections to the cycle network
. Provision of pedestrian links with public transport routes/interchanges
. Improvements to passenger waiting facilities
. Facilities for display of approach time information at bus stops along identified quality bus corridors
. Improvement and expansion of public transport services

. Improvements to the road network in line with schemes identified through the Transport Strategy.

Transport Strategy

Policy SP39

New Rail Station

Planning permission will be granted for a new railway station at a suitable location on land west of Ramsgate alongside
the existing railway line. Landwest of Cliffsend (shown on Map 15) is safeguarded for this purpose. Proposals will be
required to specifically demonstrate all of the following:

1) Satisfactory vehicular access arrangements from East Kent Access

2)  Suitable level of car parking

3) Integration with wider public transport services

4)  Mitigation of any noise impacts on sensitive receptors

5)  Compatibility with the landscape character of its location

6) Located to minimise the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land

12

Green
Infrastructure

Policy GI01

Locally Designated Wildlife Sites

Development which would have a detrimental impact on locally designated wildlife sites will not be permitted unless
suitable mitigation can be provided either on or off site within Thanet. Exceptionally, where a strategic need for a
proposed development is identified which outweighs the importance of the locally designated sites and cannot be
located elsewhere, an equivalent area of habitat will be created elsewhere at a suitable location well related to other
existing habitats. Wherever possible and appropriate, new developments will include measures to enhance and connect
locally designated wildlife sites.
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12

Green
Infrastructure

Policy G103

Protected Species and other Significant Species

On sites where protected species or farmland birds may be present, the Council will require a Protected Species survey
to be carried out alongside any development proposals. Any mitigation necessary should be carried out in line with
Natural England's Standing Advice.

12

Green
Infrastructure

Policy G106

Landscaping and Green Infrastructure

When a development proposal requires a design and access statement, it will include a landscape survey. The
landscape survey should describe the current landscape features on the application site, and demonstrate how the
proposed development will provide landscaping and green infrastructure to enhance the setting of the development,
where possible and appropriate, to:

. Create an attractive environment for users and occupiers
. Establish a sense of enclosure with hedges and trees

. Soften hard building lines and the impact of new buildings
. Provide screening from noise and sun

. Create new wildlife corridors and stepping stones

. Create new wildlife habitats and improve biodiversity

The Council will require to be satisfied that the developer has made adequate arrangements to ensure continued
maintenance of landscaping, and may seek to secure arrangements for this purpose by entering into a planning
agreement.

13

Quality
Development

Policy QD01

General Design Principles

The primary planning aim in all new development is to promote or reinforce the local character of the area and provide
high quality and inclusive design and be sustainable in all other respects. Development must:
1) Relate to the surrounding development, form and layout and strengthen links to the adjacent areas.
2) Be well designed, respect and enhance the character, context and identity of its location; particularly in scale,
massing, rhythm and use of materials appropriate to the locality.
3) Be of a density, layout, scale, mass and design appropriate to the development itself and compatible with
neighbouring buildings and spaces.
4) Incorporate a high degree of permeability for pedestrians and cyclists, consider access for public transport and
provide safe and satisfactory means of pedestrian and vehicle access including provision for disabled access.

5) Improve people’s quality of life by creating safe and accessible environments, and promoting public safety and
security. Residential development on garden land will be permitted if it will make a positive visual contribution
to the area, the intrinsic value of the site as an open space is not considered worthy of retention, and will not
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conflict with any other requirements of other design policies.

External spaces, landscape, public realm, and boundary treatments must be designed as an integral part of
new development proposals and coordinated with adjacent sites and phases. Development will be supported
where it is demonstrated that:

6) Existing features including trees, natural habitats, boundary treatments and historic street furniture and/or
surfaces that positively contribute to the quality and character of an area are should be retained and protected
where appropriate.

7) An integrated approach is taken to surface water management as part of the overall design.

8) A coordinated approach is taken to the design and siting of street furniture, boundary treatments, lighting,
signage and public art.

9) Trees and other planting are incorporated, appropriate to both the scale of buildings and the space available.
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Quality
Development

Policy HEO1

Archaeology

The Council will promote the identification, recording, protection and enhancement of archaeological sites, monuments
and historic landscape features, and will seek to encourage and develop their educational, recreational and tourist
potential through management and interpretation

Developers should submit information with the planning application that allows an assessment of the impact of the
proposal on the significance of the heritage asset. Where appropriate the Council may require the developer to provide
additional information in the form of a desk-based or field assessment.

Planning permission will be refused without adequate assessment of the archaeological implications of the proposal.
Development proposals adversely affecting the integrity or setting of Scheduled Monuments or other heritage assets of
comparable significance will normally be refused.

Where the case for development which would affect an archaeological site is accepted by the Council, preservation in
situ of archaeological remains will normally be sought. Where this is not possible or not justified, appropriate provision
for investigation and recording will be required. The fieldwork should define:

(8 The character, significance, extent and condition of any archaeological deposits or structures within the
application site;

(b) The likely impact of the proposed development on these features;

(c) The means of mitigating the effect of the proposed development.
Recording should be carried out by an appropriately qualified archaeologist or archaeological contractor and may take
place in advance of and during development. No work shall take place until a specification for the archaeological work
has been submitted and approved by the Council. Arrangements must also be in place for any necessary post-
excavation assessment, analysis and publication of the results, and deposition of the archive in a suitable, accessible
repository.
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Policy HEO3

Local Heritage Assets

The Council supports the retention of local heritage assets, including buildings, structures, features and gardens of local
interest. Local Heritage assets will be identified in a Local List as part of the Heritage Strategy.

Once adopted where permission is required, proposals will be permitted where they retain the significance, appearance,
local distinctiveness, character or setting of a local heritage asset.
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Climate Change

Policy CC01

Fluvial and Tidal Flooding

The sequential test and exception test as set out in the NPPF will be applied to applications for development within
identified flood risk areas. Development proposals in these areas will need a Flood Risk Assessment to be carried out by
the developer.
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Climate Change

Policy CC02

Surface Water Management

New development will be expected to manage surface water resulting from the development using sustainable drainage
systems (SUDS) wherever possible. SUDS design should be considered as an integral part of the masterplanning and
design process for new development.

Proposals for SUDS at sites within the Groundwater Source Protection Zone as shown on Map 19, or sites near the
Groundwater Source Protection Zone, must demonstrate that the methods used will not cause detriment to the quality of
the groundwater.

Sites identified as a Tidally Sensitive Area (as identified in surface water management plans) will need to incorporate
Sustainable Drainage Methods and a maintenance schedule where appropriate, at the design stage of a planning
application, and a Flood Risk Assessment will be required before planning permission can be granted.
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Climate Change

Policy CC04

Sustainable Design

All new buildings and conversions of existing buildings must be designed to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and
function in a changing climate. All developments will be required to:

1) achieve a high standard of energy efficiency in line with most recent government guidance;

2) make the best use of solar energy passive heating and cooling, natural light, natural ventilation and
landscaping. All new buildings and conversions of existing buildings must be designed to use resources
sustainably. This includes, but is not limited to:

3) re-using existing buildings and vacant floors wherever possible;
4)  designing buildings flexibly from the outset to allow a wide variety of possible uses;
5) using sustainable materials wherever possible and making the most sustainable use of other materials;

6) minimising waste and promoting recycling, during both construction and occupation.
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New developments must provide safe and attractive cycling and walking opportunities to reduce the need to travel by

car.
16 Safe and Healthy Policy SEO1 Potentially Polluting Development
Environment Development with potential to pollute will be permitted only where:

1) Applicable statutory pollution controls and siting will effectively and adequately minimise impact upon land use
and the environment including the effects on health, the natural environment or general amenity resulting from
the release of pollutants to water, land or air or from noise, dust, vibration, light, odour or heat; and In
determining individual proposals, regard will be paid to:

2)  The economic and wider social need for the development; and

3) The visual impact of measure needed to comply with any statutory environmental quality standards or
objectives. Permission for development which is sensitive to pollution will be permitted only if it is sufficiently
separated from any existing or potential source of pollution as to reduce pollution impact upon health, the
natural environment or general amenity to an acceptable level, and adequate safeguarding and mitigation on
residential amenity.

Policy SE03 Contaminated Land

Development proposals that would enable contaminated sites to be brought into beneficial use will normally be
permitted, so long as the sites can be rendered suitable for the proposed end use in terms of the impact on human
health, public safety and the environment, including underlying groundwater resources.

Development on land known or suspected to be contaminated or likely to be adversely affected by such contamination
will only be permitted where:

1)

2)

An appropriate site investigation and assessment (agreed by the Council) has been carried out as part of the
application to establish whether contamination is present and to identify any remedial measures necessary to
ensure that the site is suitable for the proposed end use;

The proposed remedial measures would be acceptable in planning terms and would provide effective
safeguards against contamination hazards during the development and subsequent occupation of the site.
Planning conditions will be attached to any consent to ensure that remedial measures are fully implemented.
In the case of sites where contamination is only considered to be a possible risk, a site investigation will be
required by condition. Sites where contamination is believed to have been removed or where the full site
history is unknown should not be able to be considered as contaminated land
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Policy SE04 Groundwater Protection
Proposals for development within the Groundwater Source Protection Zones identified on Map 19 will only be permitted
if there is no risk of contamination to groundwater sources. If a risk is identified, development will only be permitted if
adequate mitigation measures can be implemented.
Proposals for Sustainable Drainage systems involving infiltration must be assessed and discussed with the Environment
Agency to determine their suitability in terms of the impact of any drainage into the groundwater aquifer.
Policy SE05 Air Quality
All major development schemes should promote a shift to the use of sustainable low emission transport to minimise the
impact of vehicle emissions on air quality, particularly within the designated Urban Air Quality Management Area.
Development will be located where it is accessible to support the use of public transport, walking and cycling.
Development proposals that might lead to a significant deterioration in air quality or an exceedence of air quality national
objectives or to a worsening of air quality within the urban Air Quality Management Area will require the submission of an
Air Quality Assessment, which should address:
1) The cumulative effect of further emissions;
2) The proposed measures of mitigation through good design and offsetting measures that would prevent the
National Air Quality Objectives being exceeded or reduce the extent of the air quality deterioration. These will
be of particular importance within the urban AQMA, associated areas and areas of lower air quality.
Proposals that fail to demonstrate these will not be permitted.
Policy SE06 Noise Pollution
In areas where noise levels are relatively high, permission will be granted for noise-sensitive development only where
adequate mitigation is provided, and the impact of the noise can be reduced to acceptable levels. Development
proposals that generate significant levels of noise must be accompanied by a scheme to mitigate such effects, bearing in
mind the nature of surrounding uses. Proposals that would have an unacceptable impact on noise-sensitive areas or
uses will not be permitted.
Policy SE08 Aircraft Noise

Applications for noise sensitive development or redevelopment on sites likely to be affected by aircraft noise will be
determined in relation to the latest accepted prediction of existing and foreseeable ground noise measurement of aircraft
noise. Applications for residential development will be determined in accordance with the following noise exposure
categories:
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Map 20 - Aircraft Noise Contour Map

AIRCRAFT NOISE CONTOUR MAP

& Crown copyright and database rights
2014 Ordnance Survey 100018261
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|A_|<57 |Noise will not be a determining factor

B |[57- |Noise will be taken into account in determining applications, and

63 where appropriate, conditions will be imposed to ensure an adequate

llevel of protection against noise.

IC |63- |Planning permission will not be granted except where the site lies

72 within the confines of existing substantially built-up area.
ceptionally, where residential development is granted, conditions

ill be imposed to ensure an adequate level of protection against
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D [>72|Residential development will not be permitted.
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Policy SE09

Aircraft Noise and Residential Development

When planning consent is granted for residential development on any land expected to be subject to a level of aircraft
noise of above 57db(a)**, such consent will be subject to provision of a specified level of insulation to achieve a
minimum level of sound attenuation in accordance with the following criteria:

HE dicted Abrcoraft Mnirum Nodso Lévels Afleauation reguired (dS{a)
fragquancy ramnge 100-3150 Hz|

a7 4 atianuation messures mguind

ode
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Policy SE10

Light Pollution

Development proposals that include the provision of new outdoor lighting should be designed to minimise light glare,
light trespass, spillage and sky glow in order to preserve residential amenity, the character of the surroundings and
prevent disturbance to wildlife. A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment will be required for proposed developments
that fall in to the E1 category. Proposals that exceed the Institute of Lighting Professionals standards will not be
permitted.
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Transport

Policy TPO1

Transport Assessments and Travel Plans

Development proposals which the Council considers would have significant transport implications shall be supported by
a Transport Assessment and where applicable a Travel Plan. These should show how multi-modal access travel options
will be achieved, and how transport infrastructure needs arising from the expected demand will be provided.
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Transport

Policy TP02

Walking

New development will be expected to be designed so as to facilitate safe and convenient movement by pedestrians
including people with limited mobility, elderly people and people with young children. The Council will seek to approve
proposals to provide and enhance safe and convenient walking routes including specifically connection to and between
public transport stops, railway stations, town centres, residential areas, schools and other public buildings.
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Transport

Policy TP03

Cycling

The Council will seek the provision at the earliest opportunity of a network of cycle routes. Development that would
prejudice the safety of existing or implementation of proposed cycle routes will not be permitted. New development will
be expected to consider the need for the safety of cyclists and incorporate facilities for cyclists into the design of new
and improved roads, junction improvements and traffic management proposals. Substantial development generating
travel demand will be expected to provide convenient cycle parking and changing facilities. New residential development
will be expected to provide secure facilities for the parking and storage of cycles.
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18 Transport Policy TP04 Public Transport
Development proposals will be expected to take account of the need to facilitate use of public transport. The Council will
seek to approve proposals consisting of or incorporating:
1) improvement of passenger and waiting facilities
2) measures to improve personal security
3) improved accessibility for people with mobility limitations
4)  bus/rall interchange facilities
5) secure cycle storage
18 Transport Policy TP06 Car Parking
Proposals for development will be expected to make satisfactory provision for the parking of vehicles. Suitable levels of
provision will be considered in relation to individual proposals taking account of the type of development, location,
accessibility, availability of opportunities for public transport, likely accumulation of car parking, design considerations
and having regard to the guidance referred to below:
1) Inconsidering the level of parking provision in respect of proposals for residential development (use class C3),
the Council will refer to the guidance provided in Kent Design Review: Interim Guidance Note 3 - Residential
Parking.
2) In considering the level of parking provision in respect of proposals for other development, the Council will
refer to the indicative guidance in Appendix E.
Where the level of provision implied in the above guidance would be detrimental to the character of a conservation area
or adversely affect the setting of a listed building or ancient monument then a reduced level of provision may be
accepted. Within the town centres of Margate, Ramsgate and Broadstairs (as defined on maps 27, 28 and 29) new
development proposals will not be required or expected to provide onsite car parking spaces. Where feasible such
proposals
18 Transport Policy TP08 Freight and Service Delivery

New development proposals will be expected to demonstrate adequate off street servicing.
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Proposed Revisions to the Local Plans (Preferred Options) (2017)

2

Former Airport
Site

Policy SP05

Former Airport Site

Land is allocated for a mixed use settlement at the site of the former Manston Airport as defined on the policies map.
The site has the capacity to deliver at least 2,500 new dwellings, and up to 85,000sgm employment and leisure
floorspace.

The overarching principle of development of this settlement is the creation of a single sustainable settlement that can be
easily served by public transport and with good, easily walkable access to central community services and other

facilities.

Contributions will be required to meet the following provisions and proposals will be judged and permitted only in
accordance with a development brief and comprehensive masterplan for the whole site detailing:

How the requirements of the Transport Strategy will be met including the upgrade of Manston Court Road and
improvements to Spitfire junction.

The relationship to the Parkway Station and Ramsgate Port including a southern bypass of Manston village
and a direct link from the site to the A299 roundabout linking with the southbound dual carriageway.

A travel plan to include a public transport strategy linking the site to existing services, demonstration of how
the site links with and relates to neighbouring settlements;

Key routes for traffic-calming measures
Coherent phasing and evidence of deliverability

A business plan to demonstrate how the employment will be delivered, and how it will relate and link to
Manston Business Park

The provision of a District Centre to meet the retail need of the development, fit within the retail hierarchy and
serve the appropriate catchment, as well as provision of complementary uses such as community business
space and leisure uses/recreational facilities.

Provision of community facilities as outlined in the Infrastructure delivery plan (IDP) including a primary school
facility at 4 forms of entry, and a Doctors Surgery

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to address

the visual sensitivity of the site focussing on retention of open space and protecting wide open landscape and
strategic views;

how new built development will be designed to minimise visual impact on the open landscape of the central
island. Particular attention must be given to roofscape for the purposes of minimising the mass of the buildings
at the skyline when viewed from the south.
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Design and Heritage statements to include:
An appropriate landscaping scheme, to be designed and implemented as an integral part of the development.

Provision of 31.77 Ha open space in accordance with Table 7 as required by Policy GI04, and integrated
green infrastructure to include walking, cycling and equestrian routes and facilities

A buffer between the development and Manston Village. Settlement separation between the villages of
Manston, Minster, Cliffsend and Acol and Thanet Urban Area

Pre design archaeological assessment

Links to the sites heritage to support tourism in Thanet, including consideration of proposals that would permit
a limited element of aviation use

Detail as to how the runway will be incorporated into the development scheme and what functions it will serve.

Provision of surface water management/sustainable drainage schemes that will not contaminate groundwater
sources, and any proposed initiatives that will improve the condition of the groundwater

Development proposals must:

Provide an appropriate mix of dwellings to meet the requirements of Policy SP18

Provide affordable housing to meet the requirements of Policy SP19 (nb. Policy SP19 is being amended to
request affordable housing for more than 10 units)

Provide one electric car charging point for every 10 parking spaces provided
Consider accommodating any self-build requirements included in the self-build register

Contribute towards the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring scheme to meet the requirements of
SP25

Include an assessment of the sites functionality as a roosting or feeding resource for the interest features of
the Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA Protection Area, including areas within 400m of the development
sites boundary, and provide mitigation where necessary

Retain existing boundary features where possible

Provide a connection to the sewerage system at the nearest point of adequate capacity, in collaboration with
the service provider

Allow future access to the existing water supply infrastructure for maintenance and upsizing purposes
Provide for the installation of digital infrastructure

Provide a Statement of Social Impacts addressing any needs for community facilities identified in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
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The proposed location of the Thanet Parkway Station site has been revised, the wording for

Policy SP39 remains

Thanet Parkway
Station

SP39 and Map
15

unchanged.

Thanet Parkway Station
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New Strategic
Routes Policy

New Strategic
Routes Policy

The following areas, as shown on the Policies Map, are safeguarded for the provision of key road schemes and junction
improvements, to support the implementation of the Thanet Transport Strategy, including land at:

B2050 Manston Road (from Manston Manston Court Road to Spitfire Junction)

1
B2190 Spitfire Way (from Spitfire Junction to Columbus Avenue Junction)

2.
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thanet
district council

Matter Statement

Matter 10 — Economic Development (Policies SP02-SP04
and EO01-E03)




Issue 1 —Economic Growth — Policy SP02

Ql.Isthe target of 5,000 additional jobs justified? How has it been calculated, and how
much of this will be achieved from development proposals in the Plan?

This was calculated by Experian in the Economic and Employment Assessment from 2012. This
report looked at what sectors of the economy were likely to grow over the plan period using BRES
information. The report put forward three growth scenarios:

e Risk based - 1,200 jobs
e Baseline - 3,100 jobs
e Policy On -5,100 jobs

These different scenarios were assessed through the SA and were subject to consultation. The
Council selected a level between baseline and policy on along with an element of growth expected
fromthe airport site (assumed 240). More information on the methodology for calculation can be
found the in the Economic developmentin Thanet (Employment Land Update and Economic
Needs Assessment) July 2018 (EDIT) (CD2.2), the Economic and Employment Assessment 2012
(CD2.6) and in the Employment Topic Paper 2013 (CD2.7).

Comparing this alongside Labour supply methods (two different methods suggested 5,800 (KCC)
and 4,800 (GL Hearn)) led to the conclusion that the amount of jobs planned for was about right.

The Experian report tells us there has been growth in low carbon goods and services, renewable
energy, advanced manufacturing and service businesses. These sectors are likely to deliver job
growth over the plan period and and sufficient employment land is allocated to accommodate this.

However only 30% of predicted future job growth is expected to be located the B sectors
traditionally found on business parks and therefore an element of flexibility is needed on our
employment land. This is reflected in the Plan.

Tourismis expected to grow over the plan period and is facilitated by the policies in Chapter 9
Tourism.

Evidence suggests home working is particularly high in Thanet and therefore Policy E02 seeks to
encourage this.

The Job growth strategy section of the plan starting on page 17 explains which sectors of the
economy are likely to grow and how the plan is responding to this. The Plan was written and
allocations made to ensure that there was adequate land and flexibility to achieve the 5,000 jobs.

Q2. How does thiscompare to past performance?

The BRES figure for total employees in 2011 was 39,700 and in 2017 This had increased to
42,000 meaning that 2,700 of the 5000 jobs have already been delivered.

The Council only has BRES information which dates back to 2009. It showed total employees for
Thanet was 39,300. However, according to the “In Employment” figures produced by ONS, in
December 2004 the figure was 56,000 falling to 49,000 in December 2011 rising againto 61,800 in
September 2018 (the latest figure). These figures should be treated with caution as they include




individuals on government supported training and employment programmes, and those doing
unpaid family work.

Q3. How does the number of additional jobs planned for correlate to the housing
requirementunder Policy SP11? Are the strategies for housing and economic development
aligned?

According to the Update Assessment of Objectively Assessed Housing Need 2017:

[The new OAN of 17,140 dwellings] would support workforce growth of between 6,050 (based on
employment rates remaining static) to 9,700 (with increasing numbers of older persons in the
workforce based on later retirement) over the plan period. Economic forecasting is an inexact
science, but forecasts show growth of between 1,200 — 5,100 additional jobs. Taking account of
commuting dynamics and the potential for some people to hold down more than one job, this would
require an increase in the resident workforce of up to 5,600 over the plan period.

There is, therefore, headroom in both the housing land supply and the employment land supply to
accommodate the higher jobs figure and, therefore, the housing land and economic development
strategies are aligned.

Q4. The Economic Developmentin Thanet (Employment Land Update and Economic Needs
Assessment) states that the past take-up of employment land averages 10,446 square
metres perannum. How is this translated into a forecast for future employmentland?

The average employment land take up overa 10 year period between 2006 (year of adoption of
the current ThanetLocal Plan) and 2016 (year of calculation) was 10,446sqm. This yearly average
was then multiplied by the number of remaining years in the plan period (15 years) giving
floorspace requirements to the end of the plan period based on past take up rates of 156,990sgm
or 15.7ha. See Table on page 32 of the EDIT (CD2.2) for a break down of the use classes.

Q5. Isthe use of pasttake-up rates robust, considering that it covers a post recession
period up to 20167

It is acknowledged that the past take up calculation covers a period of national recession; however,
looking at past take up rates is only one of the methods of forecasting future employmentland
requirements. The EDIT reportalso looked at labour demand and labour supply to assess need for
employment land. Labour demand came out with a figure of between 3ha and 15ha (closerto 15
based on the preferred option selected), the labour demand technique came up with a range
approximately between 12ha and 15ha and the pasttake up methodology came up with a figure of
15.7ha of employment land. The three techniques were then compared to establish the most
appropriate floorspace figure by cross checking and therefore validating the figure. lt was
considered that the figure of 15ha was the employment land figure to plan for.

This reflects the methodology suggested in the national Planning Policy Guidance.

Q6. The Economic Developmentin Thanet (Employment Land Update and Economic Needs
Assessment) concludesthatbased on past trends and labour supply calculations, the land
supplyto be planned for should be 15 hectares. In contrast, Policy SP02 plans for 53.5
hectares of employmentland. What is the justification for this difference?




It is acknowledged that the amount of land represents an oversupply of employment land, the
justification for which is outlined in the EDIT report on page 53.

Q7. What are the implications ofthis? If taken up, will there be enough housing to support
the development of allocated sites? Will there be an appropriate balance between workers
and homes?

Thanet’s employment oversupply largely comes from Manston Business Park which has
approximately 40ha of land remaining undeveloped. The eastem part of the site isn't currently
serviced with utilities and this needs to be overcome to unlock development. Given the constraints
the site is expected to be delivered over a number of years spanning beyond the plan period and
therefore it is considered the number of homes will be sufficient. We don’t expect the oversupply to
be fully built out within the plan period.

In addition and as outlined in the answer to Question 3 of this matter there is headroom in the
housing land supply to accommodate a higher jobs figure.

Q8. What provision does the Plan make to support creative industries across Thanet? Isthe
Plan consistent with paragraph 21 of the Framework in thisregard which seeksto plan
positively for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters or networks of

knowledge driven, creative or high technology industries?

The plan references the Economic Growth Strategy (November 2016) which identifies a number of
transformational initiatives to focus on in order to deliver employment growth. ‘Cultivating the
creative industries across Thanet’ is one of these initiativeslisted in the Job Growth Strategy
section of the Local Plan on page 19. Creative industries can be accommodated in Thanet's town
centres including in within Margate Old Town, which is a primary location for creative industries,
Margate Seafront and Harbour Arm, Ramsgate Waterfront and Royal Harbour and Broadstairs
Promenade and Beach Front as well as the opportunity areas. Cultural and creative industries can
also be accommodated on our flexible employment sites and high technology industries can
accommodated on all of Thanet’'s employment sites. It is considered that this is consistent with
paragraph 21 of the NPPF.

Issue 2-Land Allocated for Economic Development — SP03

Q1. How werethe four allocated sites identified? What factors were considered in deciding
whether to allocate sites under Policy SP03?

The sustainability appraisal tested a number of options for the allocating employment land. The
options of selecting sites from our current supply, providing a buffer, allowing flexibility and
applying policy protection scored best.

Following on from this, the existing allocated sites were rescored for their suita bility, availability and
achievability along a similar line to that in the Employment Land Survey 2010 and further to this
their compatibility with the allocation strategy was considered and a recommendation given as to
whether this should form part of the supply. This is documented within the EDIT report (CD2.2)

Q2. Were any other locations considered as suitable alternatives?

The sustainability appraisal tested a number of spatial options for delivering the employment land
requirement. These were use of existing supply of allocated sites, a variety of sites across the
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District, a single site/cluster and allowing for other uses on our employment sites. It concluded that
selecting sites from the current allocated supply and allowing other uses on employment sites was
the most sustainable option.

Given Thanet’s employment land oversupply paragraph 22 of the NPPF the onus was on
deallocating unsuitable sites and reallocating, where appropriate, for housing.

The Employment Land Review 2010 recommended a number of new sites for allocation but these
were not taken forward for allocation given the conclusions of the sustainability ap praisal and the
National Planning Policy Framework.

Q3. How much land is available at each of the four allocated sites, and are they developable
within the plan period?

The table belowis adapted from the one supplied in response to the Initial question s and shows
remaining land available at each site less extant permissions. This provides some insight into
deliverability of sites.

Site Total Site Area | Remaining Amount of land | Available land
(ha) Employment covered by less extant
Allocation (ha) | extant planning | consents
consents at
January 2019
Manston 75.2 42.53 13,393sgm 41.19
Business Park 1.34ha
Eurokent 38.6 5.45 5.45ha 0
ThanetReach |9.74 3.7 0 3.7
Hedgend 2.46 1.61 0 1.61
TOTAL 126 53.29 6.79ha 46.5ha

It is considered that all but Manston Business Park (MBP) are developable within the plan period.
Manston Business Park due to its size and infrastructure issues is likely to be developed beyond
the horizon of this Local Plan. That said it is notable that a further 5,468sgm on MBP is the subject
of current planning applications.

Q4. Paragraph 6.8 of the Economic Development in Thanet (Employment Land Update and
Economic Needs Assessment) concludes that Thanet Reach South should nolonger be
allocated for employment purposes. How does this differ from Thanet Reach North?

Thanet Reach North is already partially developed with some business units and the Christ Church
University campus. There was also a previous application from East Kent College for a further
education college campus on the site although this has expired. The southern section of the
Thanet Reach site (south of Millennium Way) is undeveloped and was considered that this could
contribute to the Housing Land Supply. It was considered that the northern part of the site given its
existing character has the potential for small business units and is in a sustainable edge of town
centre location. The Council is currently exploring the business potential of the site by requesting
marketing information from the owners of the site as part of pre application advice.
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Q5. What is the justification for restricting developmentto Use Classes B1, B2 and B8 at
Manston Business Park and Hedgend Industrial Estate, but having a more flexible approach
elsewhere?

Introducing flexible uses to employment sites can bring about conflict particularly if the use
generates regular car visits. It is important that traditional employment uses are not compromised
by incompatible flexible uses that could lead to statutory noise and nuisance complaints or highway
safety issues.

It was considered that the sites closer to town centres and centres of population such as Thanet
Reach and Eurokent were more suitable for flexible uses. The more remote sites such as Manston
Business Park and Hedgend containing traditional employment uses are less compatible with
flexible uses.

Q6. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what uses will be
permitted at Eurokentand the Thanet Reach Business Park? Is the policy effective in this
regard?

The Policy states what uses will be allowed on each site.

It may be helpful to include the wording of paragraph 7.3 (supporting text from Policy EO1) under
Policy SPO3 to explain flexible uses.

Flexible uses include leisure, tourism and other town centre uses which, due to scale and format
cannot be accommodated within town centres. They also include uses known as sui generis which
do not fall into a category in the Use Classes Order. These include uses such as car showrooms
and creches.

Issue 3 - Retention of Existing Employment Sites — Policy EO1

Q1. Is Policy EOL1 consistent with paragraph 22 of the Framework which states that planning
policiesshould avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use w here
thereis no reasonable prospect of asite being used for that purpose?

Yes, in accordance with the NPPF the Council undertook a thorough review of all allocated
employment sites. As part of this process employment land amounting to 31.59ha was deall ocated
and many of the sites were reallocated as housing sites. Thisis documented in the EDIT (CD2.2)

The Council will continue to review this regularly.

Q2.lIsitclear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how proposals for
alternative uses of land and buildings on the sites listed under Policy EO1 will be
considered?

The policy is intended to retain the sites listed for employment uses and where specified flexible
employment generating uses. Flexible uses are limited to specific sites which due to their character
are more suited to accommodating flexible uses. However, the policy seeks to ensure that
development is compatible with neighbouring uses. For example a leisure use that attracts a large
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volume of traffic would not be compatible adjacent to a warehouse/distribution use with regular
HGV movements.

Q3. Whatis the list of sites under Policy E0O1(2) based on?

These were all sites from the current employment land supply. An assessment of employment
sectors and growth potential was carried out by Experian and based on this sites were reassessed
as to whether they contributed to the allocation strategy. As part of this process approximately 30
hectares of employment land has been deallocated with much of this reallocated for housing land.

Q4. How will decision-makers, developers and local communities consider development
proposals whichinvolve existing employmentland and buildings not listed under Policy
E01(2)?

Proposals which involve employment land or buildings not listed will be judged upon their merits
and policies within the plan. In accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF there will be no in
principle objection to a change of use away from employment.

Exceptional employment generating development not located on allocated sites will be supported
by Policy SP02 which supports employment generating development.

Q5. What policies support proposals for economic development on non allocated, windfall
sites? Doesthe Planinclude specific criteriafor decision makers, developers and local
communities to follow?

Paragraphs 1.22 to 1.25 outlines the Plan’s employment aspirations and expresses a commitment
to supporting employment generating development.

Policy SP02 is supportive of new employment generating development in the town centres, new
tourism development in general, and new economic development in the rural area. Strategic
Priority 1 of the Plan is to create additional employment and training opportunities, to strengthen
and diversify the local economy and improve local earning power and employability.

Policy E02 supports home working. Policies EO4 and E05 guides developmentin and on the edge
of town centres. Chapters 9 and 10 cover new economic development relating to tourism and in
the rural area. New economic development not related to any of the areas will be dealt with on their
merits using the policies in the plan such as in the design chapter.

The fourth paragraph of the policy does not read well. The following modification is proposed for
the Inspectors’ consideration.

Delete paragraph 4 of Policy SP02 and replace with:
“Thanet’s town centres are priority areas for regeneration. Employment generating development,
including tourism and cultural diversification, will be encouraged.

Issue 4 —Home Working — Policy EO2

Q1. In what instances might a proposal for home working require planning permission? Is it
clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities when Policy EO2 might apply?

It is acknowledged that persons who work from home may often do so without occasioning a
material change of use. The policy aims to be supportive of home working as it has been shown to
be important to Thanet’s economy and is, therefore, supportive of a change of use if such a
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change requires permission. The policy will apply, therefore, when the home working is at a scale
that requires planning permission

Q2. Are the criteria sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities? Is the policy effective?

The aim of the policy is to support home working proposals whilst ensuring that any potential
impact is acceptable. Itis considered that it is clear from the criteria what impacts the policy seeks
to avoid.

Issue 5 - Digital Infrastructure - Policy EO3

Ql.Isitclear to decision-makers, developers and local communities whatis required of
Policy E03? Is the policy effective?

This primarily refers to broadband connections but can include mobile telecommunications and
other network infrastructure.

Policy EO3 is designed to be supportive of digital infrastructure proposals subject to their impact on
listed buildings and conservation areas. Kent County Council were concerned about conservation
areas and listed buildings detracting from the importance of delivering digital infrastructure. In order
to recognise this, the Council proposes to add some supporting text to the policy emphasising the
importance of striking a balance between the importance of digital infrastructure and the
conservation of heritage assets.

The following wording is suggested for the Inspectors’ consideration:

The Council strongly supports the installation of digital infrastructure and considers that an
appropriate balance needs to be struck when considering impacts on heritage assets, conservation
areas and historic landscapes.

Q2. Is Policy EO3 consistent with paragraphs 42-46 which seek to support the expansion of
electronic communications networks, including telecommunications and high -speed
broadband.

Yes the policy seeks to support high quality communications infrastructure. Policy QD07 deals
specifically with telecommunications and reflects the NPPF.

Issue 6 - Manston Business Park — Policy SP04

Q1. What is the justification for having a separate policy for Manston Business Park, but not
the other employment allocationsin the Plan?

Manston Business Park is Thanet’s flagship inward investment site and at 75 hectares in its
entirety is considerably larger than the other employment allocations. Manston Business Park is in
a highly visual location in a rural location in the centre of the District and located on the major road
network. It is considered that the green infrastructure and soft landscaping elements of the policy
do not apply to the other employment allocations due to their size and locations

Natural England were concerned aboutthe impact on the rural character and asked that the policy
reflect its rural location in their representation to the draft Preferred Options Plan in 2015.
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Q2. What is the justification for allocating over 40 hectares of land at Mansto n Business
Park? Will there be ademand for the allocated land over the plan period? If so,what
evidence supportsthis?

Manston Business Park is the primary site for inward investment as it is centrally located adjacent
to dual carriageway access to the M25, the former airport site and the Port of Ramsgate. The site
is owned by East Kent Opportunities which is a joint venture between Kent County Council and
Thanet District Council to bring forward economic growth and regeneration demonstrating a
commitment to delivery. Manston Business park as a whole is 75.2 ha with approximately 42.53ha
remaining undeveloped. Delivery of this large strategic site is considered to be beyond the horizon
the of current emerging Local Plan especially as the eastern part of the site isn't currently serviced
with utilities. Given the constraints the site is expected to be delivered over a number of years
spanning beyond the plan period. The site is currently showing very positive signs of delivery and it
is considered it would not constitute positive planning to deallocate the remaining parts of the site.

The economic needs assessment, allocation strategy and justification for the amount of land
allocated can be found in the Economic Development in Thanet (Employment Land Update and
Economic Needs Assessment) July 2018.

Q3. What is the justification for requiring development proposals at Manston Business Park
to be accompanied by a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan? Is this appropriate for all
development proposals, regardless of size?

The requirement for a cross reference to TP01 came about as a response to a representation from
the then Highways Agency to the draft Preferred Options Plan in 2015. TP0O1 does apply to all
development proposals regardless of their size.

Q4.In deciding to allocate the site for employmentuses how have the cumulative effects of
additional development on the local and strategic road network been considered?

The Transport Strategy mitigates againstthe cumulative impacts of additional develop ment on the
local and strategic road network. In particular and for Manston Business Park an extension of
Columbus Avenue is proposed to link up with the inner circuit to alleviate impacts on the Spitfire
junction and Acol village.

Issue 7—Manston Airport— Policy SP04

Q1. What is the justification forincluding reference to Manston Airport alongside policies
related to the allocation of employment land. Are paragraphs 1.38-1.45intended to
represent supporting text to Policy SP04?

The wording preceding Policy SP04 reflects the strategic location of the site both in relation to the
primary road network and also the airport site. Whatever development occurs on the former
Manston Airport site it is likely to have an effect on Manston Business Park.

The wording following Policy SP04 entitled “Manston Airport” 1.38 — 1.45 explains the Council’s
approach to dealing with any future development on the site and replaces the supporting text to
policy SP05 which related to the airport site.

Q2. What is the status regarding the proposed Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project?
How does its timescales align with the Local Plan Examination?
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The Local Plan Examination and NSIP are two separate processes and do not sit on the same
days allowing people to participate in both.

Further NSIP hearings are due to take place on 18th to 22nd March 2019; and 4th to 7th June
2019 with the close of the examination scheduled for 9th July 2019.

The Planning Inspectorate must prepare a report on the application to the relevant Secretary of
State, including a recommendation, within three months of the close of the six month Examination
stage. The relevant Secretary of State then has a further three months to make the decision on
whether to grant or refuse development consent.

Thanet Local Plan’s examination hearings are due to run between 2nd-18th April and 21st-31st
May 2019.

The Local Plan is sufficiently flexible to respond to the two possible outcomes from the
Development Consent Order process with regard to the timescales in terms of policy/allocations.

Q3. What are the implications for the Plan should the Development Consent Order be
approved?

If approved the Council will need to carry out an immediate partial review to ensure relevant
aviation, environmental and housing land supply policies are adopted.

Due to the Secretary of States intervention measures the Plan is now subject to immediate review.

Q4. What are the implications for the Plan should the Development Consent Order be
refused?

Paragraph 1.45 says that the Council will need to consider the best use for the site in the next
Local Plan review after a minimum of two years.

Due to the Secretary of States intervention measures the Plan is now subject to immediate review.

Q5. If a Local Plan Review is required, is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local
communities when this would happen? Is there a clear mechanism to ensure atimely
review of the Plan if required?

If the DCO is made a partial review will be triggered immediately to include relevant aviation,
environmental and housing land supply policies in the plan. If the DCO is not granted or does not
proceed the plan will need to be reviewed after a minimum of 2 years.

Due to the Secretary of States intervention measures the Plan is now subject to immediate review.

Q6 Is it clear how adecision-maker would reactto aproposal for new development at
Manston Airportpriorto areview of the Plan?

Pending a review of the Plan any application would be decided on its merits and in accordance

with the plan as a whole once adopted. This would take into account the requirements of the NPPF
2018.
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Q7.What is the justification for paragraph 1.44? If a Development Consent Order for
aviation use is granted, what “housing land supply provisions” would need to be reviewed
and why?

The Council raised concerns aboutthe potential housing impacts arising from the job figures stated
in the application (relevant representation submitted to PINS in October 2018 CD 2.8).

The report submitted by the applicants (RPS “Employment and Housing Land Technical Report”
March 2018) indicates that no additional housing is required to support the new workforce up to
2031 (para 5.9).

However, this conclusion appears to be based on the capacity of housing sites submitted as part of
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) process (Table 4.4), rather than sites
actually allocated in the draft Local Plan (Table 4.6).

This suggests that additional housing sites would need to be allocated for the period of the draft
Local Plan to 2031, and therefore a review of the housing land position would be required if the
DCO is granted.

Q8. What are the implications of The Town and Country Planning (Manston Airport) Special
Development Order 2019 No. 86 on the soundness of the submitted Local Plan and its
strategy for the airport?

Question of whether cumulative effects of this have been considered in combination with our plan.
We have not had sight of an HRA.

The Council is of the view that the Special Development Order for the Airport (2019 No. 86) is a
temporary measure (ends December 2020) which is only likely to be activated in exceptional
circumstances. This being the case, while there may be occasional traffic disruption associated
with this activity, it does not prejudice the soundness of the overall Local Plan strategy, or the
Council’s position regarding the Airport, as set out in the draft Local Plan.
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Introduction

Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited (Wood) were commissioned by
RiverOak Strategic Partners (RiverOak) to undertake a programme of winter bird surveys in 2018/19
for the proposed re-opening of Manston Airport in Kent (the proposed development). The purpose
of this work is to provide supplementary information to support the DCO examination process on
the level and type of use by qualifying species of the Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA and
Ramsar site (and their constituent SSSIs) in the area surrounding the Order Limits for the proposed
development (see Appendix A for details of the qualifying species for the statutory designated
sites), and Appendix B for a full list of the species and their scientific name referred to in this
report. The location of the Order Limits in relation to the statutory designated sites of
ornithological importance is shown on Figure 1.1.

The survey programme has been designed to provide information to respond to the Relevant
Representations (RRs) and other comments made by consultees, including Natural England (NE),
RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of Birds) and Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT), regarding
Environmental Statement Chapter 7 Biodiversity (APP-033).

These surveys were undertaken to provide information to address the following consultee
comments:

e | The need to provide further, more site and population specific information on how golden
plover, turnstone, grey plover, sanderling and ringed plover react to existing levels and types of
disturbance (NE);

e | The need to undertake nocturnal surveys to assess the level of use of farmland surrounding the
Order Limits by golden plover at night (RSPB);

e | The need to assess the effects of disturbance on golden plover up to 2km from the Order
Limits (RSPB);

e The need to provide two seasons worth of data to base the assessment on (KWT and RSPB);
and

e | The need to provide information on the specific flight paths of golden plover over the Order
Limits to assess the impact of disturbance on the SPA (KWT).

This report presents the methodology used and results of a suite of surveys undertaken from
December 2018 to March 2019, as follows:

e Functional Habitat Survey, including;
» | Daytime (Winter bird) Walkover Survey; and
» 1 Nocturnal Walkover Survey;
» | Flight Line Survey.
e Pegwell Bay Surveys, including:
» | Waterbird Distribution Survey; and
»  Turnstone Survey.

The Pegwell Bay noise monitoring and waterbird disturbance survey are reported separately.
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1.2 Background and Purpose of the Surveys

Functional Habitat Surveys

Day time and Nocturnal Walkover Surveys

121 There is the potential for the proposed development to have an adverse impact on golden plover
using farmland close to the airport (deemed as functionally linked habitat to the Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay SPA/ Ramsar site), due to noise and visual disturbance from aircraft in flight, and
from bird scaring activities conducted at or in close vicinity of the airport runway.

122 NE (2016) defines functional linkage as “the role or ‘function’ that land or sea beyond the boundary
of a European site might fulfil in terms of ecologically supporting the populations for which the site
was designated or classified. Such land is therefore ‘linked’ to the European site in question because it
provides an important role in maintaining or restoring the population of qualifying species at
favourable conservation status.”

123 Chapter 7 of the ES [APP-033] on Biodiversity details winter bird surveys undertaken in farmland
out with and within approximately 1km of the airport boundary, once-monthly from September
2016 to March 2017 inclusive. The primary purpose of this survey was to obtain data on the level
and type of use by golden plover during the day and at night, though other target and notable
species were also recorded.

124 The numbers of golden plover occurring each winter on the functionally linked farmland adjacent
to the Order Limits will be determined both by weather conditions in the UK and abroad, as well as
the extent of suitable foraging habitat (primarily winter cereals, but also cereal stubbles,
bare/ploughed land and permanent grassland.

Flight Line Survey

125 There is the potential for the proposed airport to present a barrier to the movement of golden
plover between their foraging and roosting areas in Pegwell Bay and the functional habitat
surrounding the airport. This barrier effect has the potential to result in birds having to travel
further to their foraging and resting areas, resulting in a reduction of energy intake and/or an
increase in energy expenditure leading to a reduction in survival or productivity rates. In response
to this and KWT's comment, information has been collected on the flight movements of golden
plover in the local area in relation to the Order Limits. The flight line surveys undertaken in winter
2019 will ascertain the level of flight activity over the Order Limits, and between the Pegwell Bay
roost site and the Order Limits. The survey results will be used to support the assessment
conclusion for barrier effects (in ES Chapter 7) and help to further identify potential foraging areas
for golden plover.

Pegwell Bay Surveys

126 In view of Natural England’s concerns about the effects of noise from aircraft flights on golden
plover (and other target species) in Pegwell Bay, and the need to collect more site-specific
information on how the key bird species respond to existing levels and types of disturbance, a suite
of further surveys have been undertaken in Pegwell Bay in winter 2018/2019.

Waterbird Distribution Survey

127 A repeat of the Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution Survey has been carried out, in which a second
winter of distribution data has been collected for species that form the qualifying interest of the
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Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA/Ramsar site (golden plover and turnstone) and additional
species that form the cited interest of the Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI (grey plover,
sanderling and ringed plover).

Turnstone Survey

128 Turnstone are known to roost in important numbers in terms of the SPA along the northern
shoreline of Pegwell Bay, this being the closest part of the Bay to the proposed aircraft flight path.
In view of this, a targeted survey for turnstone has been undertaken in winter 2018/19 across a
wider survey area (than that undertaken as part of the Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution Survey in
winter 2016/17), extending east to Ramsgate Harbour.
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2.

2.1.1

2.2

Methodology

The surveys focussed on recorded the following target species that form the qualifying interest of
the Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA/Ramsar site (golden plover and turnstone) and additional
species that form the cited interest of the Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI (grey plover,
sanderling and ringed plover).

Functional Habitat Survey

Daytime Walkover Survey

221

222

223

In order to collect further data on usage of the survey area by golden plover during the day, a
Daytime Walkover Survey was undertaken from January to March 2019 inclusive that employed
broadly the same methodology as that used for the 2016/17 survey (see Appendix 7.5 in ES
Chapter 7. However, the survey intensity was increased from one to two visits per month, with each
visit taking up to two days to complete. The primary aim of the survey was to search for golden
plover using farmland and grassland in the day within the survey area, though all other species
were recorded.

The survey area for the 2019 survey was extended from that used in 2016/17 (all farmland within
1km of the airport boundary) to include all farmland within the 1km of the Order Limits (excluding
the route of the outfall to Pegwell Bay) as well as farmland 1km either side of the proposed aircraft
flight path extending to approximately 4km to the west of the airport runway. As in 2016/17, land
within the airport boundary was surveyed from its perimeter, though the airport itself remains
unsuitable for golden plover due to the ‘long grass’ management regime being employed.

Within the survey area, the surveyor walked along publicly accessible tracks, roads and footpaths
and counted any golden plover in each field from suitably placed vantage points with binoculars
and a telescope. Each field/ plot of land within the survey area was given a unique ‘Field
Identification Number'. During the survey, any golden plover seen/heard were recorded with
details of this field number, as well as the crop/ habitat type they were utilising, the numbers
involved, their activity (foraging, loafing' or roosting), date, time and weather conditions. All other
notable species? and/or potentially important congregations of other species were also recorded.
Figure 2.1 shows the survey area with field identification numbers.

Nocturnal Walkover Survey

224

In order to collect data on the usage of the survey area by golden plover at night, a Nocturnal
Walkover Survey was carried out, involved twice-monthly visits from January to March 2019
inclusive, with each visit taking two nights to complete, undertaken by two surveyors working
together. During each visit, the surveyors walked slowly along pre-determined transects (located
along quiet country roads and public footpaths) and any golden plover recorded. All other species
were also recorded and the same details as for the Daytime Walkover Survey were noted. The
transect routes were chosen to cover a sample of the most potentially suitable areas of habitat for
golden plover, focussing on fields of winter cereal but also including fields containing bare/

T Resting, active but alert

2 Notable species: all species of water bird, birds of prey, species listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended), Annex | of the Birds Directive, species of principal importance listed on Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006 and BoCC red-listed species in Eaton et al. (2015).
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2.3

231

232

233

2.4

ploughed land, cereal stubble and oilseed rape. Birds were detected by scanning fields using high-
specification night vision equipment (FLIR BHS-XR Handheld Thermal Imaging Camera) and high-
powered lamps. The location of the nocturnal survey transects are shown on Figure 2.2.

Flight Line Survey

In order to collect data on the level of flight activity of target species across the Order Limits, a
single day of flight line survey was undertaken in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly
surveys completed from January to March 2019 inclusive.

During each survey day, two surveyors completed three two-hour watches from three separate
pairs of vantage points (VPs) positioned around the Order Limits. The locations of the VPs were
determined during an initial survey setup visit in December and were located to ensure that flights
of key species would be detectable over the Order Limits and between the airport boundary and
Pegwell Bay.

During each two-hour watch, the flights lines of any golden plover (and other target species) were
drawn onto maps, and details of the flights recorded on a separate data sheet, including a flight
number unique for that watch, the number of birds involved, flight direction, date and time. The
location of the seven VPs in relation to the Order Limits is shown on Figure 2.3.

Pegwell Bay Surveys

The Pegwell Bay Surveys included two main elements, described below.

Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution Survey

241

242

Survey to collect data on the distribution and numbers of target species in Pegwell Bay involved a
single distribution survey visit in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly survey visits from
January to March 2019 inclusive, with further twice-monthly survey visits planned for April and May
2019 (the results of which are not included in this interim report).

During each survey visit, the distribution, numbers and activity of the target species in Pegwell Bay
were recorded at hourly intervals over a six-hour period by two surveyors working from two VPs
(North and South respectively). The location, number and activity of the birds was recorded onto
maps showing a 200 x 200m grid (based on the National Grid). Where possible, each six-hour
survey was undertaken over a period that included a high tide. The location of the 200 x 200m grid
and VPs are shown on Figure 2.4.

Turnstone Survey

243

In order to collect further data on the numbers of turnstone utilising the Pegwell Bay area, a single
turnstone survey visit was undertaken in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly survey visits
from January to March 2019 inclusive. The survey area included all suitable intertidal and other
coastal habitats for turnstone within the northern half of Pegwell Bay and approximately within Tkm
of the proposed flight path for aircraft to the east of the Order Limits, including areas out with the
SPA, such as Ramsgate Harbour. Each survey visit was undertaken over a five-hour period that
included a high tide. During the survey, the surveyor scanned potentially appropriate turnstone
habitat from suitable vantage points and recorded the location, numbers and activity of any
turnstone located. The Ramsgate Harbour area was also walked and the locations of any turnstone
recorded onto maps. The survey area is shown on Figure 2.5.
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2.5 Survey Limitations

251 For the nocturnal walkover survey, due to access constraints, it was not possible to access all areas
of farmland within a distance whereby all individual golden plover would be detected. In view of
this, a sampling approach to the survey methods was employed, whereby the transects used for the
nocturnal walkover survey covered fields that provided the most suitable habitat for foraging
golden plover. The transect routes focussed on fields of winter cereal but also covered fields
containing bare/ ploughed land, cereal stubbles and oilseed rape. It was considered that the data
obtained from the nocturnal walkover surveys provided robust information on the levels of use by
golden plover in the fields within the survey area.
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3. Results

3.1  Functional Habitat Survey

Daytime Walkover Survey

3.1 Twice-monthly survey visits were undertaken in January, February and March 2019 (each taking two
days to complete), the details of which (times, dates and weather conditions) are provided in Table
C.1in Appendix C.

312 During the surveys, the following records of golden plover were noted:

e | One record of four golden plover flushed from Field 50 (which contained winter cereal) on the
northern perimeter of the survey area, approximately Tkm north of the Order Limits and 2km
north of the airport runway, on 24 January (see Figure 3.1).

e Two further records of golden plover were noted, including a flock of 200 birds circling high
(more than 200m in altitude) over Field 8 (~1.6km west of the Order Limits and airport runway),
also on 24 January, and;

e 12 birds flying east over Fields 32 and 34 (~200-500m south of the Order Limits and airport
runway) on 5 February.

313 Full details of the records are provided in Table D.1 in Appendix D.

Nocturnal Walkover Survey

314 Twice-monthly survey visits were undertaken in January, February and March 2019 (each taking up
to two nights to complete), the details of which (times, dates and weather conditions) are provided
in Table C.2 in Appendix C.

315 The following records of golden plover were recorded during the six survey visits:

e | Two birds flushed on 31 January from Field 8 (~1.6km west of the Order Limits and airport
runway), which contained oilseed rape, and

e Asingle bird heard? calling on 31 January over Field 20 (adjacent to the west of the Order
Limits and airport runway), also on 31 January (see Figure 3.2).

316 Full details of the records are provided in Table D.2 in Appendix D.

3.2  Flight Line Survey

321 A single survey was undertaken in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly survey visits
completed in January, February and March 20194, the details of which (times, dates and weather
conditions) are provided in Table C.3 in Appendix C.

322 During the surveys, a total of 23 flights of golden plover (of which eight crossed within the Order
Limits) and one flight of grey plover (over the mudflats and saltmarsh in Pegwell Bay) were

3 Though the precise number of birds could not be confirmed, the surveyor considered that the record related to a single calling bird, or
at most, 2-3 individuals.
4 The final survey was undertaken over a two period on 25-26 March by a single observer.
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recorded. Results from the survey provided no indication of regular flights of golden plover
between Pegwell Bay or farmland south of the airport and farmland to the north and west (and
thus over the Order Limits). Much of the flight activity by golden plover was concentrated 500-
1,500m south of the airport boundary. The were no records of golden plover taking off or landing
within the Order Limits. However, the flight lines indicate that a flock of up to eight golden plover
on 22 January and 38 on 29 January were foraging in fields to the south of Thorne Farm
(approximately 700-1,200m south of the Order Limits), though the precise location of the birds
could not be determined as the area was obscured by buildings and trees from the VP locations
from which they were observed.

323 The flight lines for both golden plover (GP) and grey plover (GV) are shown on Figure 3.3, and full
details of the records provided in Table D.3 in Appendix D. Those flights lines considered to
potentially have involved golden plover alighting from or landing in fields within the survey area for
the FHS are highlighted in bold, though the survey data cannot confirm this due to the presence of
trees and buildings obscuring the view. These records likely relate to a single flock of birds seen on
each survey date, with all or part of the flock being disturbed on several occasions during the
survey day rather than involving separate (discrete) flocks of golden plover.

3.3 Pegwell Bay Surveys

Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution Survey

331 A single survey was undertaken in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly survey visits
completed in January, February and March 2019, the details of which (times, dates and weather
conditions) are provided in Table C.4 in Appendix C.

332 Table 3.1 presents the peak number of each target species within the survey area recorded on each
survey visit, with full details of all records provided in Table D.4 in Appendix D. The peak number
of each target species in each 200m grid square is shown in Figures 3.4a-d for golden plover,
turnstone, sanderling and grey plover respectively. No ringed plover were noted during the
surveys.

Table 3.1 Peak number of target species in the survey area during each survey visit

Species 6 Dec 21 Jan 30 Jan 7 Feb 25 Feb 5 Mar 25 Mar
Golden plover 780 0 2 6 0 0 0
Turnstone 0 17 4 7 3 0 0
Grey plover 184 173 164 72 24 1 11
Sanderling 50 41 20 2 0 45 0

333 Table 3.2 shows the sum of counts for each target species during each one-hour period in relation

to high tide during the seven survey visits. For all the target species recorded, the highest numbers
were recorded on a falling tide (i.e. after the high tide).
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Table 3.2  Total number of each target species during each 1-hour tidal period
Tidal period Golden plover Turnstone Sanderling Grey plover
-6 to -5 1 2
-5to -4 3 27
-4 to -3 2 20
-3to -2 3 6
-2to -1 2 7 2 4
-1to 0 406 24 102 32
0to +1 460 17 172 32
+1to +2 495 17 167 60
+2to +3 92 592 125
+3 to +4 780 1 223 14
+4 to +5 555 1 8 7
+5to +6 4 2

Golden Plover

334

A peak count of 780 (roosting and loafing) golden plover was present on the mudflats (in 1km grid
squares 3, 6 and 7) on 6 December 2018 during the period from high tide until five hours after, on a
falling tide (see Figure 3.4a). The roosting flock was initially seen at high tide on the sand banks in
the south of Pegwell Bay (200m grid square 7U). As the water began to recede, the flock dispersed
north onto the mudflats in Tkm grid square 6 and then 3. No counts of golden plover exceeding
six birds were recorded on the subsequent surveys in January, February and March 2019.

Turnstone

335

The distribution of turnstone recorded during the survey was restricted to the northern fringes of
Pegwell Bay (see Figure 3.4b) with none noted on the 6 December 2018 or 5 March 2019 visits. The
peak count was of a flock of 17 birds roosting on rocks off the Coastguard Cottages in 200m grid
square 7U at high tide on 21 January. This flock dispersed from the area approximately one hour
after high tide. Counts of turnstone did not exceed seven birds on subsequent visits, with
occurrence being sporadic and infrequent in Pegwell Bay.

Sanderling

3.3.6

Flocks of sanderling were observed feeding on the shoreline in Pegwell Bay throughout much of
the tidal cycle, though the highest numbers were noted on a falling tide. Peak counts of 50
foraging birds were seen in 200m grid square 4P on 6 December with 45 foraging in 6N (on the
edge of the sandbanks in the south of the Bay) on 5 March (see Figure 3.4c). No roosting birds
were observed.
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Grey Plover

337 Grey Plover were widely distributed across Pegwell Bay during the surveys, with the highest counts
involving 140 birds roosting on the edge of the sandbanks in the south of the Bay (in 200m grid
square 7U) on 6 December, and 110 birds foraging on mudflats on the edge of the helipad (in
square 1V) on 30 January (see Figure 3.4d). The most frequently used roost site was on the edge of
the sandbanks in 1km grid square 7, though a flock of up to 21 birds was roosting on the mudflats
in 200m squares 3i and 30 on 25 February.

Turnstone Survey

338 A single survey was undertaken in December 2018 followed by twice-monthly survey visits
completed in January, February and March 2019. The details (times, dates and weather conditions)
of these surveys are provided in Table C.5 in Appendix C.

339 Results from the turnstone survey are presented in Table 3.6, with full details of the records in
Table D.5 in Appendix D. Figure 3.5 shows the peak count of turnstone in each of the locations
where the species was recorded during the surveys.

Table 3.6 Peak counts of turnstone

Location Peak 04-Dec 22-Jan 25-Jan 04-Feb 19-Feb 05-Mar 19-Mar
(Mean)

Coastguard Cottages 4 (1) 0 0 4 1 0 0 0

Pegwell Bay (NW) 5(1) 0 4 0 1 5 0 0

Pegwell Bay (west) 1(0) 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Ramsgate Harbour 19 (14) 8 15 16 7 17 15 19

West Cliff 7(2) 0 0 6 0 0 0 7
3310 The peak count of turnstone was of a total of 19 birds foraging in Ramsgate Harbour on 19 March.

Ramsgate Harbour was the only location within the survey area to hold turnstone on a regular basis
(on all seven visits), with birds foraging on sea-weed covered rocks and hard-standing areas (walls,
walkways etc). Very few flocks of roosting turnstone were noted but did include nine birds in
Ramsgate Harbour on 5 March and seven on groynes below West Cliff on 19 March. Foraging birds
were seen on two survey visits on the rocks adjacent to the disused helipad in the north-west of
Pegwell Bay including: four birds on 22 January and five on 19 February. The records from
Coastguard Cottages and West Cliff were of birds foraging on the beach, mudflats and rocks below
these locations.
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4.

4.1

411

412

413

414

4.2

Conclusions

Functional Habitat Survey

The functional habitat surveys undertaken in winter 2016/17 (ES Appendix 7.5; APP-045) showed
that the farmland immediately surrounding the Order Limits is not used on a regular basis by
potentially important numbers of foraging or resting golden plover. Over the seven-month survey
period, golden plover were recorded primarily in very low numbers other than a flock of 530 birds
in a single month. The findings of the desk study (ES Appendix 7.2 [APP-045]) also revealed little
use by golden plover of the farmland surrounding the airport.

Results from the daytime and nocturnal walkover surveys undertaken from December 2018 to
March 2019 provided only two records of golden plover on farmland, with both records involving
low numbers (one and two birds respectively). There were four other records of flying birds, again
involving small numbers, although included a flock of 200, which, due to their height, were likely
not using the farmland adjacent the Site.

The results of the flight line surveys were broadly comparable with those from the daytime and
nocturnal walkover surveys, with most of the golden plover flight activity concentrated at least
700m to the south of the airport boundary and with low levels of use of the fields within Tkm of the
Order Limits.

In conclusion, results from the 2018/19 functional habitat surveys support the conclusions
presented in the ES Chapter 7 [APP-033] and the RIAA, Appendix 7.1 [APP-045]. These stated that
for golden plover there would either be no adverse or negligible effects on the integrity of the SPA
for both the construction and operational phases due to barrier effects or habitat loss due to
disturbance/ displacement as a result of noise and vibration.

Pegwell Bay Surveys including the Waterbird Distribution and
Turnstone Surveys

Golden Plover

421

422

Results from the 2018/19 Pegwell Bay Survey were similar to those obtained during the 2016/17
survey as used to support the assessments in Chapter 7 of the ES and the RIAA. For golden plover,
there were similarities in distribution (compare Figure 3.4a with Figure 4.4 of ES Chapter 7 Appendix
7.5 [APP-045]) and behaviour, with birds roosting or loafing and not using the survey area for
foraging. Another similarity between the 2016/17 and 2018/19 surveys is that the highest numbers
of birds were recorded early in the winter period (in November 2016 and in December 2016 and
2018). In 2019 however, there were no counts of golden plover exceeding six birds in January or
February, compared to three counts in February 2017 that exceeded 100 birds, with the highest of
500 birds.

These results support the conclusions presented in the ES and the RIAA. The main golden plover
roost site on Pegwell Bay is located more than Tkm from the airport site and thus the prediction
still holds that this would not be adversely affected by construction works for the Proposed
Development.
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Turnstone

423

Similarly to 2016/17, the current surveys show the importance of the northern shoreline of Pegwell
Bay to turnstone. In 2016/17, this shoreline was the only area regularly used for roosting. The
current surveys also show this, with the peak count of 17 roosting birds in January 2019 recorded a
little further east than the earlier surveys. Monthly counts of birds between the two sets of surveys
were not too dissimilar, with low (less than 17) numbers of turnstone. Turnstone was not recorded
during the Pegwell Bay distribution surveys in March 2019, compared to comparatively high counts
(of 20 and 28 birds) in March 2017. However, during the dedicated turnstone surveys undertaken in
2019, similar numbers (15 and 19 birds) were noted further west in Ramsgate Harbour (outside the
SPA) on the two March survey visits. Compared with 2016/17, the current surveys showed that the
distribution of turnstone was focused more on the northern shore of Pegwell Bay, particularly at
Ramsgate Harbour.

Sanderling

424

In 2016/17, low numbers of sanderling were recorded at scattered locations across Pegwell Bay, on
three of the six survey dates (in December, January and February) with a peak count of 16 birds in
January. In 2018/19, as previously, all records were of foraging birds along the shoreline with no
observations of roosting. Higher numbers of sanderling were however, recorded during the
2018/19 surveys, with peak counts of 50, 41 and 45 in December, January and March respectively.
Sanderling were scattered across the Bay as previously with greater use made of the southern part
of the survey area.

Grey Plover

425

Higher numbers of grey plover were recorded during the Pegwell Bay surveys undertaken in winter
2018/19 than in 2016/17. During the 2016/17 survey, grey plover was recorded in low numbers and
only in October, November and January, with peak counts in those months of 22, 13 and 35 birds
respectively. In 2018/19, grey plover was recorded on each survey visit from December to March
inclusive, with peak counts in December and January of 184 and 164 respectively. Thereafter,
numbers reduced with a peak count of 72 birds on 7 February dropping to one and then 11 birds
on 5 and 25 March respectively.
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Appendix A
Details of qualifying ornithological features

Table A1 Statutory designated sites of ornithological importance

Site name and designation Site interest/qualification features Distance and
(direction) from Order
Limits

Thanet Coast and Sandwich The Ramsar site (covering 2,169ha) is designated for supporting Om (South-east)

Bay Ramsar internationally important numbers of non-breeding turnstone (under

Ramsar Criterion 6).

Thanet Coast and Sandwich The SPA (covering 1,838ha) is designated for populations of European ~ 0m (South-east)
Bay SPA importance of turnstone (non-breeding); golden plover (non-
breeding) and little tern (breeding).

Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge The SSSI (covering 1,790ha) contains the most important sand dune Om (South-east)
Marshes SSSI system and sandy coastal grassland in South East England. Notified

features include: non-breeding populations of golden plover, grey

plover, ringed plover and sanderling, and the assemblage of breeding

birds within areas of lowland open waters and their margins.

Thanet Coast SSSI The SSSI (covering 817ha) is notified for its coastal habitats and the ~4,300m (East)
plant and invertebrate communities they support; geological features
and breeding and non-breeding bird populations. Non-breeding
populations of golden plover, grey plover, ringed plover and
sanderling; breeding little tern; and the variety of passage bird species
all form notified features of the SSSI.
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Appendix B Species names and survey codes

Species code

Species English name

Species scientific name

SH Sparrowhawk Accipiter nisus
K. Kestrel Falco tinnunculus
PE Peregrine Falco peregrinus
RP Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula
GP Golden plover Pluvialis apricaria
GV Grey plover Pluvialis squatarola
L. Lapwing Vanellus vanellus
SS Sanderling Calidris alba
RK Redshank Tringa totanus
T Turnstone Arenaria interpres
AF Little tern Sternula albifrons
RN Raven Corvus corax
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Appendix C
Survey visit details

Table C.1  Daytime Walkover Survey, Visit Details

wood.

Visit Date Start End Cloud Wind Wind force Visibility Temperature range Precipitation
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort (°C)
Scale)
1 23-Jan-19 10:00 14:45 8 NW 3 Starting Fair (500m-1km), 2-3 Beginning with intermittent rain
clearing to <5km (very good)
after an hour
1 24-)Jan-19 10:00 15:00 1 WsW 2 Very good (<5km) 0-3 Intermittent light rain
2 30-Jan-19 10:15 14:18 3 SW 2 Very good (<5km) 3-6 None
2 31-Jan-19 10:24 14:20 2 E 3 Very good (<5km) 0-2 None
3 05-Feb-19 09:30 1430 8 SwW 1 Very good (<5km) 4-6 None (very light drizzle at time)
3 07-Feb-19 10:00 16:10 1 SW 5 Very good (<5km) 10-12 None
4 26-Feb-19 09:15 14:15 0 N 1 Very good (<5km) 10-13 None
4 27-Feb-19 09:15 14:15 0 SW 1 Very good (<5km) 10 - 17 None
5 12-Mar-19 08:30 13:30 8 SwW 4 Good - Between 2-3km 9-10 Light drizzle/mostly dry
5 13-Mar-19 08:30 13:30 2 SWw 6 Very good (>5km) 7-8 None
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6 26-Mar-19 08:00 13:30 1 W 1 Very Good (<5km) 7 None
6 27-Mar-19 08:30 13:30 8 W 1 Very Good (<5km) 9-11 None

Table C.2  Nocturnal Walkover Survey, Visit Details
Visit Date Start End Cloud Wind Wind force Visibility Temp. Precipitation Moon state
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort Scale) range (°C)
1 23-Jan-19 17:15 2000 8 NW 1 Very good (>5km in daylight) 2 None Moon State 95%
1 24-Jan-19 18:00 20:00 2-6 WSW 2 Very good (>5km in daylight) 5 None Moon State 85%
2 30-Jan-19 18:05 19:40 0 SW 2 Very good (>5km in daylight) 2 None Moon State 25%
2 31-Jan-19 18:00 20:15 0 SE 3 Very good (>5km in daylight) 0-1 None Moon State 17%
3 07-Feb-19 18:00 23:00 1 SW 3 Very good (>5km in daylight) 6-10 None Moon State 6%
4 26-Feb-19 1830 2010 1 SEE 2 Clear (>5km in daylight) 57 None Waning crescent 47%
4 27-Feb-19 18:30 21:10 0 SW 2 Clear (>5km in daylight) Feld None Waxing crescent 40%
5 12-Mar-19 18:50 20:10 1 SW 2-3 Clear (>5km in daylight) 4 None Waxing crescent 30%
5 13-Mar-19 18:25 20:05 8 SW 2 Clear (>5km in daylight) 9-10 None Waxing crescent 40%
6 26-Mar-19 20:15 21:38 8 w 1 Clear (>5km in daylight) 8-10 None Waning gibbous- 67%
6 27-Mar-19  20:00 2223 8 SW 1 Clear (>5km in daylight) 9-10 None Waning gibbous- 67%
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wood.

Table C3  Flight Line Survey, Visit Details
Visit Date Start End VP Cloud Wind Wind force  Visibility Temp, Precipitation High tide
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort range (“C) time
Scale)

1 05-Dec-18  08:00 1000 4 8 S 2 Very good (>3 km) 10-12 Occasional light drizzle 09:58
1 05-Dec-18 10:07 12:07 2 8 S 2 Very good (>3 km) 10-12 Occasional light drizzle 09:58
1 05-Dec-18 12:12 14:12 3 8 S 2 Very good (>3 km) 10-12 Occasional light drizzle 09:58
2 22-Jan-19 08:00 10:00 2 5-6 W 3 Very good (>3 km) 4-6 None 11:56
2 22-Jan-19 08:15 10:15 6 5-6 W 1 Very good (>3 km) 4-6 None 11:56
2 22-Jan-19 10:05 12:05 3 1-3 w 3 Very good (>3 km) 4-6 None 11:56
2 22-Jan-19 10:30 1230 7 1-3 W 1 Very good (>3 km) 4-6 None 11:56
2 22-Jan-19 12:10 14:10 4 1-4 w 3 Very good (>3 km) 5-7 None 11:56
2 22-Jan-19 13:00 15:.00 5 1-4 W 1 Very good (>3 km) 5-7 None 11:56
3 29-Jan-19 08:00 10:00 1 4-7 SE 0 Very good (>3 km) -1t0 0 None 05:37
3 29-Jan-19 0800 10:00 4 4-7 SE 2 Very good (>3 km) -1to 0 None 05:37
3 29-Jan-19 10:15 12:15 2 5-8 SE 1-3 Very good (>3 km) 0-5 None 05:37
3 29-Jan-19 10:15 12:15 5 5-8 SE 2 Very good (>3 km) 0-5 None 05:37
3 29-Jan-19 12:30 14:30 3 7-8 SE 4 Very good (>3 km) 4-5 None 05:37
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Visit

Number

Date

29-Jan-19

08-Feb-19

08-Feb-19

08-Feb-19

08-Feb-19

08-Feb-19

08-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

26-Feb-19

06-Mar-19

Start
time

12:30

08:00

08:15

10:05

10:30

12:15

12:45

08:30

08:45

10:45

10:50

12:50

T3:15

08:15

End
time

14:30

10:00

10:15

12:05

12:30

14:15

14:45

10:30

10:45

12:45

12:50

14:50

15:15

10:15

VP

Cloud
(Oktas)

7-8

Wind
direction

SE

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

Wind force
(Beaufort
Scale)

4-7

4-7

47

47

4-7

4-7

Visibility

Very good (>3 km)

Good (1 -3 km)

Good (1 -3 km)

Good (500m - 1.5 km)

Good (500m - 1.5 km)

Good (1 -3 km)

Good (1 - 3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Very good (>3 km)

Temp.
range (°C)

10 - 14

10- 14

14 -16

14 - 16

Precipitation

None

Light rain between 08:25-
09:00

Light rain between 08:25-
09:00

Heavy rain

Heavy rain

Heavy rain

Heavy rain

None

None

None

None

None

None

Light drizzle

High tide
time

05:37

13:20

13:20

13:20

13:20

13:20

13:20

16:32

16:32

16:32

16:32

16:32

16:32

11:36
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Visit Date Start End VP Cloud  Wind Wind force  Visibility Temp. Precipitation High tide
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort range (°C) time
Scale)
6 - 06-Mar-19  08:15 10:15 2 8 S - 5 - Very good (>3 km) 7-10 Light drizzle 11:36
6 06-Mar-19 10:30 12:30 5 8 S 6 Very good (>3 km) 7-10 Light drizzle 11:36
6 06-Mar-19 10:30 12:30 3 8 S 5-6 2-3km 7-10 Light drizzle 11:36
6 06-Mar-19 12:45 14:45 6 8 S 6 Very good (>3 km) 7-10 Light drizzle 11:36
6 06-Mar-19 12:45 14:45 1 8 S 5 Very good (>3 km) 7-10 Light drizzle 11:36
7 26-Mar-19 10:45 12:45 5 3 W 3 Very good (>3 km) 8 None 14:42
7 26-Mar-19 12:50 14:50 6 3 W 3 Very good (>3 km) 11 None 14:42
7 26-Mar-19 08:20 10:20 7 0 W 3 Very good (>3 km) 12 None 14:42
7 27-Mar-19 12:35 14:35 1 8 NW 2 Very good (>3 km) 12 None 15:30
7 27-Mar-19 08:20 10:20 2 8 NW 2 Very good (>3 km) 9 None 15:30
7 27-Mar-19 10:25 12:25 3 8 NW 2 Very good (>3 km) 1 None 15:30
Table C4  Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution, Visit Details
Visit Date Start End Cloud Wind Wind force Visibility Temp. Precipitation
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort Scale) range (°C)
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06-Dec-18

21-Jan-19

30-Jan-19

07-Feb-19

25-Feb-19

07-Mar-19

25-Mar-19

08:42

09:30

08:30

10:00

10:30

08:15

11:30

1442

15:30

14:30

16:00

16:30

14:15

17:30

6-8

0-1

2-5

SSW

SW

SE

SW

NW

30

0-1

4-7

0-1

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

Very good (>3km)

10-12

Oto6

-1to 2

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

10:42

10:54

06:39

12:57

15:30

11:36

14:20

wood.
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Table C5  Turnstone Survey, Visit Details

Visit Date Start End Cloud Wind Wind force Visibility Temp. Precipitation High tide
Number time time (Oktas) direction (Beaufort Scale) range (°C) time

1 04-Dec-18 08:00 13:00 0-4 SW 1 _ Very good (>3km) 3-8 None 09:03

2 22-Jan-19 09:30 1430  1-4 W 1 Very good (>3km) 4-5 None 12:11

3 25-Jan-19 09:30 1430 8 NwW 2 Moderate (1-2km) 1-5 Light drizzle 14:22

4 04-Feb-19 09:00 14:00 8 NW 4 Very good (>3km) 4-6 Light intermittent drizzle 11:37

5 19-Feb-19 09:00 14:30 0 W 2 3km 7 None 11:12

6 05-Mar-19 10:00 15:00 2 W 3-4 Very good (>3km) 8-10 None 10:46

7 19-Mar-19 0900 1400 4 SSW 3 Very Good (>32km) 13 None 10:15

wood.
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Appendix D
Survey results

Table D.1  Functional Habitat Surveys: Daytime Walkover Survey, Records of Golden Plover

Species Date Time Number Field ID Additional notes

code of birds

GP 24-Jan-19 12:44 200 8 Flock circling high (>200m), then lost sight of flock in low cloud
GP 24-Jan-19 13:37 4 50 Flushed from winter cereal

GP 05-Feb-19 13:10 12 32/34 Flying east

Table D.2  Functional Habitat Surveys: Nocturnal Walkover Survey, Records of Golden Plover

Species  Date Time Transect Field ID Number  Additional notes

code No. of birds

GP 31-Jan-19 19:22 N2 8 2 Flushed by surveyors, then flying & calling
GP 31-Jan-19 19:49 N1 20 1 Heard calling over Field 20, flying south

May 2019 00
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Table D.3  Flight Line Survey, Records of Target Species®
Species Date Time VP  Flight Number  Flight Flight within ~ Flight Additional notes on species activity and flight direction
code DS of birds  height Order Limits  within FHS
(m) survey area
GP 22-Jan-19 09:03 2 3 37 100 No No Flew west to east, then lost from view
GP 22-Jan-19 09:10 6 9 1 15 Yes Yes Flying low over the Order Limits
GP 22-Jan-19 09:43 6 10 1 20 Yes Yes Flew over Order Limits, then lost from view behind scrub
GP 22-Jan-19 10:34 3 4 1 50 No No Appeared to land in fields near Stonelees (approx. National Grid
Reference [NGR] TR 336 628) with lapwing
GP 22-Jan-19 1035 3 5 12 50 No No Landed in fields on Minster Marshes to forage
GP 22-Jan-19 11:22 3 6 32 100 No No Flew in from Sandwich Bay and landed on Minster Marshes to
forage
GP 22-Jan-19 11:46 3 7 13 <50 Yes Yes Birds appeared to fly up from fields near Thorne Farm
(Approx. NGR TR335 645) and then NW over Order Limits
GP 22-Jan-19 11:46 3 8 36 50 - No Yes Birds appeared to fly from south of Thorne Farm, and land
100 with other golden plover and lapwing to forage
GP 22-Jan-19 12:10 4 1 14 <50 Yes Yes Attempted to land, turned and flew north over the Order Limits
GP 22-Jan-19 12:11 4 2 3 <50 No Yes Flew up from St Augustine’s Golf Course area and landed on a

field nearby to forage

> Those flights lines considered to potentially have involved golden plover alighting from or landing in fields within the survey area for the FHS are highlighted in bold.

6 Unique flight ID number, as shown in a circle at the starting point of each flight line on Figure 3.3

wood.
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Species Date Time VP  Flight Number  Flight Flight within ~ Flight Additional notes on species activity and flight direction
code IDS of birds  height Order Limits  within FHS
(m) survey area

GP 22-Jan-19 1217 7 11 14 40 Yes Yes Flying over the Order Limits, then lost from view behind
buildings

GP 29-Jan-19 0832 4 14 172 50 Yes Yes Four flocks flew south, high over Order Limits

GP 29-Jan-19 08:35 4 15 2 20 Yes Yes Flew south, high over Order Limits

GP 29-Jan-19 08:49 4 16 1 30-0 No Yes Landed to forage in fields south of Thorne Farm

GP 29-Jan-19 09:25 4 17 5 0-10 No Yes Flushed by dog walkers and returned to land to forage

GP 29-Jan-19 1046 5 18 7 0-30 No Yes Appeared to fly up with curlew and land to the south of
A256/A299

GP 29-Jan-19 11:08 5 19 7 0-30 No Yes Birds appeared to fly up from south of Thorne Farm, then
moved east a short distance and landed again

GP 29-Jan-19 13:29 3 12 38 0-70 Yes Yes Dropping onto field south of Thorne Farm

GP 29-Jan-19  14:25 3 13 30 100 Yes Yes Birds appeared to fly up from field to the SE of Thorne Farm,
then circled over Order Limits

GP 08-Feb-19 0859 5 20 200 80 No No Edge of visibility in mist. Flew off Pegwell Bay gaining height
quickly heading southwest

GP 08-Feb-19 09:12 3 22 180 30 No No Lost to view, landing near Minster Marshes

GP 08-Feb-19  09:18 5 21 40 40 No No Flew in from west to land on Pegwell Bay mudflats

GP 26-Feb-19  11:19 6 23 9 30-10 No Yes Lost from view behind hedgerow to the east of the Order Limits

GV 06-Mar-19  10:56 5 24 17 10-50 No No Circling over Pegwell Bay, then landed on its south edge

wood.
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Table D.4  Pegwell Bay Waterbird Distribution Survey, Records of Target Species
Dte o Comwst Ly Seds Member TN adwiy  reiontohgh e
06-Dec-18 1 08:42 S GP 1 6D Loafing -2to -1
06-Dec-18 2 09:42 N GP 400 7U Roosting -1to 0
06-Dec-18 2 09:42 N GV 100 7U Roosting -1to 0
06-Dec-18 3 10:42 N GP 360 7U Roosting 0to +1
06-Dec-18 3 10:42 N GV 140 7U Roosting 0to +1
06-Dec-18 3 10:42 S GP 100 7U Flushed 0to +1
06-Dec-18 4 11:42 N GP 300 7U Roosting +1to +2
06-Dec-18 4 11:42 N GV 100 7U Roosting +1to +2
06-Dec-18 4 11:42 S GP 195 6M Loafing +1to +2
06-Dec-18 5 12:42 N GP 90 7U Roosting +2to +3
06-Dec-18 5 12:42 N GV 8 W Foraging +2to +3
06-Dec-18 5 12:42 N GV 36 4U Foraging +2to +3
06-Dec-18 5 12:42 N GV 140 7U Roosting +2to +3
06-Dec-18 5 12:42 N SS 50 4P Foraging +2to +3
06-Dec-18 6 13:42 N GP 140 6H Roosting +3 to +4
06-Dec-18 6 13:42 N SS 7 4F Foraging +3to +4
06-Dec-18 6 13:42 S GP 640 3M Loafing +3to +4
06-Dec-18 7 14:42 N GP 140 6H Roosting +4to +5
06-Dec-18 7 14:42 N SS 7 4G Foraging +4 to +5
06-Dec-18 7 14:42 S GP 200 3M Loafing +4to +5
06-Dec-18 7 14:42 S GP 215 3l Loafing +4to +5

7 The period in which the count was undertaken in relation to high tide (for example, +1 to +2 is 1-2 hours after high tide)
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Tidal state (in

Date ;ount (.:ount start VP Species Nun.1ber 209m Activity relation to high tide)’
o.(1-6) time code of birds Grid ID
21-Jan-19 1 09:30 S GV 1 3R Loafing -2to-1
21-Jan-19 2 10:30 N T 17 2U Roosting -1to 0
21-Jan-19 2 10:30 S GV 1 3M Loafing -1to 0
21-Jan-19 3 11:30 N GV 10 1Q Loafing 0to +1
21-Jan-19 3 11:30 N T 17 2U Roosting 0to +1
21-Jan-19 3 11:30 S GV 1 3M Loafing 0to +1
21-Jan-19 4 12:30 N GV 6 1Q Foraging +1to +2
21-Jan-19 4 12:30 N T 17 1S In flight +1to +2
21-Jan-19 4 12:30 S GV 1 3M Loafing +1to+2
21-Jan-19 4 12:30 S GV 60 6H Landed +1to+2
21-Jan-19 4 12:30 S SS 3 3N Flushed +1to +2
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 N GV 1 1Q In flight +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 N GV 10 60 Foraging +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S GV 83 4K Landed +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S GV 17 6C Loafing +21to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S GV 62 6H Foraging +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S SS 35 30 Foraging +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S SS 2 6H Foraging +2to +3
21-Jan-19 5 13:30 S SS 4 6N Foraging +2to +3
21-Jan-19 6 14:30 N GV 2 4N Roosting +3 to +4
21-Jan-19 6 14:30 N GV 1 1R Foraging +3 to +4
21-Jan-19 6 14:30 N GV 1 1Q Foraging +3 to +4
21-Jan-19 6 14:30 N GV 55 71 Roosting +3to +4
21-Jan-19 6 14:30 N SS 6 2U Foraging +3 to +4
May 2019 ® 0
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Tidal state (in

Date ;ount (.:ount start VP Species Nun.1ber 209m Activity relation to high tide)’
0.(1-6) time code of birds Grid ID
21-Jan-19 7 15:30 N GV 8 7D Roosting +4 to +5
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 N GV 2 X Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 N GV 16 4A Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 N GV 22 4G Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 N GV 6 4D Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 N GV 19 4G Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S GP 2 6C Loafing +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S GV 80 3S Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S GV 2 3W Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S GV 16 6C Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S SS 15 3S Foraging +2to +3
30-Jan-19 1 08:30 S SS 5 3W Foraging +2 to +3
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 N GV 110 v Foraging +3to +4
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 N GV 12 W Foraging +3 to +4
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 N GV 10 4C Foraging +3to +4
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 N TT 1 1U Foraging +3 to +4
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 S GV 32 3X Foraging +3to +4
30-Jan-19 2 09:30 S SS 1 4K Foraging +3 to +4
30-Jan-19 3 10:30 N T 1 1 Foraging +4 to +5
30-Jan-19 4 11:30 N GV 2 1Q Foraging +51to0 +6
30-Jan-19 4 11:30 N T 4 1 Foraging +5to +6
30-Jan-19 5 12:30 N GV 2 1Q Foraging -6 to -5
30-Jan-19 5 12:30 N T 1 1U Foraging -6 to -5
30-Jan-19 6 13:30 N GV 2 1Q Loafing -5to -4
May 2019 ® 0
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Tidal state (in

Date ;ount (.:ount start VP Species Nun.1ber 209m Activity relation to high tide)’
o.(1-6) time code of birds Grid ID
30-Jan-19 6 13:30 N GV 1 1R Foraging -5to -4
07-Feb-19 1 10:50 N 1T 7 5D In flight -2 to -1
07-Feb-19 1 10:50 S GP 1 3M Landed -2to -1
07-Feb-19 2 11:50 N GP 6 6B Roosting -1to 0
07-Feb-19 2 11:50 N T 7 2V Foraging -1to 0
07-Feb-19 3 12:50 S CA 260 5X In flight 0to +1
07-Feb-19 3 12:50 S ocC 26 5S Foraging 0to +1
07-Feb-19 4 13:50 S SS 1 6M Foraging +1to +2
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 15 4N Foraging +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 1 4X Loafing +2to+3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 1 4s Loafing +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 1 4R Foraging +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 3 4) Foraging +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S GV 51 40 Foraging +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S SS 1 aM Foraging +2to +3
07-Feb-19 5 14:50 S SS 1 4N Foraging +2to +3
25-Feb-19 1 10:30 N GV 2 v Foraging -5to -4
25-Feb-19 1 10:30 N T 3 2W Foraging -5to -4
25-Feb-19 1 10:30 S GV 21 3l Roosting -5to -4
25-Feb-19 1 10:30 S GV 1 6D Roosting -5to -4
25-Feb-19 2 11:30 N GV 4 v Foraging -4 to -3
25-Feb-19 2 11:30 N T 2 2W Foraging -4 to -3
25-Feb-19 2 11:30 S GV 16 30 Roosting -4 to -3
25-Feb-19 3 12:30 N GV 3 1Y Foraging -3to -2
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Tidal state (in

Pate  Notre dme P code ofbids  Graip AW rlation to high tide)
25-Feb-19 6 15:30 S GV 21 3l Roosting 0to +1
05-Mar-19 2 09:15 S SS 6 3Y Foraging -3to -2
05-Mar-19 3 10:15 N GV 1 v Flushed -2to -1
05-Mar-19 4 11:15 N GV 1 v Flushed -1to 0
05-Mar-19 4 11:15 S SS 21 6N Foraging -1to 0
05-Mar-19 5 12:15 S SS 21 6N Foraging 0to +1
05-Mar-19 6 13:15 S SS 45 6N Foraging +1to +2
25-Mar-19 2 12:30 S GV 4 3M Roosting -2to -1
25-Mar-19 3 13:30 S GV 7 3l Roosting -1to 0
25-Mar-19 3 13:30 S GV 4 3M Roosting -1to 0
25-Mar-19 4 14:30 S GV 11 3l Roosting 0to +1
25-Mar-19 5 15:30 S GV 11 ] Roosting +1to +2
25-Mar-19 6 16:30 S GV 4 3l Roosting +2to +3
25-Mar-19 6 16:30 S GV 7 3M Roosting +2to +3
25-Mar-19 6 16:30 N GV 1 1Q Foraging +2to +3
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Table D.5  Turnstone Survey, Records of Turnstone
f:::ies Date g:;ervation :::2: tide 2‘: I:;::Iesr Habitat Activity Location Further notes®
T 04-Dec-18 11:30 09:03 3 Rocks Foraging Ramsgate Harbour On rocks
T 04-Dec-18 11:35 09:03 3 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour On a wall
T 04-Dec-18 11:40 09:03 2 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour On a wall
T 22-Jan-19 10:01 12:11 1 Gravel/Sand Foraging Pegwell Bay (NW) 200m grid square 1U, immediately north of outfall
1T 22-Jan-19 11:40 12:11 1 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Stone ramp
T 22-Jan-19 11:41 12:11 2 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Stone wall
T 22-Jan-19 11:46 12:11 1 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Stone embankment
T 22-Jan-19 11:47 12:11 4 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Stone jetty
T 22-Jan-19 12:00 12:11 5 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Tarmac
T 22-Jan-19 12:15 12:11 2 Sandy beach Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Beach east of Ramsgate Harbour
T 22-Jan-19 14:20 12:11 3 Rocks Foraging Pegwell Bay (NW) 200m grid square 1U, immediately north of outfall
T 25-Jan-19 11:02 14:22 1 Commuting  Ramsgate Harbour Flying west over Ramsgate Harbour
T 25-Jan-19 11:06 14:22 11 Rocks /Mudflats Foraging Ramsgate Harbour West Pier

8 Please refer to Figure 2.4 for the location of the 200m grid squares
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Species
code

T

Date

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

25-Jan-19

04-Feb-19

04-Feb-19

04-Feb-19

04-Feb-19

04-Feb-19

04-Feb-19

19-Feb-19

19-Feb-19

Observation
time

11:20

11:22

11:32

11:47

12:41

13:56

14:13

09:12

09:15

09:23

11:31

12:20

13:30

09:37

09:57

High tide
time

14:22

14:22

14:22

14:22

14:22

14:22

14:22

11:37

11:37

11:37

11:37

11:37

11:37

11:12

11:12

Number
of birds

Habitat

Rocks /Mudflats

Rocks /Mudflats

Rocks /Mudflats

Rocks /Mudflats

Hard-standing

Rocks

Rocks

Hard-standing

Hard-standing

Hard-standing

Rocks

Rocks

Sandy beach

Hard-standing

Activity

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Landed

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Foraging

Commuting

Foraging

Foraging

Location

Ramsgate Harbour

West Cliff

West Cliff

West Cliff

Ramsgate Harbour

Coastguard Cottages

Coastguard Cottages

Ramsgate Harbour

Ramsgate Harbour

Ramsgate Harbour

Coastguard Cottages

Helipad

Pegwell Bay (west)

Ramsgate Port

Ramsgate Harbour

Further notes®

West Pier

200m grid square 5E/ West cliffs

200m grid square 5E/ West cliffs

200m grid square 2Y/ West cliffs

Royal Harbour

200m grid square 2U

200m grid square 2U

Ramsgate Port/Harbour

Ramsgate Port/Harbour

Ramsgate Port/Harbour

200m grid square 1Y

200m grid square 4A

200m grid square 3S

Port beach

West Pier

wood.
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Species Date (?bservation I-!igh tide Nun:iber Habitat Activity Location Further notes®

code time time of birds

T 19-Feb-19 10:17 11:12 2 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour East harbour

T 19-Feb-19 10:20 11:12 6 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour East harbour

T 19-Feb-19 11:38 11:12 5 Rocks Foraging Pegwell Bay (NW)

T 05-Mar-19 11:29 10:46 9 Hard-standing Roosting Ramsgate Harbour

T 05-Mar-19 11:41 10:46 1 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Ramsgate Harbour- north
T 05-Mar-19 11:41 10:46 4 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour

T 05-Mar-19 12:07 10:46 1 Hard-standing Loafing Ramsgate Harbour Just south of Ramsgate Harbour
T 19-Mar-19 10:53 10:15 4 Groyne Roosting West Cliff West of Ramsgate Harbour
T 19-Mar-19 10:56 10:15 3 Groyne Roosting West Cliff West of Ramsgate Harbour
T 19-Mar-19 11:34 10:15 1 Rocks Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Below harbour wall

T 19-Mar-19 12:02 10:15 5 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Harbour walls

T 19-Mar-19 12:05 10:15 2 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour Harbour walls

T 19-Mar-19 12:19 10:15 11 Hard-standing Foraging Ramsgate Harbour

wood.
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Appendix E

Figures
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In what situation would the Waterbird Disturbance

Mitigation Toolkit be of value to me?

Click Here to Enter

This flow chart describes the basic context for situations where the Waterbird Disturbance Mitigation Toolkit will be of value. It is designed for use by works
planners & site managers to initially assess whether impacts to migrating and wintering waterbirds are likely to arise from a proposed project, and to identify
additional information requirements to meet consenting needs. It can also be of value during operations to gauge the level of impact from works operations.

Are the works, including
associated access routes,
within 500m of a
wetland (pool, lake, river,
estuary, coast)?

NO

YES

od

Will the works be
undertaken between
September & April
inclusive (if uncertain
then choose YES)?

Consider impacts to breeding
birds (e.g. damage to nests inc.
disturbance). The main breeding
season is in the spring and early
summer (see this toolkit for
additional information).

Follow the
Environmental
Impact Assessment
guidelines inc. best
practice TIDE guide

Consider general best practice
methods to be used to
minimise impacts to birds in
wetland habitats (e.g. TIDE
measures) and apply where
possible. Use mitigation
information in this toolkit if
considered appropriate best
practice.

Is the wetland
designated as a SPA,

YES Ramsar etc. (if YES

uncertain then
choose YES)?

—

YES

Ensure all consenting
instructions on works
restrictions, mitigation
measures are applied.
However, if these are yet to
be decided on, then where
appropriate, consider the
advice provided in this
toolkit regarding impacts
and mitigation measures in
discussion with the Govt.
agencies.

Have there already
been consenting
requirements
placed on the
works by the Govt.
agencies

NO

Use the toolkit to
assist in determi