Annex One

This annex summarises the key Inspector findings and recommendations and also highlights where the Inspector’s recommendations are not proposed to be accepted by the Council. 

Chapter One  - Plan Strategy

The Inspector recommended no significant modifications to this chapter.

Chapter Two  - Economic Development and Regeneration

1. The Inspector gave strong overall support to our economic development strategy, the policies for the airport and for the Business Parks. 

2. Policy ECNP1 supports the development of leisure uses on the northern part of the Eurokent Business Park. In November 2003 Council agreed that this policy was inappropriate and should be deleted. The Inspector considers the policy is confusing and inconsistent with both the Structure Plan and the strategy of this emerging plan and should be deleted. This is in line with current Council policy.

3. Council, in November 2003, also proposed adding a paragraph (B) to Policy EC1 to allow for flexibility of uses on business parks. The Inspector considers this wording needlessly confuses the issues and “would be open to wide and arguable interpretation.”  I would concur with the Inspector. If applications for other uses on the Business Parks are considered justified then they should be treated as a departure and the Plan set aside. They should not (in the Inspector’s words) be “permitted as a matter of course.”
4. Policy EC10 sets out criteria relating to development at Ramsgate New Port and at Revised Deposit stage a new paragraph (B) was introduced to allow that part of the port land could, if required, be used for leisure or other uses in connection with Ramsgate Renaissance proposals. The Inspector considered that the Port land is a valuable resource and that in the absence of any firm proposal the paragraph causes uncertainty and should be deleted. He also added wording to strengthen support for Port related development. I would concur with the Inspector.

5. Members will recall that consideration was given to planning applications to relocate B&Q onto the Hornby site. At that time a policy (ECNP4) was introduced in support of the B&Q application. Following a public inquiry held in January 2003 an Inspector dismissed this proposal, and at the same time gave planning permission to develop the Pearce Signs site and land adjacent to Tesco Extra. As a result of these decisions Policy ECNP4 is now unnecessary and the Inspector considering the Local Plan recommends its removal. I agree.

Chapter Three  - Housing

1. The Inspector has fully accepted the principle of the allocation of the housing site at Westwood for 1,000 homes, proposed under Policy H2A. However he was concerned that the key road infrastructure should be completed at an earlier stage than was indicated in the Plan. He is recommending that the main relief road and key roundabout junctions should be delivered before the 300th dwelling is completed. This will entail higher upfront costs for the developer but I am of the opinion that the Inspector is correct and that this vital road link needs to be in place at that earlier time.

2. The Inspector has supported the residential development of 100 homes at Minster. However in respect of the highway access he has recommended that the visibility splays for the access junction should be shown on the proposals map. Given the scale of the map this is somewhat impractical and is also very prescriptive. While a drawing showing an acceptable solution for access was discussed at the Inquiry there may be other solutions. I must therefore disagree. Reference to visibility splays is proposed in text but not on the Proposals Map. 

3. The Inspector supported the allocation of the former allotment land in Manston Road Ramsgate for 100 homes.

4. The Inspector considered a large number of proposals for housing development on other greenfield sites around the District, either as alternatives to or in addition to those we proposed. However he agreed with our reasoning and none of those sites are recommended for development. 

5
The Inspector has recommended that possible contributions to housing land provision be re-assessed with particular attention given to contributions from Empty Homes and Over the Shop accommodation. We can only partially accept this recommendation as until our new urban capacity study has been completed the information will not be available. Reference to contributions featured in our 2002 study are proposed to be inserted.
6
The emerging Local Plan provides for a supply of housing land (4,200 additional homes) over the period 2001-2011.  The Inspector (referring to relevant Ministerial Guidance issued since the Plan was drafted) recommends the Council considers extending such provision to the period to 2016 in order to provide a ten year supply following the expected date of the Plan’s adoption.  I consider that it would be appropriate to extend the housing requirement and housing provisions as suggested.  The proposed modifications to the county Structure Plan indicate a requirement of 6,000 additional homes in the period 2001-2016 for Thanet District, and I also believe it would be appropriate to apply that requirement.  The latest annual housing land study suggests that, taking account of new homes already provided since 2001, existing commitments and a continued allowance for unidentified sites to top up the supply, sufficient housing land will be available to meet the requirement to 2016 without any need to allocate further greenfield land.

7
The Inspector has proposed that we should require more provision for “Lifetime Homes” and that on sites of 10 or more units a target provision of 15% should be made. I consider this to be good practice.

8
The Inspector recommends the Council should commit, through Policy, to both publishing and consulting on the results of the annual housing monitoring process. This recommendation is partially accepted as while it is wholly appropriate that the figures should be published, consulting on them is not. If the figures indicate that sites are not being delivered at an appropriate level the Council would need to address this issue and undertake wide consultation on its proposals.

9
The Inspector recommends that an annual target for the provision of affordable housing should be set in the Plan. This is not accepted. Within this Plan much of the available land is already committed through existing planning permissions, windfall sites are substantial and there has been great volatility in completion rates. All this renders targets meaningless as we are dependent on the market in this area.

10
Changes to the text relating to need for affordable housing is recommended. The majority of this text is acceptable but our required level of affordable housing exceeds the total amount of housing planned (not “could account for most if not all”, as the Inspector states). We therefore partially disagree and recommend amending the Inspector’s new wording to reflect the facts.

11
The Inspector considered that Policy H8, which encourages provision of affordable housing was unnecessary in the light of other policies on affordable housing in the Plan. Amendments to text are also recommended. This was discussed in some detail at the Inquiry. It does not affect the policies requiring affordable housing to be sought on new housing sites and I am happy to support its deletion.

12
Policy HNP6 was introduced at Revised Deposit stage in 2003. It proposed that exceptionally, proposals to provide social rented housing, to meet local need, could be permitted on greenfield land on the edge of the urban areas. The Inspector agreed with an objector that this policy was contrary to government guidance. He considers the policy to be unnecessary, as other policies will deliver affordable housing. In view of the Inspectors opinion relating to Government Policy I could not support the retention of this policy and agree that it should be removed.

Chapter 4  - Town Centres and Retailing

1 Policy TC2 identifies Westwood Cross as a new town centre for Thanet and sets out acceptable uses within the development. The Inspector has made some minor amendments and suggested that consideration should be given to whether or not drinking establishments and hot food takeaways should be permitted as under recent changes to the Use Classes Order these are now considered separate uses to restaurants and cafes. In my view as a town centre these uses should be permitted as appropriate and I am recommending appropriate modifications.

2
Also in respect of Policy TC2 the Inspector has recommended that a cap of 25,000 square metres gross retail floorspace should be imposed. This was the subject of debate at the Inquiry and the main proponent of the cap was Kent County Council. The Inspector uses text in the emerging Structure Plan as proposed at that time to support a cap on floorspace. We objected to the imposition of this cap in the Structure Plan and following the Examination in Public of the Structure Plan in September 2004 this cap no longer features in the latest version of the Structure Plan. This Council has consistently taken the view that no artificial ceiling should be imposed and that Westwood Cross needs to develop and find its own equilibrium. There is little room for expansion (other than building on the car park) within the development itself other than within existing units through mezzanine floors etc. I must therefore disagree with the Inspector and recommend we do not accept his limitation on floorspace.

3
The Inspector has suggested that essential infrastructure needs to be in place before the mixed-use area proposed under Policy TC4 is developed and I would concur with this advice. He has suggested we should consider preparing Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) for the wider vicinity of Westwood particularly in respect of Policies TC4 and TC6 (which relates to assessment of applications). However I am keen to ensure that the traffic infrastructure in particular is in place at the earliest opportunity, as the new housing on the TC4 site (200 units) and the main housing site (800 units) is developed. I recommend an amendment to meet the Inspectors concerns but in my view given other priorities, SPG on this area may not be feasible in the short term. Consideration to priorities on SPG will be considered by Members following the adoption of this Local Plan.

4 The Inspector has expressed the view, but made no specific recommendation, that there should be a period of restraint on further shopping expansion around Westwood until the impact of recent developments (and those with planning permission and still to be built) has been absorbed. However the retail sector is very fast moving, changes are rapid and opportunities may not linger. We must be careful not to lose appropriate opportunities should they arise. For example the current proposals for Argos Extra brings a greater choice to the area and the current planning application to redevelop the Wickes/Shoefayre site brings opportunities for better linkages with Westwood Cross. Further issues will arise once Homebase have vacated their current premises. The Inspector has proposed adding a test of need into Policy TC6, against which all new applications on allocated sites must be tested. I believe this is appropriate, as we also require it on all other new retail sites throughout the District. However, while a period of restraint may be desirable it may also be impractical given the nature of the retail market and the changes already in place for this area.   

5 In respect of the traditional town centres the Inspector noted that the Council took note of public concerns regarding promotion of a 24 hour economy and that all reference to this will be removed from the Plan. He suggests the approach to the evening economy be addressed in future planning documents. He has re-written the first part of Policy TC7 so that it reads:-

“THE OVERALL OBJECTIVE IS TO ADOPT A STRONGER ROLE IN LEISURE, CULTURE, HERITAGE AND TOURISM, AS PART OF A HOLISTIC APPROACH TO REGENERATION.”

I am happy to accept this amendment.

Chapter 5 Transportation

1 The Inspector is concerned to ensure that, in line with government policy, significant strides are made to facilitate the use of alternatives to the motor car. He has recommended that all new residential development should provide facilities for the secure parking and storage of cycles. This is a laudable aim and can be accepted. Implementation may be difficult on some developments. 

2 The Inspector notes that objectors raised concerns at a perceived lack of planning for car travel. However, he took the view that “given the predominance of this particular form of transport, it is the one area where restraint is entirely justified. I consider that the Plan does this, whilst recognising that the private car inevitably forms a key component in its economic strategy. The Plan aims to make best use of the road network, ensuring traffic impact of development is properly assessed….” “ The Plan’s emphasis on forms of transport alternative to the private car is entirely consistent with Government advice in PPG13.”  The Inspector goes on to refer to a specific objector who suggests it is unrealistic to expect people to use the bus on certain shopping trips. The Inspector’s response is that “…it is also unrealistic to accept the status quo, where the private car is so dominant in transport choices. The Plan correctly looks to encourage alternative means of transport. This is part of wider strategies linked to emissions, pollution and congestion and looks for a change of habits. Clearly difficult and often unpopular, decisions are required, but the Plan is taking a small step in the right direction...."

3 Policy TR2 refers to the Council identifying a road hierarchy and requiring that all developments are adequately served by the road network. The Inspector considers reference to the hierarchy fails to assist in the decision making process and is superfluous and that the map is unnecessary. He considers there is duplication between policies TR2 and TR4 which renders TR2 meaningless. While I consider that Policy TR2 can be deleted, reference to the road hierarchy is also made in Policy TR3 and I must disagree with the Inspector in part and recommend that the road hierarchy map should be retained. 

4 In respect of car parking provision objections were received to restrictions on the number of parking spaces to be provided within developments. The Inspector was unequivocal in his response commenting as follows: -               “ Regarding restrictions on car parking, seeking to maintain the status quo is not what PPG13 envisages. It is inevitable that, in seeking to change travel choices and behaviours, seemingly drastic measures will be required. The rigorous standards in the Plan are one part of this approach; measures to facilitate alternative means of transport being another. Guidance in PPG13 is unequivocal in its approach and supports the council’s standards.”

5
Policy TR17 sets out the car parking standards required in new developments and also makes reference to standards in the Kent County Council Parking Standards. The Inspector suggests the Council should consider redrafting the Policy to remove reference to external documents and set out standards in an appendix to the Plan. This recommendation is accepted in that specific standards, featured in the Policy are to be transferred to a new appendix. However it is proposed to retain reference to KCC standards as these can be updated much quicker to meet changing circumstances than the Plan. Many other authorities in Kent use KCC standards as their base line and adapt them as necessary for local circumstances. I therefore disagree with the Inspector’s reasoning regarding KCC standards. We have re-worded the text and Policy slightly but have kept reference to the KCC standards in the text. 

6
As indicated above it is proposed to transfer the specific car parking standards featured in Policy TR17 to an appendix. These same standards also feature in Policy TR19 and it is therefore proposed to also delete these from Policy TR19 and refer to the new appendix.

Chapter 6 Design

1 Paragraph 6.23 explains that in line with government policy better and more efficient use of land will be made but that the impact on townscape will also be an important consideration. The Inspector has recommended the emphasis is changed and that the first sentence of the paragraph should read: -  “ The impact of high density development on the surrounding townscape will be an important material consideration, but PPG3 explains that the overriding objective is to ensure the more efficient use of land.”  While I am prepared to accept the Inspectors reasoning it does illustrate the emphasis that the Government is placing on achieving the maximum use of land within developments.

Chapter 7 Heritage
1 There are three Policies  (HE11, 12 and 13) relating to archaeology. The Inspector considers that by making Policy HE13 apply to all sites, Policy HE11, which refers to important sites, is unnecessary. The Inspector notes that the advice in text following Policy HE11 is very sound and should be retained. I am happy to accept the Inspector’s deletion of HE11.

2 The Montefiore site in Ramsgate was subject to a great deal of debate and discussion before and during the Inquiry and a number of planning applications have been considered on the site in recent years. Council Policy HE15 proposes that land around the Synagogue should be allocated as a: - 

“…..PEACEFUL PUBLIC GARDEN DEDICATED TO THE MEMORY OF SIR MOSES MONTEFIORE. “

The Inspector accepted and fully supported this recommendation. However a previous Inspector, had dealt with an earlier planning appeal on land to the south west of the Synagogue, following a refusal of planning permission (for residential development) by the Council. He indicated that some development, that respected the setting of the Synagogue, could be acceptable and suggested a line drawn some 60 metres from the northern boundary would be appropriate. A parcel of land that distance away was therefore allocated for housing with a nominal figure of 25 dwellings indicated. 

The Local Plan Inquiry Inspector considered that 60m was unlikely to result in an adequate setting and has recommended that this land should not be allocated for housing at all and should be allocated under Policy HE15. However, he also recommended adding an additional clause to Policy HE15 as follows: - 

“ANY DEVELOPMENT THAT MAY BE PERMITTED WILL BE EXPECTED TO FORM PART OF A COMPREHENSIVE SCHEME WHICH WOULD ENABLE LONG TERM MAINTENANCE OF THE SITES’S QUALITIES AND CONSIDERATION OF PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE SITE.” 

While the site allocated for housing contributes to the overall housing supply of the district it is not of a scale that is vital to maintain that supply bearing in mind our current level of provision is in excess of Structure Plan requirements. Given this situation and the strong concerns expressed by objectors at the Inquiry I am recommending that the Inspector’s view is accepted. I would point out that the additional paragraph proposed does imply that some form of development may be acceptable if it enables future maintenance of the garden or aids public access. This would be a matter for the council to consider in the future if this recommendation is accepted.

Chapter 8 Tourism

1 The Inspector has recommended adding a paragraph to the text relating to the Hoverport to the effect that support is given to a Regional Conservation Park. He argues that the Area Investment Framework Action Plan includes such a proposal and suggests the Hoverport could be used as a site for a visitor centre. He has also recommended removing the words “OR REDEVELOPMENT” from the Policy. Finally he has recommended changing the Policy by deleting the words:-

“PLANNING PERMISSION WILL BE GRANTED TO PROPOSALS FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT OF THE HOVERPORT WITHIN ITS EXISTING BOUNDARIES PROVIDED: -…” and replacing them with the words: -

“APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE EXISTING HARDSURFACED AREA WILL NOT BE PERMITTED UNLESS: -…”

This makes the Policy a negative rather than a positive approach and I do not feel this is appropriate. Therefore I am recommending we disagree with the Inspector and maintain our positive approach. I can see no objection to the removal of the words “OR REDEVELOPMENT” or to the additional text supporting a Regional Park as it does not limit development to this proposal alone.  

2 The Scenic Railway is a listed building and the Inspector rejected objectors arguments that specific reference to its retention should be made in the Policy on Dreamland. He noted that all listed buildings are protected by Policy HE1 and that the Governments advice in Planning Policy Guidance Note No 15 is that there is a presumption in favour of the retention of listed buildings.  The Plan does not propose nor promote the demolition or removal of the Scenic Railway and it is accepted that it will form an integral and important part of any development that may be permitted on the site.

3 In respect of Dreamland (Policy T11) the Inspector has recommended (with some minor amendments) that we revert to the Policy set out in the First Draft Plan published in 2001, as this is a plan led strategy in accordance with government policy. The Inspector is particularly concerned that there should be a Plan led policy for Dreamland and he does not find that in the new policy. He is concerned that there is no specific proposal brought forward for the site. Therefore he sees the new policy (as agreed by Council in 2003) as fuelling speculation and “raising hope values beyond any ordinary expectation”. 

The Inspector saw many of Dreamlands problems as management issues – noting that activity had been allowed to run down. He considered that it could thrive. He was advised, by objectors to the Plan, that other operators consider an up to date park is an attractive venture and he could find no reason why an amusement park is the wrong use for the site. He accepted that some development of the site could be permitted to support investment in the amusement park and could find no better word to describe the scale of development that might be permitted to support the park than the “limited” used in the original policy.

The Margate Masterplan began the process of looking at the wider issues affecting Margate and one of the major problems identified was the need to improve the environment along the seafront and to improve the connections between the beach and the Dreamland site. This could include diverting Marine Terrace around the back of the Dreamland site.

In changing the Policy in 2003 the Council took the view that Dreamland was a key site in the regeneration of Margate but that there might be other options than an amusement park. The 2003 Policy did not preclude use of the site as an Amusement Park.  Since that time discussions have been held with the owners of the site and other agencies involved in the regeneration of Margate. However no firm proposals that could form a specific plan for the site or that could be subject to a formal planning application have been produced to date. More work and further consultation would be necessary for such proposals to be brought forward in any meaningful fashion.

Potential options to be considered are set out below but whichever option is selected I feel it must be emphasised (and the Inspector did not criticise the Council on its approach in this respect) that the Scenic Railway (together with a number of other buildings on site) is a Listed Building. It is protected by the relevant policies in the Plan and regard for its setting must be had in whatever solution is reached. It must also be made clear that the Council has consistently said that this site is not suitable for any significant scale of retailing. A single, small, convenience store or shops related to the tourist industry may be acceptable as part of an overall scheme.

Comments on three options are set out below and the recommended text and policy wording suggested for each of the three options is set out in Annex Four.

A) To disagree with the Inspector and maintain the text and Policy set out in the Revised Deposit Plan published in 2003.

The advantages of this approach is that the Council would be consistent with its previous decision and work would continue to seek a positive solution to the future of the site not restricted to an amusement park only.  If accepted this may be the quickest route to achieving the Councils aspirations for the site.

The disadvantages are that at present there is no substantive proposal to bring forward for public comment and this is one of the Inspector’s main criticisms. Clearly this option would not satisfy the objectors who made a very strong case against this policy at the Local Plan Inquiry. 

There is a danger that by disagreeing with the Inspector on this controversial issue the Secretary of State could seek to intervene in the process. This could lead to significant delays to the adoption of the Local Plan.

B) To accept the Inspectors recommendation and essentially revert to the Policy set out in the First Deposit Plan published in 2001.

The Inspector has independently examined the issues and formed his view on the evidence put before him. To agree with his findings would show that the Council has listened to that independent opinion. It would avoid any potential challenge or delay, arising from this issue, in the adoption of the Plan and remove much uncertainty. This approach would enable the quickest route to adoption for the Local Plan.

However there is concern that this approach would not deliver the Councils aspirations for the site and that an amusement park would not prove viable or result in lost opportunities on this very important site. Significant changes have and are taking place within Margate, and Dreamland represents a key site that could be used to support those initiatives. Therefore, should this option be accepted, any future application for redevelopment not in accordance with the Policy would need to be treated as a Departure to the Plan.

C) To partially disagree with the Inspector, but to re-write the Policy in the light of his comments so as to reduce the flexibility and uncertainty of the 2003 Policy.  

The Inspector was concerned that the 2003 policy was too vague and uncertain and in annex 4 an alternative form of wording for new text and a revised Policy is set out. This seeks to remove much of the uncertainty in the 2003 Policy. It is more specific on the mix of uses and on what is trying to be achieved and what is not acceptable on the site. It draws on some of the work carried out over the last few months in exploring potential options for the site. 

Option C takes the Inspectors wording as its starting point and then sequentially introduces a test that is required of any developer before an alternative to an amusement park option could be accepted. This gives the opportunity to those supporting an amusement park to bring forward their proposals and places the onus on any developer to demonstrate why an amusement park is not viable or appropriate. 

The Policy then sets out the appropriate scale and mix of uses that would be acceptable on the site and makes it clear that the predominant use should be for leisure. Any residential development would need to be of an appropriate scale to ensure other essential elements for the benefit of Margate are delivered. These other elements include the potential for a new road around the rear of the site to divert traffic from Marine Terrace. The Policy makes it clear that the Scenic Railway should be retained in a Parkland setting.

However, as there is still no substantive specific scheme agreed this Policy cannot be prescriptive and has to remain essentially criteria based. Again this option could potentially result in intervention from the Secretary of State. 

Given the Inspectors comments regarding uncertainty and with no firm proposal yet in place, returning to the Policy proposed in 2003 would be difficult to fully justify.  This Policy is vague and uncertain and does not give sufficient guidance and direction even for a criteria based policy.  While it does not preclude an amusement park it equally does not give sufficient guidance on the form of development that would be likely to be acceptable on the site. 

Examining option B there is concern that the Inspector may have been somewhat naive in trying to bring back a Policy first proposed in 2001 given what has happened since then. Clearly the owners of the site will be aware of the events that have taken place since 2001and hope values may well have been raised. However, it is unlikely that the hope value referred to by the Inspector would simply disappear if we revert to the 2001 policy. It may simply result in a vacant site until the owners feel the climate has changed or until the Policy is re-examined. Reverting to that 2001 Policy and agreeing with the Inspector is the most straightforward option but ignores the view the Council took in 2003 and subsequent work on the Margate Masterplan. 

Option C while still a criteria based policy is more direct as to what is required for this site than option A.  It sets out the need to fully explore the amusement park option before alternatives are considered and gives greater certainty as to what would be acceptable on the site. In the absence of firm proposals it cannot be overly specific but does establish important parameters including specifically the retention of the scenic railway in a parkland setting. It refers directly to residential development of an appropriate scale and to the need to integrate the site with adjacent sites along Marine Terrace and in Arlington Square and House. It also refers directly to consideration of a new road around the rear of the Dreamland site.

Retaining the 2003 Policy in the Plan is not recommended, but neither is the easy option of simply accepting the Inspectors recommendation. In the light of the comments above and for reasons of openness and clarity it is recommended that we partially disagree with the Inspector and that Option C represents the most appropriate option and should be agreed. It is believed that this option this allows for the amusement park issues to be explored but sets out a much clearer picture of the Councils vision for the future of the site. 

Chapter 9 Sport and Recreation

1 Despite significant objections the Inspector has given support to Policy SRNP1 which requires contributions to be made for new sports land and sports facilities, on applications for residential development of more than ten units. He has however suggested that both this Policy and the standards for play space etc in Policy SRNP2 will need to have contributions negotiated on the basis of an audit of need, provision and deficiency. This audit is currently being finalised and new standards need to be established as soon as possible to meet the Inspectors requirements.

2 Policy SR7 gives protection to land used as public open space. The Inspector considers the Policy should be tightened with more definitive phrasing and that the four exceptions in the Plan should be clarified. The Policy will now begin with the Phrase: - 

“DEVELOPMENT WILL ONLY BE PERMITTED ON PUBLIC OPEN SPACE IN VERY EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES AND ONLY IF: -....”

Although re-worded by the Inspector the meaning of the exceptions remain essentially as proposed by ourselves and I am willing to accept the Inspector’s guidance on this matter.

3 Policy SR8 relates to private open space and the Inspector has also recommended tightening and clarifying this Policy which would begin: -

“DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE PERMITTED ON UNDEVELOPED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE OR A GAP IN THE SETTLEMENT PATTERN, IF THE SITE: -…”

Although again re-worded by the Inspector the meaning of the exceptions remains essentially as proposed by ourselves.

4 Policy SR9 relates to protection of playing fields and again the Inspector is recommending a tightening of the wording such that the first part of the Policy would read: - 

“BUILT DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE PERMITTED ON PLAYING FIELDS IF IT WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL TO THE CHARACTER OF THE AREA;

MOREOVER, NO DEVELOPMENT WILL BE PERMITTED ON LAND LAST USED AS A PLAYING FIELD – SUBJECT ONLY TO THE FOLLOWING EXCEPTIONS: -…”

Although once again re-worded by the Inspector the exceptions’ meaning remain essentially as proposed by ourselves. I find some of his wording slightly lengthy and clumsy but it is clear and I am willing to accept this recommendation.

Chapter 10 Countryside and Coast  

1 Overall the Inspector has given very strong support to the principle and application of both the urban and village confines. These give guidance on where development will be permitted and where it will be resisted because it is in the open countryside. The Inspector considered a large number of objections from landowners or developers seeking to extend the confines to facilitate the development of their sites. With one minor exception, around Haine Lodge, the Inspector concluded that the Council’s definition of the boundaries was correct.

2 The Landscape Character Areas, defined in the Plan, came in for some criticism from objectors but the Inspector supported these Areas. However, he has made a number of detailed changes to Policy CC2, particularly to remove reference to the Structure Plan. These are acceptable.

3 Policy CC14 seeks to ensure that only essential development is permitted along the coast. The Inspector agreed with the Environment Agency that a robust Policy was essential and has recommended the Policy be strengthened and that reference be made to the need for Environmental Assessment where any development might affect habitats.  Given the quality of our coast this new wording is appropriate in these locations.

Chapter 11 Rural Settlements

1 As with the urban confines the village confines elicited many objections from landowners wishing to see development around the edges of the villages. The Inspector carefully examined all these objections and visited every site. He concluded that in each case the village confines had been drawn appropriately.  He also supported Policy R2 that protects important gaps within the villages.

Chapter 12 Nature Conservation 

1 The Inspector noted that since the draft Plan was published there had been significant changes to government guidance with the issue of PPS9 on Nature Conservation and Circular 06/2005 on Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. The Inspector has therefore indicated that significant updating of this chapter is required. However, the Inspector stated, in response to an objection, that: - “In my opinion the Plan is reasonably balanced throughout. The Nature Conservation chapter adopts a measured approach.” The modifications proposed update the Plan as recommended. In one minor instance an update of paragraphs is recommended but they do not, as suggested by the inspector, refer to government guidance, so I would disagree and propose no update in this one instance.

Chapter 13 Environmental Protection

1
The majority of objections to this chapter related to concern at the impact of the airport, particularly in relation to air quality and noise. The Inspector considered these issues in some detail and in Policies EP5 (air quality monitoring) and EP7 (aircraft noise) has recommended some technical changes and amended wording to provide clarity. I can see no objection to this. In respect of air quality the Inspector commented that: - “… I am content that the Council is doing what it can to guide further growth in an appropriate manner.”

2
The Inspector acknowledges the need for three policies (EP10, EP11 and EP12) relating to flood risk but questions why Policy EP10 (Wantsum Flood Risk Area) relates only to residential development. He has therefore recommended that in this policy restrictions should be placed on all development unless it can be shown to be essential in that location. Given the location of the identified flood risk area I cannot see that the Inspectors proposed change will damage our strategy and therefore agree with his revised wording. In relation to Policy EP11 (Margate Flood Risk Area) the Inspector has sought to clarify the Policy following objections from the Environment Agency.  I have no objection to the majority of these changes but the retention of wording relating to not permitting development that is likely to increase flood risk should be retained in the first part of the Policy. I am therefore partially disagreeing with the Inspector.

3
In respect of Policy EP12 (surface water run off) the Inspector has suggested the policy should be strengthened and that more positive reference should be made to the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).  The Policy will now read: - 

DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTING TO AN UNNACCEPTABLE FLOOD RISK DUE TO SURFACE WATER RUN OFF WILL NOT BE PERMITTED,

WHEREVER PRACTICABLE, THE INCLUSION OF SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE SYSTEMS WILL BE REQUIRED TO ENSURE THAT SURFACE WATER RUN OFF IS NOT INCREASED.”

While I have doubts that local builders will be willing voluntarily to adopt such systems, given the concerns relating to global warming, I consider the Inspector is correct in his approach and that greater attempts to address such matters should be made.

4
Policy EP15 relates to renewable energy and the Inspector suggests this policy is somewhat ambivalent and needs strengthening in the light of PPS 22 (published in August 2004). Once again government guidance has changed significantly since the plan was published. The Inspector has proposed a new Policy that supports renewable energy development subject to a number of criteria and I find these entirely appropriate in the context of current advice and thinking. A number of objections to the policy related to the potential for a Waste to Energy Plant at Richborough. The Inspector has made it clear that this is a matter for the Kent Waste Local Plan not our Plan. 

Chapter 14 Community Facilities

1
The Inspector recommended no significant changes to this chapter.
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