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STATEMENT OF ENGAGEMENT AND CONSULTATION

DOVER DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK CORE STRATEGY SUBMISSION DOCUMENT

January 2009

Introduction

This Statement sets out the information required under Regulation 27 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008 in relation to the Core Strategy Development Plan Submission Document.  Up to and including the Preferred Options stage, Dover District Council were preparing the Core Strategy under the 2004 Regulations.  After the publication of the Preferred Options, the District Council has been working under the procedures that have been set out in the 2008 Regulations.  

This Statement sets out:

(a) which bodies were consulted pursuant to regulation  [Regulation 25 & 26 of the previous 2004 Regulations - The Issues and Options Stage];

(b) how those bodies and persons were invited to make such representations;

(c) a summary of the main issues raised by those representations; and

(d) how those main issues have been dealt with in the DPD.

The District Council has undertaken an extensive level of consultation as part of the preparation of the Local Development Framework. (LDF)  The District Council website provides a comprehensive list of all of the studies, workshops, public opinion research and focus groups that have taken place:

www.doverdc.co.uk/forward_planning/evidence_base.aspx
APPENDIX A : PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION UNDER REGULATION 25 (ISSUES AND OPTIONS STAGE)

The first major consultation event on the LDF was held in July 2005. A list of the main events and meetings has been provided in Appendix  A.

On the basis of the above, the Authority considers that it has complied with the consultation requirements under Regulation 25.

APPENDIX B: CONSULTATION UNDER REGULATION 26 (PREFERRED OPTIONS CONSULTATION)

The District Council consulted on the Preferred Options stage between 27th March 2008 – midnight 9th May 2008.  Appendix B includes: 

· List of key stakeholders;

· A copy of the Preferred Options letter;

· The various ways that the local authority sought to engage with the local community and key stakeholders;

· Summary of the key facts;

· Opinion Research and Neighbourhood Forums – summary of findings; and

· Recommended revisions to the Core Strategy.

Appendix A

Pre-submission Consultation under Regulation 25 of 2004 Regulations (Issues and Options Stage)

	Date
	Consultation/Stage
	Consultation technique used
	Targeted Consultees

	21 September 2004
	Scoping Workshop for the Strategic Environmental Assessment/Sustainability Appraisal of Dover Local Development Framework
	Facilitated SEA Workshop
	Strategic organisations representing economic, social & environmental interests

	November 2004
	Request for any land/future areas for development to be put forward to the LPA for consideration and assessment
	Letter and Proforma
	Estate Agents, Developers, Landowners previously expressing an interest and Town and Parish Councils.

	February 2005
	Planning for the Future in Dover District – Your Views Sought
	Press Release 
	General Public

	March 2005
	Help Shape the Future of Dover District
	Public opinion research, survey questionnaire and focus groups 
	District residents including hard to reach groups

	3 March 2005
	Issues and Options
	Facilitated Issues and Options Workshop (79 people attended)
	Local Groups, Social, Economic and Strategic Organisations

	March 2005
	Establishing which Development Management Policies are required
	Internal Workshop
	Dover District Council Development Control 

	March 2005
	Making Plans for Future Development – Community Views Welcomed
	Press Release
	Inform general public about the Issues and Options workshop

	April 2005
	Issues and Options 
	Letter to inform people the stage in the LDF process and seeking views.  Advised that workshops would be arranged shortly
	Town and Parish Councils

	6 June 2005
	Stakeholder Workshop
	Facilitated Workshop to look further into the options (46 attended)
	Strategic organisatiions representing economic, social & environmental interests

	18 July 2005
	Sandwich Workshop
	Facilitated Stakeholder Workshop (32 people attended)
	Stakeholders, Town & Parish Councils and Local Groups

	19 July 2005
	Deal Workshop
	Facilitated Stakeholder Workshop (9 people attended)
	Stakeholders, Town & Parish Councils and Local Groups

	20 July 2005
	Dover Workshop
	Facilitated Stakeholder Workshop (18 people attended)
	Stakeholders, Town & Parish Councils and Local Groups

	Autumn 2005
	Planning for the Future
	Dover District News article 


	General Public

	October 2005
	Request to landowners in areas of search to confirm whether they were willing to put their land forward for development in the LDF 
	Letter
	Landowners

	October 2005
	Views sought on areas of search towards preferred option
	Letter/Options maps
	Town & Parish Councils and District Councillors

	November 2005
	Identifying Options for District’s Future
	Press Release
	General Public

	December 2005
	Moving Forward on Options for Future Development in the District
	Press Release
	General Public

	December 2005
	Views sought on Settlement Hierarchy and Village Confines
	Letter
	Town & Parish Councils

	17 May 2006
	Involving a range of stakeholders early on in the development of the site
	Facilitated Masterplanning Workshop: Land between Sholden and Deal (EDAW)
	Sholden Parish Council and Deal Town Council

	24 May 2006
	Involving a range of stakeholders early on in the development of the site
	Facilitated Masterplanning Workshop: Land at Whitfield (EDAW)
	Whitfield Parish Council and Whitfield Action Group

	September 2006
	Shaping the Future Local Development Framework Update
	Press Release
	General Public

	Autumn 2006
	Shaping the Future for you and your family.
	Dover District News
	General Public

	15 January 2007
	Infrastructure Summit
	Facilitated Workshop (40 attended)
	Utility/Service Providers

	25 May 2007
	Developing a more detailed masterplan for land to the east of Whitfield 
	Facilitated Masterplanning event for land to the east of Whitfield: Whitfield site familiarization and walkabout (WSP)
	Members of Whitfield Parish Council and Action Group

	29 May 2007
	See above
	Facilitated Whitfield Masterplanning Workshop with key stakeholders (WSP)
	Members of Whitfield Parish Council, Whitfield  Action Group and key infrastructure providers 

	July/August 2007 
	Telephone business survey to ascertain the confidence of the private sector, issues relating to trade, business support needs and training and development 
	A total of 309 businesses contacted by telephone as part of the Business Development Strategy
	Businesses across the district


Appendix B

Part B: Consultation under Regulation 26 of 2004 Regulations (Preferred Option Consultation)

Consultees sent a copy of the Core Strategy ‘Preferred Options’ Report

	Regional Planning Body

· South East England Regional Assembly

· Government Office for the South East

Specific Consultation Bodies

· Natural England

· Highways Agency

· Environment Agency

· English Heritage

· East Kent Hospitals University NHS Trust

· Eastern and Coastal Kent Primary Care Trust

Strategic Rail Authority

· Network Rail

· British Rail Board

· South Eastern Trains

Adjoining Local Planning Authorities

· Canterbury City Council

· Shepway District Council

· Thanet District Council

Kent County Council

The Town and Parish Councils of:

· Alkham

· Ash

· Aylesham

· Capel-le-Ferne

· Deal

· Denton with Wooton

· Dover 

· Eastry

· Eythorne

· Goodnestone

· Great Mongeham

· Guston

· Hougham Without

· Langdon

· Lydden

· Nonington

· Northbourne

· Preston

· Ringwould with Kingsdown

· Ripple

· River

· Sandwich

· Sholden

· Shepherdswell with Coldred

· St. Margarets at Cliffe

· Staple

· Stourmouth

· Sutton-by-Dover

· Temple Ewell

· Tilmanstone

· Walmer

· Whitfield

· Wingham

· Woodnesborough

· Worth

Adjoining Town and Parish Councils of:

· Adisham

· Barham

· Chislet

· Cliffsend

· Folkestone

· Hawkinge

· Ickham

· Minster

· Monkton

· Swingfield

· Wickhambreaux

· Womenswold

South East England Development Agency

Utility Companies / Service Providers:

· EDF Energy

· Folkestone & Dover Water Services Ltd

· Kent Ambulance NHS Trust

· Kent Fire & Rescue

· Kent Police

· National Grid Property Ltd

· National Institute for Health & Clinical Excellence

· O2 UK

· Orange Personal Communications Services Ltd

· Powergen Plc

· Royal Mail Group

· RPS on behalf of BT Plc

· Southern Water

· Southern Gas Networks

· The British Wind Energy Association

· The Coal Authority

· T-Mobile (UK) Ltd

· Transco

· Union Railways (South) Limited

· Vodafone Ltd
	· Abbey Developments Ltd

· Action with Communities in Rural Kent

· Age Concern Dover

· Amicus Group

· Ashford Borough Council

· Aylesham & District Community Workshop Trust

· Campaign to Protect Rural England

· Channel Chamber

· Christians Together in Dover

· Church Commissioners for England

· Civil Aviation Authority

· Commission for Racial Equality

· Country Landowners Association

· Creative Environmental Networks

· Crest Homes

· Crown Estates Commissioners

· Deal Town Centre Management

· Deal Chamber of Commerce

· Dover Pride

· Friends of the Earth

· Defence Estates Operations South

· Department of National Heritage

· Diocese of Canterbury

· Disability Rights Commission

· Dover Access & Mobility

· Dover District Chamber of Commerce

· Dover Harbour Board

· Dover Town Centre Management

· East Kent Partnership

· English Partnerships

· Equal Opportunities Commission

· Federation of Small Businesses

· Forestry Authority

· Friends, Families & Travellers

· Health & Safety Executive

· Home Builders Federation

· Horizon Housing Group

· House of Commons

· Januarys

· Kent Downs AONB Unit

· Kent Rural Community Council

· Kentish Stour Countryside Project

· Kent Wildlife Trust

· Learning & Skills Council

· Locate in Kent

· DEFRA

· Mobile Operators Association

· National Farmers Union

· Orbit Housing Group

· Pentland Homes

· Pfizer Ltd

· Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

· Sandwich & District Chamber of Commerce

· Sandwich Town Action for Rural Revival Initiative

· Southern Housing Group

· South Kent College

· Spokes East Kent Cycle Campaign

· Sport England

· Stagecoach East Kent

· Swale District Council

· The Deal Society

· The Dover Society

· The Gypsy Council

· The Housing Corporation

· The National Trust

· The Sandwich Society

· The Showmens Guild of Great Britain

· The Woodland Trust

· Town & Country Housing Group

· Ward Homes

· Wellington & District Residents Association

· White Cliffs Countryside Project

· Whitfield Action Group




	  
	Forward Planning

White Cliffs Business Park

Dover

Kent    CT16 3PG

Telephone:
(01304)  821199

Fax:
(01304)  872416

DX:
6312

Minicom:
(01304)  820115

Website:
www.dover.gov.uk

Contact:
Mike Ebbs  
Direct line:
(01304) 872472  
E-mail:
Mike.Ebbs@dover.gov.uk

Our ref:
FP/LDF1/Gen  
Your ref:
  
Date:
25 March 2008  


Dear

Dover District Local Development Framework Public Participation 27 March to 7 May 2008:

Core Strategy – Preferred Option

Site Allocations Document – Preferred Option

Draft Development Contributions Supplementary Planning Document

I am writing to you because you have either been involved in the early stages of work on the above documents or have asked to be kept informed of progress.

I am pleased to be able to let you know that the Council has published the Documents and that they are now undergoing public participation for a six week period between 27 March and 7 May.  These are key plans that will influence the future of the District.  You are welcome to make comments on them, and their related Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment during this period.  
I enclose a copy of the Notice that has been placed in the local newspapers, which gives details of how the Documents can be seen, of public exhibitions and how comments can be made.  I also enclose a copy of a leaflet that gives some summary information on the main proposals.  A considerable evidence base underpins the Documents and this is most easily viewed on our website www.dover.gov.uk/localplanreview/evidencebase.asp
Any views you give will be much appreciated and will help the Council to shape the final version of the Documents.  The Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Document will then be subject to further public consultation and a public examination held by an independent Planning Inspector.

If you need any further information please visit our website or contact a member of the Forward Planning team on (01304) 872477.

Yours
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Mike Ebbs

Forward Planning Manager

Enc.

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION TECHNIQUES USED AT PREFFRED OPTIONS STAGE

	Date
	Consultation/Stage
	Consultation technique used
	Targeted Consultees

	27 March 2008
	Statutory advertisement 
	Local newspapers 
	Local Groups, Town & Parish Councils, Councillors, Statutory organizations and interested parties.

	27 March 

to 9 May 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation (Copies of LDF documents, representation form and statutory notice sent)
	Letter and email alert
	Local Groups, Town & Parish Councils, Councillors, Statutory organisations. Those who have expressed an interest in the LDF process. 

	March 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Radio Broadcasts on KMFM: Alert to consultation and public exhibitions
	General Public

	March 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Bus adverts
	General Public

	March 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	DeCaux Boards (advertising boards at 10 bus stops in Dover)
	General Public

	March 2008
	5 focus groups, postal questionnaires and face to face interviews
	Public Opinion Research survey questionnaire and focus groups 
	District residents including hard to reach groups

	March 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Leaflet drop to all households across the District
	Households in Dover District

	27, 28, 29 March 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Facilitated Dover Public Exhibition (193 attended)
	General Public/interested parties

	4, 5 April 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Facilitated Deal Public Exhibition

(233 attended)
	General Public/interested parties 

	9 April 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Facilitated Joint Dover Neighbourhood Forums 

(70 attended)
	Cover Dover West, North and Town

	11, 12 April 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Facilitated Sandwich Public Exhibition

(232 attended)
	General Public/interested parties

	16 April 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Facilitated Joint Deal and Rural Neighbourhood Forums

(85 attended)
	Cover Deal, Walmer and Sandwich

	May 2008
	Preferred Options Consultation
	Radio Broadcast on KMFM: Alert to consultation finish date and encouraging people to participate in the Preferred Options Consultation
	


Additional consultation undertaken since the Core Strategy Preferred Options was published 

	May 2008
	Connaught Barracks Open evening 
	Presentation and site visit
	Key stakeholders and interested parties

	25 September 2008
	Infrastructure Workshop
	Facilitated Workshop with developers and key infrastructure providers 
	Infrastructure providers 

	14th November 2008
	Connaught Barracks workshop
	Facilitated initial Masterplanning workshop for Connaught Barracks arranged by English Partnerships
	Key stakeholders 

	Autumn 2008
	LDF Update on Response to Core Strategy Preferred Options
	Dover District News
	General Public


Key facts

	Exhibition Numbers 

	Date/Venue
	Numbers Attending

	Dover Public Library

	Thursday, 27th March 2008 (10.30 - 7.30)
	68

	Friday, 28th March 2008 (10.30 – 6.00)
	56

	Saturday, 29th March 2008 (10.30 – 4.00)
	69

	Sub Total
	193

	Deal Public Library

	Friday, 4th April 2008 (10.30 – 6.00)
	104

	Saturday, 5th April 2008 (10.30 – 4.00)
	129

	Sub Total
	233

	Sandwich Guildhall

	Friday, 11th April 2008 (10.30 – 6.30)
	134

	Saturday, 12th April 2008 (10.30 – 4.00)
	98

	Sub Total
	232

	Total
	658*


*Average of 94 people per day

Interim Statistics from Preferred Option Public Participation

A total of 160 packs were sent out to statutory consultees, along with Government departments/agencies, national/regional organisations, service/utility providers, a wide range of community/interest groups and local organisations.

Responses have been received from approx. 2,300 people including the following organisations/individuals:

SEERA

SEEDA

English Nature

Natural England

English Heritage

Environment Agency

Kent Highways

Highways Agency

GOSE

Southern Water

CPRE

National Grid and Scotia Gas Networks

Action Groups

The Whitfield Action Group (WAG) and Sholden Action Group (SAG) distributed their own form and the following numbers of completed forms were received:

WAG forms received – 799

SAG forms received – 777

Additional Sites to Investigate

86 new sites and 47 sites to revisit = 133 sites (in relation to the Site Allocations Document)

Controversial areas

Worth, Eythorne, Sholden, Whitfield

Controversial issues

Scale and location of development, use of greenfield land, infrastructure, employment and flooding

Public Opinion Research

612 valid completed interviews were carried out.  Six focus groups were held; two in Dover (Black and Minority Ethnic and General Residents), two in Deal (Youths and General Residents) and one in Sandwich (Working People) and a low skills workshop in Dover.  An average of 6 people attended each group.  

Neighbourhood Forums

Two neighbourhood forums were held on 9th April 2008 at Dover Town Hall (approx. 70 attendees) and on the 16th April 2008 at The Landmark Centre, Deal (approx. 85 attendees).   

Connaught Barracks

The Council in conjunction with English Partnerships held an open evening on Thursday, 1st May 2008.  42 people were invited including residents associations and local amenity groups and approximately 45 people attended.

OPINION RESEARCH AND NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUMS

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Public Opinion Research

Opinion Research Services (ORS) was commissioned by Dover District Council to seek the views of residents of the District on plans relating to the Local Development Framework. ORS undertook an independent survey of 612 residents, and conducted six focus groups. Face-to-face surveys took place between 7th and 23rd April 2008 and the focus groups during May and June. 

The Opinion Research achieved 95% level of Statistical Confidence of accuracy to within at least 3.9% points which is a good level.

This research formed part of a major public consultation undertaken as a means of measuring residents’ attitudes and opinions regarding the proposals contained in the LDF Documents.

Focus groups

Focus groups were held with the following:

· Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) Group, Dover

· General Residents, Whitfield

· Youth Group, Deal

· General Residents, Sholden

· Working Group, Sandwich

· Low Skills Group, St Radigunds, Dover

Main findings

1. Dover is the area that residents would like to see prioritised for development (87% of residents), while Deal was chosen by 14% and Sandwich was chosen by 7% of residents. 

2. Residents of Dover were significantly more likely than residents from Deal or rural hinterlands to select Dover as a priority for development (99% compared to 69% and 79% respectively). Non-white residents and those who have lived in the District for less than five years were also significantly more likely than average to illustrate this view (100% and 96% compared to an average of 87%).

3. When asked to prioritise the objectives, residents chose the following three: improving Dover Town (56% of respondents), ensuring the local economy improves (52% of respondents) and ensuring there are no deprived areas (47% of respondents).

4. Some scepticism was observed concerning the likelihood of achieving (a) residential development targets, (b) Dover Town improvements, (c) attracting a wide range and quality of jobs 

Economic findings:

1. The needs to attract economic investment and to develop in an environmentally sustainable way were also considered to be very important for three quarters of residents or more (75% and 77% respectively).

2. In regard to attracting economic investment, residents in Dover (41-50 years old) are significantly more likely to say that this is a very important factor (85%) than the average response across the District (75%). 

3. As regards ensuring that the local economy improves, residents of Dover were significantly more likely than average to strongly agree with this objective (92% compared to an average of 87%), along with those aged 31-40 (95%) and 41-50 (94%). Residents of less than five years were more likely than average to agree with this objective (100%).

Employment:

1. In regard to attracting more jobs, residents in Dover were significantly more likely than average to say that this is a very important factor (89% opposed to an average of 84%, and 79% for Deal residents). Those aged 41-50 are significantly more likely than average to say that this is a very important factor (91% compared to 84% on average).

2. Support for attracting more people of working age to Dover District was guarded (72% scoring that factor as important) with the support coming mostly from residents aged 30 years or under (83% compared to an average of 72%). Those aged 51-60 were significantly more likely to say that this is unimportant (32% compared to an average of 19%).
Housing: 

1. Guarded support was given to high levels of residential development with the support revealed in the survey of the residents (67% scoring that factor as important). Limited support was given by the focus group held in St Radigunds and Whitfield, where in spite of supporting the provision of affordable homes; people were sceptical about whether the planned houses would be built and whether any benefit would accrue to local people. 

2. Strong opposition was raised to residential development on Greenfield sites particularly expressed with the greatest opposition by the Deal’s focus group, and supported by the focus group held in Sholden.

3. In regard to providing more homes, residents aged 30 years or under (77%) and those not working (80%) were significantly more likely to agree with this objective than average (67%). Residents of Dover were significantly more likely to say that this is important (very important + fairly important) - 74% compared to 59% for Deal and 63% for other District residents.

Community: 

1. The need for reassurance that community facilities (schools, leisure, infrastructure, health, utilities) will support residential developments was expressed by all focus groups.

2. The need for reassurance that the needs of existing local people and communities will be prioritised was very firmly stated in both the survey (85% and 86% respectively found it very important) and focus groups. 

3. In regard to ensuring that the benefits for the District remain with the resident population, the vast majority of respondents felt that this was important (97%) with 61-70 year olds (100%), and retired respondents (99%) being significantly more likely than average to respond in this way.

The focus group members in Sandwich, Sholden, Deal and St Radigunds, were particularly clear that the impacts upon existing residents should be considered as priority in any future planning.

Environment: 

1. There was a strong support in the survey for reducing pollution with residents of Deal (99%) and those living in the area for less than five years (97%) were a little more likely than average (94%) to agree to the “reducing pollution” objective. Although in the focus groups it was of lesser importance than the objectives relating to economic and skills improvements. Similarly the focus groups revealed relatively weak support for improving the ease of travel and improving the special wildlife areas.

2. The need to develop in an environmentally sustainable way was strongly supported both in the survey (very important + fairly important) - 94% and the focus groups.

3. A reluctance to commit to higher levels of residential development until jobs are in place was expressed.

Dover Town Centre:

1. Support for proposed improvements to Dover Town Centre was strong in both the survey and focus groups with particular support given by residents of Dover, who were significantly more likely than average to agree that the objective of improving Dover town is important (99% compared to 89% for Deal residents for example). This was also the case for those who have been residents for less than five years (100% compared to 95% for others).

Deprived areas:

1. Strong support for the elimination of areas of deprivation was given in the survey and confirmed in the focus groups with residents of Deal (100%) and those aged 31-40 (100%) more likely than average to agree with this objective (97%).

Tourism: 

1. Opportunities and potential economic benefits to the District and especially to Dover, arising from the growth of tourism were identified by all focus groups.

Preferred Option - Option 3 (including 10.000 homes):

1. At least half of the residents agreed with a number of positive statements about the preferred Option 3. The most positive reactions were in regard to the effects on existing communities and the fact that proposed developments are well distributed across the District (nearly two thirds of residents agreed – 64%). The focus groups were divided on both of these issues, with some participants agreeing that benefits will arise to communities, whilst others keen to point out the potential drawbacks, which amongst other factors include increasing competition for jobs and road congestion.
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Proportionally more Dover residents (56%) agreed with the Preferred Option compared to Deal (47%) and the rural hinterland residents (44%).

2. A relatively high proportion of residents agree that the following aspects of the preferred option are “about right” (around 60%): the degree of population growth; the predicted size of the workforce in comparison with the number of new jobs and the number of additional homes. The lowest agreement (50% of residents) was recorded for the number of Greenfield allocations in the LDF. 30 % of residents felt that the Preferred Option “went too far”, and 10% felt that it “did not go far enough”. 
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Of the 10% who felt the Preferred Option “did not go far enough” namely two thirds supported Option 4, but the sample was too small for this to be statistically reliable. 

3. Those residents who thought that the preferred Option 3 went too far were asked to choose another option. Nearly three quarters (72%) preferred the 6,100 homes Option 1, and 23% preferred the 8,100 homes Option 2. Focus group participants varied widely in their preferred options with some being reluctant to choose but tending towards Option 1 (Dover St Radigunds and Sholden focus groups). The Youth and Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups chose Option 4 and the Sandwich group favoured Option 3.

Additional notes

Full version of the Report of Public Opinion Research for Dover District Council is available on the Dover District Council website under: http://www.dover.gov.uk/localplanreview/workshops.asp 

Neighbourhood Forums

Neighbourhood Forum Meetings were held in Dover and Deal on 9th and 16th April 2008, respectively.

The purpose of the meetings was to give further information on the Local Development Framework (LDF) in order for people to give better informed responses and to give people an increased understanding of the main issues for the Dover LDF.

The meetings were very interactive with discussions held with LDF officers from Dover District Council.  Various concerns and questions arose from the meetings which have been summarised below.  A complete record of the meetings is available on the District Council’s website.

Workshop 1

Q1. Has the Council correctly identified the District’s issues?

· Flooding is not mentioned

· If the number of people is declining, why do we need extra housing?

· Higher ratio of affordable housing needed

· Is eco housing being considered?

· Sustainability is key to the District’s future

· Building regulations need to encourage builders and developers to build sustainably

· Do people want to live and work in the District or just commute to work?

· Need to build on our strengths ie green tourism

· Pollution is a key issue that needs to be addressed

· Demographic forecasting needs to include 65-70 years old as this age group is likely to remain economically active longer

· Business premises in town are being converted to residential

· Concerns raised over the approach of building more houses and then assuming the jobs will follow – how is the new employment going to be generated in somewhere like Deal? 

· People live in Deal because it is a retirement area and has areas of outstanding natural beauty – people do not want this to change.

· Dover is expanding rapidly, yet we are at the end of the chain so there is some concern as to whether we will get the jobs forecast.

· Agree something needs to be done as the terrace housing in Dover are dilapidated, the villages are dying.  There is disparity in the services to villages, e.g. broadband, gas supplies, post offices, pubs, shops and there is traffic blighting the villages.

· Need to focus on small businesses and enterprise.

· Everyone knows Dover (White Cliffs etc) but much more could/should be done to promote the town as a tourist destination.

· Has the impact of CTRL been fully considered?  We will become a catchment area for London?

· Agree that the elderly population is increasing.

Q2. Has the Council identified the right aims and objectives?

· Sustainability – planning should promote high standards of energy and resource efficiency to shape land use.

· How can we ensure higher skilled jobs for the district and also ensure that our residents have the skills to fill these roles and not just increase commuting from other areas.

· How will building more homes meet Objective 5 in the Core Strategy?

· How will any of the options reduce deprivation in urban Dover Wards?

· Additional areas should be added; Major infrastructure e.g. dual of the A2 into the docks; Expand further education and vocational options; How measureable are the objectives?

· Don’t want to label Deal as a retirement area as there are lots of young people who need new jobs in the area.

· Who would buy the houses?

· Overall feeling is the aims and objectives are very good and ambitious.

· The high speed rail link is a driver for growth, but Deal is slightly different as it is outside Dover and will the road and rail links cope if people are commuting in and out?

· There were opportunities when the Channel Tunnel came, why was there not investment then?

· Seems to be concentrating on Dover Town.  Needs to focus on being a cleaner town, cleaner highways/laybys.

· We would want Dover to be a place where people want to live rather than competing with Ashford/Canterbury.

· Agree the focus should be to transform Dover town – feel that there is a mismatch of aspirations and reality e.g. DTIZ

· Not sure the current vision is reflected in the plans for Dover town – need to be more aspirational.  It needs to be a place of choice.

· Need to promote and publicise the plans for Dover more e.g. the waterfront etc.

· People want to see things change.

· Require a range of different housing to encourage a variety of people to the district.

· Need to ensure brownfield land is used for building first. 

Q3. Are there any additional infrastructure issues?

· Hospitals

· Impact of housing on water supply

· Roads need improving having to deal with extra traffic

· Extra waste being produced

· Increased risk of flooding

· Leisure facilities

· The infrastructure improvements need to be implemented in advance or at least at the same time

· Will need better and more telecommunications and broadband. Information technology is already lacking, especially in rural areas

· Increase quality and frequency of public transport to encourage more users*

NB for a complete list please refer to the website

Workshop 2

Q1. Which of the 4 options best meets the objectives?

· 14,000 new homes and only 4,300 new jobs proposed – this seems a high price to pay for so few jobs

· Environmental impacts have not been taken into account.

· Housing development and growth needs to be of a high standard of design and sustainability

· Brownfield land should be used for development first.  Will building on Greenfield land reduce the quality of life for current residences?

· Option 4 as this is only option that provides the opportunity of economic growth although the number of new housing is a concern and should be re-looked at for Whitfield.  Hamlets would like to be able to expand but are not given the option in the current proposals.

· Enhancing Whitfield is wrong as it creates a new town and it will not regenerate the existing town of Dover.

· Young people are leaving when they get to a certain age, how can we change these habits?

· The assumptions about the relationship between the population growth and numbers of housing need further explanation.

· It is proposed to downgrade Buckland Hospital even further – this means people will have to travel further and this means more cars and pollution.  We need sufficient medical facilities.

· Concerns about the use of greenfield land – surely there are other areas that can be developed on?  Even if you agree with a certain amount of housing – does it have to be so large and on greenfield land?

· Is it feasible to develop Whitfield and Dover town together?  If Whitfield gets bigger you may take work and development away from the town.

· Does the plan address the type of housing e.g. whether elderly people can release their homes to families?  If it doesn’t, should it?

· The main vision for Dover is wrong.  Doesn’t need to be a regional town but needs to regenerate it as a tourist destination.

· Who are the people that want to come to the district and why?

· Too much emphasis on Whitfield.

· Regenerating Dover town is essential.

Q2. Is the Settlement Hierarchy appropriate for the district? 

· Great Mongeham and Kingsdown should be local centres

· Why is Wingham a local centre?

· How is it that Ash and Eastry both be local centres?

· Where is Sandown on the list?

· Sholden is a village

· Not sure why River, Temple Ewell and Whitfield are Secondary Regional Centres, these should be either Local Centres or Villages.

RECOMMENDED REVISIONS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION CORE STRATEGY
GENERAL POINTS

The Preferred Option Document was drafted to include considerable description and discussion, particularly in relation to the growth options, in order to aid readers.  This type of material is not appropriate to the submission version and will be removed.  The submission version should be shorter and more concise and will contain cross-references to the evidence base source material for those who wish to have more detailed information.

The order in which issues are set out reflects more the order in which they arose through the public engagement and is not intended to imply any particular order of importance. 

CHAPTER 1 - PREFACE

The Preface set the scene for the Core Strategy and also included a set of Key Questions about the Strategy.  Consequently, comments made about the Preface relate to some fundamental points about the Strategy that affect later chapters.  These fundamental matters are considered against the Preface and where they arise again in relation to subsequent chapters a reference is made back to this section.

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation



	Green infrastructure issues have not been given sufficient prominence or weight


	The Core Strategy should be revised to give more prominence and consideration to green infrastructure.  The impact of the proposals on the green environment was an important factor in the preparation of the preferred option document (through various open space, sport and recreation studies and the sustainability appraisal) but this was not made sufficiently overt.  In addition, green infrastructure is a concept only recently embraced by the Government and reflected in the proposed changes to the South East Plan.  It brings consideration of all forms of wildlife and accessible green space together and allows a more coherent and systematic understanding of its qualities, stresses, need for enlargement and enhancement.  It provides the basis for assessing the impact of development proposals on greenspace and an indication of the avoidance, mitigation or compensation measures that might be appropriate.

A first stage green infrastructure network has been developed and incorporated into the submission version.  It is intended that further work will be carried out as part of ongoing delivery planning.

	The evidence base could be better cross-referenced in the Strategy


	Agreed.  More cross-references to evidence base material have been incorporated into the proposed submission version.

	There should be more emphasis on healthy living


	Agreed – this is reflected in the submission version.  It is also an important issue for continuing work on delivery planning.



	There is insufficient consideration of climate change, renewable energy and sustainable construction issues


	Agreed – this aspect as been strengthened and draws upon the findings of a subsequently prepared Sustainable Construction and Renewable Energy Strategy and of the Water Cycle Study.

	There should be a crisper vision for Dover and a better vision for Deal that addresses north Deal issues


	Further consideration has been given to the development of the overall aim of the Core Strategy, which responds to this criticism.  It has, however, made the aim longer.  Further work has been carried out on graphics to help put across what the Strategy means in specific places.



	The delivery/infrastructure plan needs to be developed


	Agreed.

Since the public consultation further research has been carried out into the need for water infrastructure (Water Cycle Study) electricity requirements, and renewable energy infrastructure (Sustainable Construction and renewable Energy Strategy).  A great deal of work was also carried out, in conjunction with a wide range of infrastructure delivery partners to prepare the Growth Point Programme of Delivery.  All of this has been drawn upon to help develop the overall delivery plan for the Core Strategy.  

It is now proposed that the Core Strategy delivery plan chapter be developed into a Delivery Plan Framework.  This sets out the known essential infrastructure requirements, responsibility for delivery, funding and timing requirements, an overall delivery programme, critical path, contingency planning and business plan.  It also sets out a programme management mechanism.  Delivery planning, by its very nature, is subject to constant change and need for adjustment.  The Delivery Plan Framework must remain relevant over the lifetime of the Strategy and so must be kept at a high level.  It is therefore also proposed to develop a free-standing more detailed Delivery Plan that is consistent with the Framework but can be reviewed, changed and adapted as necessary.  The Delivery Plan will be the day-to-day delivery tool.



	The consultation process at 6 weeks was not sufficiently flexible


	This was proscribed by national regulation.

	Key Question 1:

Has the Council correctly identified the District’s issues?

The general response was that the identified set of issues was accurate but either missed out, or did not sufficiently identify, the following:

· Impact of the proposals on the environment and the need to develop a green infrastructure network

· The forecast impacts of climate change and how the Strategy needs to respond in relation to more sustainable construction methods and promotion of renewable energy

· Healthy living and health inequality

· Social inequalities


	These matters have been better reflected in the proposed pre-submission Document.  The delivery planning mechanisms should also enable improved and better co-ordinated action.



	Key Question 2:

Has the Council identified the right aim and objectives for the Core Strategy?

Again the general response was in agreement but with the request for a more specific vision and emphasis on the issues raised under Key Question 2.  In addition the need for quality and innovation was also stressed


	The aim has been considerably extended to better describe the type of place the District should become by 2026 and the set of objectives extended to incorporate the matters raised.



	Key Question 3:

Are there any additional infrastructure issues that the Council should take into account?

The response covered the following:

The introduction of the high speed rail service to Dover may need to be supported by improved facilities for commuters.

Docks expansion will require new road infrastructure as will expansion of Whitfield.

Deal, and especially North Deal, needs improved access arrangements.

Health infrastructure should relate to the full range of services and not be focused solely on GP provision


	Agreed that improved facilities to support HS1 rail services and Docks infrastructure should be reflected in the Strategy.  An investigation into the constraints and opportunities at North Deal will be included in the Strategy.  It is proposed that, should such investigation show that the constraints can be moderated and that it would release viable potential for development, the matter would then be taken forward through the development of an Area Action Plan (a formal Development Plan Document pursuant to the Core Strategy). 

With regard to health infrastructure, the Government’s proposed changes to the South East Plan have given this term specific meaning and this will be used in the Strategy (adult care and general hospitals, mental hospitals, health centres/primary care trusts, ambulance services).



	Key Question 4:

Which of the four growth options best meets the objectives?
	The context for considering this question has changed considerably since the preferred options consultation.  At that time the South East Plan proposals reflected option 1 (the lowest of the four option which included provision for 6,100 homes), and the Panel report on the Examination in Public recommended to Government an increase in housing provision to 8,100 (equating to growth option 2).  Analysis in the Core Strategy preferred option document showed that the highest growth option (option 4, involving 14,000 homes) performed best overall but concerns about delivery by 2026 resulted in the identification of option 3 (10,000 homes) as the preferred option, with 4 as a longer term goal.  There was also an indication that there would be no objection if 10,000 was exceeded before 2026.  The Core Strategy was therefore proposing higher levels of growth than the South East Plan.

The Core Strategy also posed questions as to whether this was the best approach or whether option 4 should be identified as the basis for the Strategy, with a recognition that it might not all be achieved by 2026.  This would nevertheless provide certainty over what the Council wishes to achieve, a clear basis for investment decisions and flexibility.  A further alternative was to consider extending the Strategy’s time period to 2031.

Since the public consultation the Government accepted the Council’s bid to become a national Growth Point in July 2008.  The bid was based upon 10,000 homes to 2026 and supported by a wide range of bodies including the County Council, the Regional Development Agency and English Partnerships.  Just after this announcement the Government published its proposed changes to the South East Plan.  These increased the proposed housing provision to a minimum of 10,100 homes by 2026.  While there is a possibility that the South East Plan could change again in its final stage to adoption, these factors do give a strong indication of the Government’s approach towards the District.  These factors now, in effect, rule out options 1 and 2.  The issue is between options 3 and 4.

Results of consultation in relation to Key Question 4 and in relation to option preferences expressed against chapter 4 (which described the options) are as follows:

Option 1 – 1,594 in support (including 47 who preferred less or no housing) and no objections

Option 2 – 47 support (including 3 who preferred a level between options 1 and 2) and 11 objections

Option 3 – 40 support (including 3 who preferred a level between options 2 and 3) and 40 objections

Option 4 – 32 support (including 7 who preferred a level between option 3 and 4) and 36 objections.

These figures exclude any double counting (i.e. where the same person has expressed a preference more than once in relation to different parts of the Strategy).

The Whitfield Action Group and the Sholden Action Group both supported option 1.  Around 725 people supported the Whitfield Group in this and around 650 supported the Sholden Group.  Both Groups are opposed to any higher  growth for a mix of reasons including use of greenfield land, demands on infrastructure (and concern that infrastructure will not be delivered), a view that the evidence base does not support the need for any higher level of growth, housing should only be provided after jobs growth, any employment growth is more likely in low paid jobs which will not enable people to afford to buy a home, harmful impact on natural environment and existing communities.  The Whitfield Group also strongly felt that the Council’s decision should reflect public views, rather than any other factors and that the Council is going against the South East Plan.  There was a general concern from respondents who objected that the scale of development is overwhelming and a distaste for using greenfield land.

Appendix 1 shows that the opinion research indicates a different picture.  60% of respondents thought that the preferred option (option 3) was about right, 30% that it went too far and 10% that it did not go far enough.  The major drawback to option 3 was cited as greenfield land, with lower level concerns about pollution, migration and infrastructure.  The benefits were seen to be economic, housing and shopping.

The outcome of consultation on this issue seems to indicate that those who stand to be more directly affected by the proposals are opposed to higher levels of growth while a District-wide cross sectional view shows majority support for option 3.

A small number of people expressed a view on the approach the Council should take if it were to decide to base the Strategy on option 4.  Four supported the approach taken in the preferred option (10,000 could be exceeded by windfalls and the Strategy reviewed upwards at a later date) and 7 objected.  7 supported approach 2 (allocate land for option 4 but recognise that it may not all be achieved by 2026) and 3 objected.  Two people supported approach 3 (allocate land for option 4 and extend the time period to 2031) and 8 objected.

With regard to the evidence base:

· Further economic research by Roger Tym and Partners (Dover District Economic Review) confirms the Business Development Strategy’s findings that option 4 performs best from that point of view

· The Strategic Housing Market Assessment has shown that the need for affordable housing has quadrupled since the previous study.  Although option 4 will not solve this it will deliver more affordable homes in the longer term.

· Further assessment of retail potential associated with the four growth options has been undertaken and indicates that there is little significant difference up to 2016.  After 2016 the population is projected to grow under the higher options and by 2026 option 4 is forecast to support around 40% more additional shopping floorspace than option 1. 

· The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment’s interim finding is that there is a sufficient pool of land with potential for housing development to meet either option, although decisions on this will be taken mainly through the Site Allocations Document.

· The Water Cycle Study concludes that there are no water infrastructure issues that preclude either option 3 or 4.  

· The delivery planning work has not revealed any fundamental infrastructure barriers to either option.  Development at Whitfield* will, however, require major changes to the road network, including realignment of the A2.  This has to be recognised as a risk as the highway case has to be made that the proposal is required, justified, viable and has reasonable prospect of being delivered.

· Both options 3 and 4 involve development that the Habitat Regulations Assessment has shown may affect sites of international wildlife importance.  These impacts must be avoided, mitigated, or failing that, compensated.  The issue does not appear to be a deciding factor between the options.
· Sustainability appraisal and assessment under the Habitat Regulations, of the propose Core Strategy submission document are being undertaken.  This work could not be commenced until the draft of the Core Strategy became available and it is not, therefore, possible to include the appraisal and assessment with this report.  The full appraisal and assessment will be published with the Core Strategy.

*It should be noted that the Government Office and Home Builders Federation have pointed out that the Council should not include an allowance for windfall housing             as part of its housing provision proposals unless justified through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment process, nor for the re-use of vacant homes,.  This has the effect of reducing supply by 1800 homes and implies that land to both east and west of Whitfield will be needed to meet the 10,100 minimum target.  Both options 3 and 4 are therefore likely to be subject to the same road infrastructure issues.

With regard to the use of greenfield land, it should be borne in mind that there is no national policy objection to this; but there is a national target to achieve at least 60% of house building on brownfield land.  The District has in recent years used very little greenfield land for house building but this cannot remain the case.  To put the issue into perspective, the Council has achieved an average of 87% of housebuilding on brownfield land between 2002/03 and 2007/08.  While brownfield land can, in the short term, continue to provide the large majority of land for housebuilding it is not sufficient resource to support either options 3 or 4 in the longer term.  Indeed, the removal of any allowance for windfall sites and reduction in the number of vacant homes makes it highly likely that greenfield land would be required to support option 1.  The use of greenfield land is therefore unavoidable but the amount to be used does increase with the higher options. 

Taking account of all these factors, it is recommended that the submission version be based option 4 with 10,100 homes taken as the minimum requirement that should be met by 2026.  Owing to the current uncertainties regarding the total capacity of development sites that will only be resolved through the Site Allocations Document, it is recommended that the Strategy be cast in terms of making provision for up to 14,000 additional homes.  The proportionate split between areas of the District should be flexible enough to enable the Site Allocations Document to make full use of suitable housing land (informed by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment) so long as it is generally consistent with the Settlement Hierarchy.

This approach enables the Strategy to provide a clear picture of the long term goal and proposals.  It will provide certainty for the major investment decisions that have to be made and builds in flexibility to respond to uplift in housing provision through the next review of the South East Plan, without the need for immediate review of the Core Strategy.  This follows national guidance in PPS12 and should be broadly consistent with the emerging provisions of the South East Plan.  Although this will be against the large majority of responses to the consultation it will also provide clarity for the communities affected.



	Key Question 5:

If, after considering the results of consultation, the Council decides that option 4 is the most appropriate for the District, how should this best be set out in the Core Strategy?


	The recommended way forward has been included in the response and recommendation to the previous question.

	Key Question 6:

Is the Settlement Hierarchy appropriate for the District?


	There was general support for the structure of the settlement hierarchy but objection to some of the ways in which individual settlements had been classified.

There was, in particular objection to the proposal that built-up parts of parishes that are contiguous with urban areas should be considered, for planning purposes, as part of the urban area and not as villages.  This was raised in relation to Whitfield, Temple Ewell, River and Sholden.  While the local character and administrative arrangements of these areas are appreciated it is considered that, for the purposes of town planning, the overriding factor should be the built form of the area.  In all these cases built form is continuous with the urban area and there is a close functional relationship.  This approach is entirely consistent with that taken in the District Local Plan and is supported by the findings of the District Settlement Strategy.  It is also generally consistent with DEFRA’s urban/rural characterisation (as shown on the map included with the Public Opinion Research.  No change to the approach taken in the Preferred Options is therefore recommended.

There was also local opinion expressed that the position of various other rural settlements should change position in the Hierarchy.  These will be considered in relation to Chapter 5.



	Key Question 7:

How active should the Council be in seeking to implement the Core Strategy?
	There were not many responses to this question but those who did respond indicated the need for the Council to be very active in implementation and for generally a medium to high level of intervention to be necessary.  This approach has been carried through to the Delivery Plan part of the Strategy.

With regard to the Delivery Plan (chapter 8) it is proposed that this is developed to take account of issues raised in the consultation and the context set by the proposed changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy and to be more precise.  It should, however, remain at the level of a Framework which sets out the structure, principles and means of delivery and avoids a level of detail and precision that would quickly become outdated.  It is, therefore, also recommended, as mentioned above, that a free-standing Delivery Plan is developed that is consistent with the Framework and would contain the detail.  This Plan would be a living document that would drive day-to-day delivery and could be updated whenever necessary, but at least annually to tie in with the production of the LDF Annual Monitoring Report.


Chapter 2 - Introduction

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	The Government Office and English Partnerships both put forward general support for the approach and format of the Strategy document.


	This is welcomed.  The basic format will be kept for the pre-submission version although material that was only relevant to the preferred options format will be removed.

	A reference to risk factors and market conditions would be beneficial.


	It is agreed that risk factors should be set out but it is probably more appropriate for this matter to be dealt with in the Delivery Framework section.

	An Appendix setting out the evidence base would be helpful.
	It is agreed that this would be a helpful addition.


Chapter 3 – Why is Change Needed?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	More information on context and external influences would be beneficial.
	This is agreed.  The proposed pre-submission version fleshes this out and it is proposed to include additional graphic material to illustrate these aspects.



	There should be more emphasis on environmental issues, climate change, and Vision for Kent goals.


	This is agreed.  The Water Cycle Study and the Sustainable Construction and Renewable Energy Strategy provide helpful information and recommendations.

	There should be more emphasis on the historic environment and the role of the use of historic assets to support regeneration.


	This is agreed.  

	The importance and role of tourism is not sufficiently covered.


	This is agreed.  The Tourism Study produced as part of the evidence to support the Dover Waterfront project provides a good evidence base.

	There should be a more constant theme of carrying through issues identified in the early part of the Strategy through the rest of the Document.


	It is agreed that this aspect should be strengthened.

	Contingency planning should be considered.
	This is agreed and will be dealt with in the Delivery Framework and Plan.



	The issues at Sandwich run deeper than fine-tuning.  A masterplan approach is needed.
	This was not a widely held view but it is one that queries the basic approach towards Sandwich and requires consideration.  Opinion research indicated that residents were generally content with Sandwich bearing in mind that its size and function mean that it aims to cater for daily needs rather than providing higher order services and facilities.

The issues that it have been identified are more in the realm of improved management and operation rather than fundamental change.  It is not therefore considered that Sandwich requires the same type of approach as Dover or North Deal and that there is no need for the Strategy to be changed.




Chapter 4 – What is to be Done?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation



	The aim should set more of a vision of what the District will be like at the end of the plan period.


	It is agreed that the aim should be expanded to set out the features of the District in the future and some of the key changes that will occur.

	The Strategy’s objectives should be more locally distinctive and expanded to address

· Protection and enhancement of the intrinsic quality of the natural environment

· Protection and enhancement of the intrinsic quality of the historic environment

· Managing climate change and the use of natural resources

· The needs of an ageing population


	The preferred option objectives did not explicitly cover these matters because they are covered by the objectives of the sustainability appraisal, which the Strategy is judged against.  The Core Strategy should also be read in conjunction with the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy, which contains a comprehensive set of objectives.  The intention was to keep the set of Strategy objectives tight and related to specific issues faced by the District.  By adding more objectives in order to reflect all issues the danger is that the Strategy will simply repeat the 16 regional objectives.  It is, however, agreed that these are important matters that should be addressed by the Strategy’s objectives and that some additions and adjustments are desirable.  

Although not specifically raised in any comments, it is considered desirable to add objectives regarding the provision of infrastructure in all its forms, and the need for very active and interventionist public/private sector partnership to implement the Strategy.



	The concept of green infrastructure should be embedded in the Strategy and used to help assess and deal with the impacts of the plan’s proposals.


	This is agreed.  A green infrastructure framework will be included in the Strategy.  Where the Strategy’s proposals will add stress to the framework, the Strategy will also include avoidance, mitigation or compensation measures, as appropriate. 

	Objective 4 should also safeguard existing sport and recreational facilities and promote accessible facilities.


	Sport and recreational facilities are components of green infrastructure and accessible facilities will be promoted through changes to objective 8 regarding travel.

	Objective 8 regarding travel should also seek to reduce the need to travel.


	Agreed.

	Development at Whitfield will not help Dover.
	There is a risk that Whitfield could develop as a separate centre to Dover, but this is a manageable risk.  The Strategy will require that facilities provided at Whitfield should be of a type and scale to serve that neighbourhood, rather than the whole town.  In tandem the town centre must be strengthened and improved and public transport between Whitfield and the centre greatly improved.



	There was general support for the proposed distribution of growth throughout the District.


	This distribution will be carried forward into the pre-submission version of the Strategy.

	There was a strong concern that infrastructure should be provided before development.
	The general sentiment behind this concern is agreed and, indeed, policy CP6 states that planning permission will not be granted for development unless the necessary infrastructure is in place or that there is a mechanism to ensure that it will be provided when needed.  It is not realistic, efficient or even desirable to require infrastructure to be provided before it is needed, for example, there is no advantage in requiring a new school to be built before there are pupils. 



	Jobs should be created before housing growth.  There was strong concern, mainly voiced by the Whitfield Action Group, that the predicted jobs growth should be established before housing growth is pursued – certainly at the medium and high levels.  This was related to a concern, expressed quite widely, about the use of greenfield land before all brownfield land is used. 
	There is as much, although different, risk attached to pursuing a jobs before housing strategy.  A lack of sufficient and suitable housing could hold back job creation because of a lack of local labour, or increase in commuting, neither of which could be sufficiently compensated by an increase in local economic activity rates and unemployment rates (see the Business Development Strategy). 

Housing and jobs need to be planned together over the long term.  The emerging Regional Spatial Strategy recognises this in one of its objectives, which is to pursue a closer alignment between jobs and homes growth. 

The greenfield land issue has been addressed in a response to comments made against Chapter 1.



	The appraisal of the growth options against the Strategy objectives is based on subjective judgements and the conclusions are disputed.  (This was not a general view but one expressed by those representing the Whitfield area.) 
	The appraisal is based on judgement.  In some respects the conclusions are clear-cut but in others less so (and based upon likelihood) to the point where it is recognised that the outcome is uncertain.  In some cases the outcome will depend on measures built into the Strategy, especially the case with counteracting likely negative impacts.  The options appraisal was consistent with the Sustainability Appraisal and is considered to be reasonable.


Chapter 5 – Where Should it Happen?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	Whitfield, Temple Ewell and Sholden are not part of the urban areas and should be classified as villages.


	See response to this issue in Chapter 1.

	Preston and Capel should move up in the Hierarchy from a Village to a Local Centre.


	With regard to Preston it is considered that its profile fits better with that of a village rather than of a Local Centre owing mainly to the range of services that it offers that does not include a healthcare facility and that it is not served by a frequent bus service.  Its position as a village allows for the possibility of further housing development if suitable opportunities can be found through the Site Allocations Document.

The position with Capel is a little more finely balanced.  It does not have a healthcare facility but otherwise offers a range of services, including frequent bus service.  Its location close to Folkestone makes it questionable whether it actually acts to serve other nearby settlements in the way envisaged by the Settlement Hierarchy.  On balance it is was subsequently agreed at a meeting of Special Council on the 15th December 2008 that Capel-Le-Ferne would become a ‘Local Centre’.



	Shepherdswell, and St. Margaret’s should move down in the Hierarchy.


	While Shepherdswell does not have a frequent bus service it does have a good train service and in other respects fits the profile of a Local Centre.  It is recommended that it remains as a Local Centre.

St. Margarets fits aspects of the profile for a Local Centre but does not have a healthcare facility and only one shop.  It is also questionable whether, owing to its coastal location close to Dover, whether it acts to serve other nearby settlements in the way that, say, Ash or Wingham function.  On balance it is considered less likely and it is recommended that it is regarded as a village.



	In relation to commercial development jobs growth is not the only issue – the quality of jobs is very important.  The predictions are optimistic.  Jobs should come first and then housing.


	These matters are addressed in Chapter 6.

	There is no mention of the historic environment or promotion of walking and cycling in the Dover Action Points.


	These points will be incorporated into revisions to this section.

	The Deal Action Points do not mention the historic environment, the need for  road improvements or a masterplan.


	These matters will be addressed in the revisions to the Strategy.

	The Sandwich Action Points should consider transport issues and public realm improvements.


	The evidence base has not identified any specific issue to be addressed – see also response regarding the need for a masterplan.

	There was support for the Rural Action points regarding affordable housing and the role of in meeting overall housing provisions, although the Whitfield Action Group considered that there should be more development in the rural area.
	The support is noted.  The role of rural settlements in accommodating housing provision is carefully set out in national policy (PPS3).  It is considered that the Strategy makes sufficient allowance for development at rural settlements that is geared to supporting their particular functions.  National policy is quite clear that overall, development should be focused at urban areas and emerging Regional Spatial Policy SP3 reinforces this through its requirement to concentrate development within, or adjacent to, the region’s urban areas.



	The Key Diagram was generally considered to be helpful but there were views that it would benefit from being larger.
	Support for the general approach of the Key Diagram is noted.  It is intended to develop and refine the Diagram and to make it as large as possible.


Chapter 6 – When Should it Happen?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	The jobs forecast is over-optimistic.  There is no indication of the value of jobs (objectors, especially the Whitfield Action Group and Whitfield Parish Council) contend that the jobs will be low value, part-time and not capable of enabling people to purchase a home.  There is no prediction for jobs beyond 2106.
	The employment growth set out in the preferred option was based upon the Business Development Strategy.  The Strategy identified potential for jobs growth of between 4,000 and 5,000 by 2016.  The lower figure of 4,000 was agreed by SEEDA.  The Strategy identified the predicted growth sectors which included some, such as, hotel, catering and distribution that are associated with lower skilled and paid employment but also the financial and public services sectors that contain higher proportions of professional, managerial and technical jobs.  While the Core Strategy recognises that the District needs to increase the proportion of higher skilled and paid jobs, a variety of employment opportunities is necessary to enable more people to enter the active workforce – part-time jobs can be very helpful in this respect.

Since publication of the preferred option further research was carried out by Roger Tym and Partners (The Dover District Economic Review 2008).  This study updated and essentially verified the Business Development Strategy and also provided a jobs growth figure of some 6,500 to 2026.  This will be reflected in the revisions to the Core Strategy.



	The Strategy makes no link between development and the provision of infrastructure.
	This criticism is accepted.  Known infrastructure requirements will be identified in the revised Strategy and their relationship to the development programme set out.



	Brownfield land should be used first and greenfield only after this if it is needed.
	A response to this objection has been set out in the Preface section.  In summary, there is no national policy objection to the use of greenfield land.  There is a national target to ensure that 60% of housing development is on brownfield land, but this is an average and some areas will be over and others under, depending on local circumstances.  As part of this approach there is a requirement to try firstly to meet housing requirements through the best use of suitably located and appropriate brownfield land before considering the need for greenfield land.

The Council has undertaken extensive work on this and more is currently underway through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  All of this work shows that the Regional Spatial Strategy housing minimum requirement cannot be met without the use of greenfield land.  Indeed, other comments raised elsewhere point out that the Council was not justified in making any allowance for windfalls or the increased re-use of vacant homes, which means that greenfield land would be required to even meet the lowest of the growth options (6,100 homes).  Finally, the Council is required to prepare a Plan that will have a time horizon of at least 15 years from the date of adoption.  Sufficient land to meet housing requirements over that period must be identified at this stage.



	More information on the phasing of the strategic allocations should be provided.


	Further information will be provided to a level that is appropriate for a Core Strategy document.

	An employment/commercial floorspace trajectory should be provided in addition to the housing trajectory.  The need for any interventions should also be identified.


	An employment trajectory will be included in the pre-submission document.  The need for interventions will be considered and identified in the Delivery Framework and Plan.

	Targets should be strengthened and the Council should be very active in programme management.


	This is agreed but will be reflected more in other chapters.

	A five year supply of housing land should be identified.


	There is a national requirement for this but it would be more appropriate to demonstrate the five-year supply through the Site Allocations Document and the Delivery Plan.


Chapter 7 – How is it Going to Happen?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	There should be additional policies regarding tourism, transport, retail, climate change, sustainable development, protection of the countryside and protection of community facilities.
	The intention is to keep the set of Core Policies strictly limited to those that are specific to the delivery of the Strategy, rather than to have generalised policies.  Many of these matters are now more fully addressed through the Strategy itself, particularly through the infrastructure and delivery parts and through the Development Management policies.  It is not therefore considered necessary to include any further Core Policies on these issues.

	The interplay between jobs and housing targets should be made clearer.
	This would be very helpful and is agreed.  The revisions to the Strategy include a consideration of this but a final view on the most likely and reasonable relationship will be informed by the Employment Land Review.  The findings of this study are not available at the time of preparing this report but they will be available for the Council meeting.



	A target for the use of previously developed (brownfield) land for housing development should be included In policy CP1. 


	The Strategy will include a figure but it is considered that it is more appropriate to include it as a minimum target rather than as part of a policy.

	In order to comply with PPS3 and a recent legal judgement affordable housing requirements should be subject to an economic viability assessment to ensure that they are deliverable in local circumstances.


	This is more a matter for the Development Management policy on affordable housing but it is clear that policy requirements for the provision of affordable housing must have regard to economic deliverability.  At the time of preparing this report further advice is being sought from the Government Office on this matter. And will be available for the Council meeting.

	The Core Policies would benefit from reasoned justification rather than relying preceding parts of the Strategy. 


	This is agreed.

	There is concern over the placing of some villages in the Settlement Hierarchy.


	These matters are considered in chapter 5.

	The Strategy must avoid the likelihood of its proposals causing harm to nature conservation sites of international importance (Natura 2000 sites).


	This is agreed and measures have been built into the Strategy to address this – particularly through the green infrastructure network and the strategic allocations.

	Contrasting views were expressed over the proposed split of housing development amongt the various parts of the District.
	This matter is very much caught up in issues over proposed urban extensions using greenfield land although there was a general feeling that it was right to concentrate development at Dover.  This is really a consequence of decisions about the overall Strategy which have been discussed against the Preface section of this report.



	There was concern over the appropriateness of raising the possible requirement in policy CP5 for commuted sums from housing development at Dover in order to help housing renewal schemes in the town. 
	It is agreed that it is not appropriate to set this in policy and that it should be deleted.  It reflected a recommendation of the Panel report into the public examination of the South East Plan but this was not followed through in the Government’s proposed changes to that plan.  It should, however, be noted that national policy in PPS3 and related guidance, and the Council’s own Supplementary Planning Document on affordable housing both allow for the possibility of commuting affordable housing off site, but only as a last option and when fully justified by local circumstances.




Chapter 7 - Strategic Allocations

	Public Engagement Summary
	Response and Recommendation

	DDCs own evidence is not accurately reflected or addressed in the Core Strategy!


	The Evidence Base is available on the Internet the contents of which have been helped to identify the issues facing the District and to test different solutions – the options.

	Allocation of further development land north of Aylesham is sought, either as a strategic allocation under the Core Strategy or as a site allocation in the Site Allocations Document.
	This additional area of land was considered and rejected for development as part of the Local Plan Inquiry.  This area of land has been subsequently assessed against in the LDF process and rejected – see SA Report.

	There is a need to review what is considered to be a ‘strategic allocation’ (allocated within the Core Strategy) and a ‘site allocation’.
	The strategic allocations have been reviewed and it is still considered that there is a strong case for including the four strategic allocations which were identified at the Preferred Options stage.

	Unsure why strategic site allocations and corresponding policies have been included within the Core Strategy.
	In accordance with PPS12 Core Strategies may allocate strategic allocations where the sites are considered to be central to achieving the strategy.

	Massed housing at Whitfield will have no benefit to Whitfield or Dover. It will move the population out of the town, along with many shops and businesses, and result in buy to let landlords buying up properties in the town.
	Proposed development at Whitfield should be seen as part of an overall package of proposals and not as a single item.   Allied to this is the need to improve connectivity between Whitfield and Dover through a range of public transport and other accessibility improvements. 

	Any Masterplanning process must be carried out with full involvement of the Parish Council and other Local Groups and Residents.
	Agree.  The full involvement of the Parish Council and other interested parties in the masterplanning exercise is supported and to be encouraged.


Chapter 7 - River Dour

	Public Engagement Summary
	Response and Recommendation

	Support the intention to give prominence to the River Dour in future development.
	Support noted, however, it is recommended that the proposed policy regarding the River is moved to the Development Management section on the basis that the importance of the River is now more strongly reflected in the Dover part of the Strategy and that the policy does not sit comfortably with the strategic allocations.

	For the cycle path to be fully effective, it should be part of a network for the whole town and area.
	A cycling strategy for Dover has been prepared and is being implemented by KCC

	Lets support a good policy instead of criticising everything.
	Support noted

	Project must only be carried out if it is not funded by developer contributions from building unnecessary houses.
	Noted

	Policy is weak. There should be a presumption against development that does not achieve the objectives
	In a number of situations the River frontage is in private ownership hence the wording ‘wherever possible’.    

	Objectives of this policy are supported in terms of creating a pleasant environment in the public realm for walking, cycling and enjoyment of open space
	Support noted

	Complete agreement
	Support noted

	Welcome policy that will improve the wildlife potential of the river.
	Support noted

	Policy CP7 is most welcome.  A principle should be that properties face onto the river, not back on to it.
	Support noted.

	Policy should also include a statement to “Restore the River Dour where possible including un-culverting the river.” 
	Detailed point that is inferred by the policy.  The EA would be consulted on planning applications alongside the River and as such any works to unculvert the River would in any event involve their approval.

	Strongly supported as it has the potential to link development together and provide greater accessibility and connectivity.
	Support noted


Chapter 7 - Port of Dover

	Public Engagement Summary
	Response and Recommendation

	The Port expansion and the plans for Dover Waterfront must happen at the same time
	Agree

	Air Quality Management Areas must be taken into account when considering future development
	Air Quality is a major consideration and reference to this has now been made in the text.

	Sequential Test for this type of development must be undertaken
	A separate paper is being prepared on the Sequential Test to address this particular point.

	Disappointed that there was no long term solution in the Core Strategy for the problems of congestion along Townwall Street


	Recognises that there are long standing traffic management issues with Townwall Street the Council is actively lobbying the Highways Agency and Kent County Council about this particular issue.

	The Core Strategy understates the opportunity to develop the visitor economy of Dover and the potential for development of cultural and heritage attractions as a means to secure economic development and regeneration.
	The role of tourism in helping to regenerate Dover and acting as a catalyst for investment needs to be considered

	Policy CP8 should include leisure, factory outlet centres, entertainment facilities, over link, renewable energy and measures to tackle climate change
	Climate change will be identified as an environmental issue and policy and other aspects of the Strategy regarding sustainable construction and the use of renewable energy have been strengthened.

It is agreed that Dover Waterfront is suitable to accommodate a range of town centre uses provided that they are complementary to the centre and this will form the basis for the strategic allocation in the Core Strategy.

	The extent of the town centre should be extended to include Dover Waterfront
	National planning guidance in PPS6 indicates that it is not necessary for planning applications that are consistent with a development plan allocation to demonstrate need provided the proposed uses are complementary to a town centre.  On this basis it is considered better for the boundary of the town centre to remain unaltered and to reconsider the matter after the Waterfront is operational through a review of the Strategy.  


Chapter 7 - Mid Town

	Public Engagement Summary
	Response and Recommendation

	Very little account has been taken of the historic environment impacts of the proposed development
	In accordance with national policy the Council will need to take into account the impact of any development on a Scheduled Ancient Monument and archaeological discoveries.

	An Exceptions Test will need to be undertaken
	An Exception Test is being prepared for this site.

	College is common to all Options and is not a deciding factor in selecting a Preferred Option
	Agree that the College expansion is common to all options. 

	The creation of medium and high paid jobs in the District is essential otherwise people trained at the College will move out
	Agree.  This point has been addressed in the Business Development Strategy.  The College is seen as being a key component of the growth aspirations for Dover and the District as a whole. 

	Larger retail units in Mid Town will drag shoppers away from Market Square
	Disagree. The initial feasibility study that was undertaken indicated that larger retail units would be more viable and beneficial to the town.

	Dover has insufficient car parking now and the expansion of housing and businesses will make this more essential
	A car parking strategy has now been prepared by Peter Brett Associates that has investigated the current and future need for car parking provision. 

	Mid Town should incorporate renewable energy initiatives and measures to tackle climate change
	Climate change will be identified as an environmental issue and policy and other aspects of the Strategy regarding sustainable construction and the use of renewable energy have been strengthened

	Over intense development of Mid Town would mean losing the attractive historic environment and retail space when there are significant development opportunities in upper and lower town
	The initial feasibility study that was undertaken indicated that larger retail units would be more viable and beneficial to the town.  The Core Strategy has sought to create a less linear and a more compact town centre that ends at Mid Town.  Proposals for the redevelopment of the Charlton Green area can be dealt with outside of the Core Strategy.

	No mention of the future of the Bowling Club which provides an accessible facility for all ages
	It is accepted that the bowling club provides a valuable local community resource.  Need to consider in detail the existing uses on the site and will involve interested parties as part of the development of the masterplan.  


Chapter 7 - Connaught Barracks

	Public Engagement Summary
	Response and Recommendation

	New buildings must acknowledge the historic context in terms of layout, materials and design


	Support noted.  These points will be picked up as part of the development of a masterplan and detailed design work.



	There may well be elements of the current military establishments that can me used by the developer
	Noted.

	Support the long term management of the whole of the Fort
	Noted.



	Could the site be used for a new hospital?


	PCT/EKHT have undertaken a separate consultation on the most appropriate place for a new community hospital. A range of alternative sites were investigated and it has now been agreed that the most appropriate place for a new community hospital is Mid Town

	Fort Burgoyne offers a major opportunity.  New buildings must respect the historic context
	Agree. These points can be picked up as part of the detailed masterplaning exercise

	Residential development should be allowed to take place on the playing fields


	Disagree that residential  development should be allowed on the playing fields as initial discussions with English Heritage has indicated that the playing fields are important for the setting of the Scheduled Ancient Monument.

	Important that any development does not compromise views of Dover Castle and the AONB


	Agree generally.  Additional work has now been undertaken on Green Infrastructure has now been incorporated in the revised version of the Core Strategy.  Alternative uses have been investigated.  The use of the site for exemplar sustainable urban residential development is considered to best fit with the site’s location and characteristics. 



	Attention to safeguarding and enhancing existing recreation facilities is welcomed along with the upgrading of existing facilities and retaining the pedestrian link to the playing fields


	Support noted.

	Policy CP10 should be amended to acknowledge views into and out to the AONB


	The need to take into consideration views to and from the AONB is a national requirement – see Green Box in the Development Management Section – which means that there is no need to repeat national policy in Policy CP10.

	Policy CP10 should promote the incorporation of renewable energy initiatives and measures to tackle climate change


	Noted and generally agreed.  Climate change will be identified as an environmental issue and policy and other aspects of the Strategy regarding sustainable construction and the use of renewable energy have been strengthened.



	Policy CP10 needs to address the impacts on European protected sites
	A Green Infrastructure Plan has now been prepared which addresses the point raised.

	Policy CP10 makes no reference to the contributions required by the Police
	Accepted that police and emergency services are an essential part of a much wider community facilities no details have been provided as part of this representation to justify the need to request contributions towards additional Police provision.


Chapter 7 - Whitfield

	Public Engagement Summary
	Consideration

	Building 2,024 houses will more than double the size of Whitfield and would be bigger than Sandwich Town. Houses will be built on the open countryside destroying Whitfield’s rural aspect.


	Whitfield should be seen as part of an overall package of proposals and not as a single item.  No other better alternative options have been identified.  The Core Strategy does not propose a new town at Whitfield, although it recognises that this is something which must be guarded against through transport improvements.

	Whitfield will be surrounded by a building site for 20 years. House prices will inevitably fall while the Village suffers from disruption that will be worse than during the Gas Works that were carried out a year ago. Community services will be overloaded and under-funded, the roads gridlocked by the extra traffic.
	The new housing development will involve new infrastructure and it will be essential that this is carefully managed in a comprehensive manner with all of the service providers to ensure that disruption is kept to a minimum. The Council does take infrastructure issues very seriously.  The proposed pre-submission version of the Core Strategy includes a revised delivery plan chapter accompanied by a more detailed delivery plan.  

	There are numerous archaeological sites known from the area and its immediate environs
	Any development will need to undertake archaeological investigations and where appropriate, any adverse affects will need to be mitigated against.

	…very helpful supporting statements In particular those aimed at creating a balanced sustainable settlement that provides opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport are commended.
	Support noted.

	Whitfield does not contain the Business Park, Tesco or Archers Court School. It is the PARISH OF WHITFIELD that contains these!
	Noted

	The fact that the Business Park is part of Urban Dover does not mean that all the other parts of the Parish are part of Urban Dover!  All the various elements that are within the Parish of Whitfield should be classified on their own merits in the settlement hierarchy
	It is not so much the proximity of Whitfield to Dover that has led the Council to consider it as part of the urban area, rather it is the physical continuity of built form… for planning purposes it is the physical pattern of development that has been taken to determine the extent of the urban boundary.  

	The Doctors surgery is not part time it is a branch of the main surgery in Dover. Surgeries are held 5 mornings a week and a full service is offered to those fortunate enough to be registered with the practice.
	The District Council has consulted the PCT who are responsible for health care provision as part of the initial masterplanning exercise that involved the local community and interested parties. A new Doctor’s surgery would need to be provided; the exact position and size of this facility would be determined when additional masterplanning is undertaken. 

	Whitfield is not the only feasible location for an urban extension; it is in fact the option that maximises developer profits.
	Whitfield should be seen as part of an overall package of proposals and not as a single item.  No other better alternative options have been identified.  

	… each area should take a fair percentage so that no single area is overburdened and changed beyond recognition.
	The Proposed Changes to the RSS has identified Dover as the main area for concentrating growth. Whitfield will change but a key priority will be to ensure that any changes fully involve the existing residents and that the new development knits together with the existing settlement.

	… apart from Connaught Barracks, Whitfield offers the only feasible opportunity for an urban extension.
	Support noted.

	DDC have laid the foundations for reducing the amount of affordable housing in any Whitfield development for cash in lieu payments from developers. How would this ensure sufficient affordable housing at Whitfield for the people of Whitfield?
	The amount of affordable housing and community facilities, which would be required for the expansion of Whitfield, will be considered further as part of the proposed master planning exercise.

	Preferred option for Whitfield is Option A
	Noted

	The proposed massive development of Whitfield cannot create either a balanced or sustainable settlement. It is likely to create 2 separate communities and to disrupt and alienate the present balanced and sustainable community for 20 years while building works take place creating a second settlement.
	A key requirement of the managed expansion of Whitfield is that it is knitted together with the existing settlement. 



	Preferred option for Whitfield is Option B
	Noted

	Option 1 is the best for people in Whitfield, NO DEVELOPMENT!!
	Noted

	…the draft Core Strategy implies that development west of Whitfield is ‘all or nothing’. This ignores the potential for a small scale, self contained release of land which can be accommodated without major additional infrastructure requirements.
	It is considered essential that if additional development is planned for Whitfield that it is undertaken in a comprehensive manner rather than on a piecemeal basis.  This will ensure that infrastructure is planned and delivered in a comprehensive manner.



	Support for this option (option 1). It is the only acceptable option for the Village of Whitfield.
	Noted

	Inclusion of the local community in the Masterplanning process has so far been a token gesture. The latest proposals in the Masterplan Report are the pre-determined plans of the consultants and do not take into account the input of the local residents from the Workshop.
	The local community and interested parties have been involved in both masterplanning exercises.  The engagement of the local community is considered to be an essential component of the plans for Whitfield.  



	Support Option C - Land to the east of Whitfield
	Support noted.

	Any large scale development of Whitfield will conflict with Development Management Policies

	The Strategic Allocations all have individual policies, which seek to pick up the unique issues facing that particular site.  Therefore, when a planning application is submitted to the District Council after the Core Strategy has been Adopted, it will need to comply with the Development Management policies in the Core Strategy.

	Strong objections are raised to Option D on the grounds that the inevitable delay in the provision of the Western by Pass might prevent deliverability in the Plan Period
	Noted

	Insufficient jobs to the area at the moment - need to create more jobs
	The Business Development Strategy has undertaken an assessment of the number of jobs and housing targets.

	No large scale building should take place on greenfield sites until all other brownfield and derelict sites have been exhausted.
	In order to reach the RSS targets it will be necessary to develop on Greenfield land as there is simply not enough previously developed land.

	Stop ignoring the wishes of the people of Whitfield.…These plans can only be detrimental to the quality of life for the existing people of the village and will cast a huge shadow over the place for many years into the future. It is not right to impose these plans and bully the existing population.
	Everyone’s views are taken into account.   The Council does, however, have to base its decisions on many factors including, national policy, the Regional Spatial Strategy, research studies, the views of individuals and community groups, business views and public opinion research.  The Council’s decisions may not reflect the views of some groups but that does not mean that they were ignored.

	The Preferred Option for Whitfield should be changed to Option E, which reflects the recommended adoption of Option 4
	The revised Core Strategy now includes land to the west of Whitfield.

	I went to the workshop and can say that there was no design involved in it. The whole process was stage managed by the consultants who had a design template that was pre-designated.
	The masterplanning exercises sought to fully involve the local community and interested parties. WSP who facilitated the workshop used the principles of good urban design from ‘Manual from Streets’ which is a nationally recognised example of how street design and layout can create better places.  This publication has been endorsed by the Department of Communities and the Department of Transport. 

	There are no benefits to releasing land to the West of Whitfield. The A2 needs dualling and re routing now, and should not be dependant on building unnecessary housing. If this development also took place the extra volume of traffic created could not be accommodated in the District even with a new A2.
	Both the Highways Agency and Kent Highway Services were fully involved in the Dover Transport Study.  All of the LDF options were tested using the transport model and a range of measures have been identified and will need to come forward in order to accommodate the level of housing provision that has been identified in the Core Strategy.

	Any Masterplanning process must be carried out with full involvement of the Parish Council and other Local Groups and Residents. Local Residents views must be given full weight and not vetoed by the District Council and the consultants that will be brought in to run the whole process.
	The masterplanning that has been undertaken has involved a range of stakeholders - PCT, Water companies, education etc.  The views expressed by these organisations are very important and it is considered important that these are shared with the local community.  

	The Strategic Allocations Masterplans provide a valuable opportunity for community and multi-disciplinary professional engagement on place shaping in general and infrastructure requirements in particular.
	Support noted

	Provision of a second Primary School would have to be carefully planned and phased so it does not detract from or compete with the existing Primary School. This document does not address this issue.
	This is a detailed point which will need to discussed with KCC Education as part of the masterplanning work that needs to be undertaken.



	The Council may well support provision of more GP capacity for Whitfield, but they also know that the PCT will not provide early or adequate provision of them and that developer contributions cannot fund the service.
	The need for a new GP surgery was highlighted and incorporated into the masterplan and is considered to be a key requirement for the future development proposals at Whitfield.



	The need to accommodate community facilities is supported as they are crucial to ensuring the delivery of a fully sustainable urban expansion.
	Support noted.

	The proposed area for the open space is near to the Parish Recreation Ground, and would duplicate this, while DDC plan to close the Guilford Avenue play area at the other end of the Village.

	The masterplanning exercise identified an area of open space adjacent to the Parish Recreation Ground as a way of enhancing the amount of land and facilities that would be available to local residents.  Guilford Avenue play area does not have the benefit of offering a secure and safe play area in terms of informal surveillance.  

	The original proposal was to relocate the Brownie hall. I see this has now been diluted to them sharing the new community hall.
	This is one of the options that will need further investigation as part of the additional masterplanning with the local community.

	This (new arm) may be cheaper for the developers, but does little to address the problems of new traffic using the existing Napchester Road, Sandwich Road and Archers Court Road access points.
	The Dover Transportation study has investigated the impact of the proposed development on the immediate and surrounding road network.

	Painting white lines on the roundabout will have little effect…. Tree thinning on the roundabout will do little to alleviate the problems.  Traffic lights will add to the overall delays and traffic queuing at the roundabout.
	These are all options that have been identified in the Dover Transportation Study which have proved to be successful elsewhere.



	Small village roads are unable to take volume of traffic heading away from Whitfield at rush hours.
	The Dover Transportation Study has investigated the impact of the various LDF options on the road network. The Dover Transportation Study has concluded that whilst the existing road network has capacity a number of junctions need to be improved.

	We support the proposed Whitfield development, including Option 4.
	Support noted.

	Loss of Greenfield land cannot be compensated for by allocating other Greenfield land as compensatory open space!
	A Green Infrastructure Plan has now been prepared and incorporated into the revised Core Strategy.  



	Whitfield does not have good public transport links to the town of Dover and the topography makes walking and cycling between the two unattractive, increasing the risk that new residents will look more to Canterbury for their local services rather than travelling to the town
	Improvements are needed to improve the connectivity between Whitfield and Dover Town Centre and this is seen as an extremely important priority and will need to happen alongside any development at Whitfield. 



	Whitfield occupies a visually prominent and sensitive location and the integrity of its wider landscape setting and character that is currently subject to SLA designation should be specifically recognized and safeguarded
	Ensuring that any development is integrated into the wider landscape setting can be addressed through the masterplanning exercise and the detailed planning application.  



	Ensuring that any development is integrated into the wider landscape setting can be addressed through the masterplanning exercise and the detailed planning application.  
	A SHLAA is in the process of being undertaken and the high level conclusions have helped to inform the revised Core Strategy.  

	…the community will bear the blunt of the pro growth hopes of Dover District Council when it is of unproven needs and presents a great risk of sprawling greenfield estates distant from public transport.
	The Proposed Changes to the RSS have identified Dover as the main area for concentrating growth.  Whitfield will change but a key priority will be to ensure that any changes fully involve the existing residents and that the new development knits together with the existing settlement. 

	Must regenerate Dover first. Nothing here for the visitors, derelict houses are boarded up which should be targeted first and to add so many houses will only add to the decline
	Agree that Dover is not fulfilling its full potential and it must be regenerated.  It is, however, important to not view the plans for Whitfield in isolation as they are part of a much wider package of measures intended to deliver the vision that has been set out in the Core Strategy. 

	The facility to provide a commuted sum for the off site provision of affordable homes, in relation to the proposed development at Whitfield, is supported.
	Support noted.

	Foul sewer capacity assessments have indicated that there is no capacity to accommodate the proposed development at Whitfield. Major off site works are required.
	The infrastructure and delivery plan has been revised to cover these points.

	Overall KHS believe that the proposal for expansion at Whitfield is dealt with in a balanced and sensitive manner without commitments that would bring about unacceptable consequences. The transport concerns are apparent and the message is clear in that it is possible to ‘unlock’ and realise this development potential but there are a number of obstacles that will need to be countered and appropriate mitigation measures will need to be forthcoming.
	Support noted.

	Support for the proposals for the expansion of Whitfield to include provision for pedestrian and cycle access to the existing settlement and the White Cliffs Business park as this will ensure connectivity and encourage healthier lifestyles, as well as increasing accessibility.
	Support noted.

	…would like to see reference in this policy to the provision of sport and recreational facilities and open space as part of securing community infrastructure for the new housing development.

	Policy CP11 has been amended to reflect this.


Chapter 8 – Delivery Plan – who does what, when?

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	There is a need to further develop the Delivery Plan and to review it regularly.
	This is agreed and was always the intention.  A general response to this matter has been made under the Preface section.

It is also recommended that the Delivery Framework is developed to consider matters such as infrastructure requirements, critical path, risks and contingencies and indicates current degrees of commitment by partners.



	It would be helpful if the role of the various partner organisations could be explained.


	This is agreed.

	The delivery mechanisms need more precision and emphasis.


	Further detail will be provided where possible and appropriate to the strategic level of the document.

	The targets table should set out the baseline position rather than just future targets.
	This is agreed.


Chapter 9 – Development Management Policies

	Public Engagement Summary


	Response and Recommendation

	The overall issue in this chapter concerns differing views on the need for policies. While there was a great deal of support for the inclusion of the policies and a call for further ones (regarding renewable energy, tourism, equine issues, the elderly, skills and parking) there was also criticism that several did no more than repeat national policy and should be removed.


	The objective of this section in the Core Strategy is to put into practice the Government’s request not to merely repeat national or regional policy.  That policy is already set out and can be used in decision making.  Local policies should only be provided when they add to national or regional policy. 

This is a significant break from Local Plans, which became very cumbersome encyclopaedic.  Agreement to retain policies that do not add anything or to include new policies when not really needed would run counter to national guidance and to the approach that the Council is trying to take.

It is considered that there is no need to include new policies regarding matters put forward in the representations as there are no unique issues in the District to warrant this.

It is also considered that some of the policies in the preferred options can be safely removed.  The main reasons for this are that the Regional Spatial Strategy is now very close to completion and includes policies on many matters.  In addition, the Core Strategy is proposed to be changed in a way that covers some of the matters.  

The Development Management policies that have been put forward in the representations for removal and the recommended approach is as follows:

DM1 and DM2 (quality of design issues) – these can be deleted as their subject matter will be dealt with in a more localised way in a Core Policy.

DM3 (sustainable construction) – can be deleted as it will be covered by a Core Policy and specific requirements in the Strategic Allocations

DM10 (gypsies and Travellers) – should be retained as there is a national requirement to have a criteria based policy.

DM12 and DM13 (accommodation for dependant relatives) – these matters are not covered to such detail by national and regional policy and these should be retained.

DM14 (residential institutional uses) – it is agreed that this is a very generalised policy that could be removed.

DM15 (developments that generate travel) – this policy is related to the District’s specific urban boundaries and village confines and it is considered should be retained.

DM16 (roadside services) – this policy does relate to the specific circumstances of the District and should be retained.

DM17 (telecommunications) – this is a generalised policy based on PPG8 and should be removed.

DM18 (countryside protection) – the policy does covers in a way that provides a local approach to countryside protection, based on a specific definition of countryside.  It is considered that it should be retained.

DM19 (landscape character) – the policy was intended to give effect to the use of the Council’s landscape character assessment but this was not emphasised sufficiently.  It is considered the policy should be amended and retained.

DM20  (biodiversity and geology) – this policy has been overtaken by policy NRM5 in the proposed changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy.  It is agreed that the policy can be removed.

DM21 (pollution) – pollution is addressed by policies in the Regional Spatial Strategy and in national policy.  It is agreed that the policy does not add to this and should be removed.

DM23 (ponds and lakes) – general protection is now provided through policy NRM1 in the Regional spatial Strategy and it is agreed that this policy should be removed.

DM24 (historic parks and gardens) – this is a localised policy that relates specifically to the identified parks and gardens in the District which would otherwise not be protected to such a degree.  The policy also fits well with the more general policy BE6 in the Regional Spatial Strategy.

DM25 (shopfronts) – although dealing with the general matter of shopfront desisn the policy does offer helpful guidance not specifically dealt with elsewhere and it is considered that the policy should be retained.

DM26 (security shutters and grills) – the considerations are the same as for DM25 and it is considered that the policy should be retained.  It may, however, be possible to amalgamate it with DM25.

DM31 (Open space and outdoor recreation) – although based around the considerations of PPG17 the policy does set out a local approach towards open space and recreation and the policy should be retained.  It was originally intended that changes to open space sites shown on the proposals map would be made via this policy in the Core Strategy.  It would, however, be more appropriate that they be made through the Site Allocations Document.

 

	Policy DM3 regarding sustainable construction tended to gain strong support from environmental interests but caution from developers and industry professionals due to concern about the economic viability of delivery.
	This is an issue that is now much more reflected in the Strategy itself.  The Sustainable Construction and Renewable Energy Strategy has identified specific potential in the District for some higher standards but it, at the time of preparing this report, the matter has not been finalised.  It is proposed that the Strategy will include some standards that are in advance of national requirements but their exact nature has not yet been finalised.  This will be one of the matters that it is proposed will fall under the delegated decisions in the recommendation to Council.



	There was some concern that policy DM4 regarding settlement confines sought no change to the Local Plan boundaries.
	It is proposed to clarify the text on this point.  Changes to these boundaries will be made in order to accommodate any allocations made through the Core Strategy itself and the Site Allocations Documents.  Ordnance survey based plans will be included in these documents to show any proposed allocations and, therefore, the way in which the boundaries will need to be changed.



	Policy DM7 should be broadened from just employment uses.
	The policy concerns new buildings in the rural areas.  While the text relates to business development the policy was expressed in narrower terms.  It is recommended that this the policy reference is suitably broadened.



	Policy DM8 regarding affordable housing attracted both support and objection to its proposal to seek financial contributions from developments of under 15 homes.  An issue has also been raised regarding the economic viability of delivering the policy’s requirements.
	The housing Market Assessment has identified that the need for affordable housing has increased fourfold since the last study in 2003.  In these circumstances it is considered justified to ask all market housing to make a contribution towards the provision of affordable homes.

A recent legal judgement has endorsed the advice in national guidance that policies for affordable housing should have regard to the economic viability of delivering the requirements as well as the need for the housing.  This may require the policy to undergo an economic viability assessment which could potentially lead to a need to vary the requirement.  




