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8 May 2007
Ross Stewart
Business Development Executive

Margate Town Centre Regeneration Company

308-314 Kings Road

Reading

RG1 4HP

Dear Ross
Dreamland, Margate: Exhibition of two potential schemes 
I am writing to set out the Campaign’s formal response to your public consultation exercise on proposals for Dreamland, which several Campaign members visited over the past few days. 

The Save Dreamland Campaign was launched in 2003 to ensure a long-term future for Dreamland and its 87-year-old Scenic Railway. The Campaign is now speaking on behalf of over 13,000 people, including local residents, businesses and organisations such as the Margate Historical Society, Margate Civic Society, the Isle of Thanet Hotel and Guest House Association and SAVE Britain’s Heritage.
Before commenting on each scheme, I make the general point that Policy T8 of the Adopted Thanet Local Plan 2006 requires that Dreamland remains an amusement park and states that proposals that would lead to a reduction in the attractiveness, leisure or tourism potential will be resisted. The policy does allow for the redevelopment of a limited part of the site, but only when this development, through a legal agreement, can assure the continued viability of the amusement park. Before any larger redevelopment scheme can be permitted by the Council, T8 also requires that an independent professional assessment be submitted and approved by the Council demonstrating that it is not economically viable to operate the whole or majority of the amusement park.
We generally support your plans to bring the Cinema building back into use. A mix of retail, F&B and performance venue is all positive, but we would ask you to also consider linking the Cinema to the amusement park in some way, potentially by the inclusion of rides, fun house or even a museum. I return to this point below.

King Cobb

The Campaign finds little in this scheme that can be supported. Firstly, it is based on the assumption that the Scenic Railway can be moved. This is not possible for three main reasons: 
· The ride is a Grade II listed building. To move it would require several criteria in PPG15 to be met, including offering the ride on the open market or making it available to a trust to operate on a non-profit basis. Only if this, and several other tests in PPG15, can be met can this proposal proceed. We are not confident that you would be able to meet the requirements of PPG15. 
· We have undertaken substantial research over the past few years, including discussions with various people who have maintained the Scenic Railway over the past quarter of a century, and it is clear that it would not be possible to move the ride. It would need to be almost completely demolished and rebuilt from scratch, which would be unlikely to be financially viable. 
· If the ride was to be moved, it would lose its listing, would no longer be protected and, perhaps most importantly, would lose its historic setting and context within the park. We have seen no evidence that suggests that moving the ride would be necessary or desirable.
In addition, this proposal does not meet the key criteria of Local Plan Policy T8. On the assumption that you are able to provide the viability evidence required by the Policy, this proposal would still fail to meet the redevelopment criteria in Part 2 of the Policy, for the reasons set out below:

1. The policy requires that redevelopment proposals may be accepted, subject to “the predominant use of the site being for leisure purposes” (Criterion ii). This proposal, with 800 dwellings, is unlikely to be able to meet the requirements of this policy that the site be used predominantly for leisure purposes. (Note that it does state that “an element of mixed residential would be appropriate but only of such a scale needed to support delivery of the comprehensive vision for the site”).
2. Criterion (v) requires the retention of the Scenic Railway “in situ” as an “operating feature”. Whilst it is clear that your intention is to retain the ride for operation (and we do welcome that), it is clearly not in situ.
We are therefore not convinced that this proposal can be made acceptable in the terms of Policy T8 and the requirements to protect the listed Scenic Railway and we therefore consider it should be rejected.

Duke of York

This proposal is a definite improvement over King Cobb. We are happy to see that the Scenic Railway is proposed for retention in situ, as required by Policy T8 of the Thanet Local Plan. We are also supportive of introducing a Heritage Amusement Park on the site, which we consider is an appropriate setting for the Scenic Railway and would be a unique and undoubtedly popular visitor attraction for Margate. It would also, we consider, comply with the requirements of Policy T8. 
Over the past few months, we have been working on our own proposals for a Heritage Amusement Park. These are set out in the enclosed press release and I have also enclosed our new Concept Plan, designed by theme park designer Jean-Marc Toussaint, who was commissioned by the Save Dreamland Campaign. 

As stated above, we also believe that there is an opportunity to link the use of the Cinema building with the Heritage Amusement Park. In addition to retail, bars and restaurants, please consider the inclusion of some rides/fun house activities and a museum of amusement park/seaside history for this building. Again these ideas are included within our Concept Plan enclosed.

We do, however, have two main concerns with this option: 

1. There is no statement to ensure that the proceeds from the redevelopment will secure the future of Dreamland as an amusement park. This would be via a Section 106 agreement. In my view this could be achieved in lieu of the provision of affordable housing, as investment in the amusement park is required to mitigate the impact of the development (Policy T8), whereas affordable housing (and other potential obligations) are subject to viability (see PPS3 and Circular 5/05).
2. We are not convinced that the amount of residential development is appropriate nor that it fully meets the requirements of Criterion (ii) of Policy T8. To ensure that the “predominant use of the site” is for leisure purposes, we would recommend increasing the area shown for the Heritage Amusement Park to the level shown on the enclosed Save Dreamland Campaign Concept Plan. This, we consider, will create a visitor attraction of sufficient scale to be a regional (potentially even national/international, given its uniqueness) draw, will ensure the predominant use is leisure and will be a viable proposition.

General

I have also enclosed our response to the specific questions you raised on the feedback forms.

Our Proposals
As stated above, our proposals for a Heritage Amusement Park for Dreamland are enclosed. We believe that it is possible to amend the Duke of York option to incorporate this proposal. We would be more than happy to work with you to deliver this Heritage Park, both in terms of developing your proposals further and potentially in its delivery and implementation. We have set up ‘The Dreamland Trust’ as one potential way of delivering the attraction as a not-for-profit, educational operation.

Should you or your colleagues wish to meet to discuss this proposal further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 07778 207036 or nick@savedreamland.co.uk.

Yours sincerely
For the Save Dreamland Campaign

Nick Laister
Campaign Leader
Enc.
Dreamland Heritage Amusement Park: Concept Plan

Press Release dated 30 April 2007

Responses to Questions on Feedback Forms
ac. Toby Hunter, MTCRC
Sandy Ezekiel/Richard Samuel/John Bunnett/Colin Fitt, TDC

Derek Harding, Margate Renewal Partnership
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