Dover District Council,

Forward Planning,

White Cliffs Business Park,

Dover Kent

CT16  3PJ                                                                                  6th May 2008
By post and e mail: 

forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk
Dear Sirs,

Planning for the Future: Dover District Local Development Framework 

Consultation response from Deal and Walmer Chamber of Trade

Introduction:

Thank you for inviting responses to this consultation document. Deal and Walmer Chamber of Trade is the cohesive voice of business in the area, seeking to attract additional investment into Deal and Walmer, and to promote it as a place where people will want to live, work and visit. Deal and Walmer Chamber of Trade represents literally hundreds of commercial enterprises which collectively make a significant contribution to local employment and to the economic prosperity of east Kent.

Changes to the national planning system have led to the phasing out of Local Plans and their replacement by LDFs, which contain a suite of Local Development Documents. These documents are very important for local businesses as they set out the future pace, scale, pattern and quality of development in Dover District. We have reviewed the LDF proposals, and have held two formal consultation meetings with members. We have also sought feedback on our early consultation responses through two separate articles in the East Kent Mercury in March and April 2008, and have discussed the issues in depth at our Directors’ meeting last month.

Summary:

Four options for growth to 2026 are being considered. Although the Council would like to aim for the high growth proposal (Option 4) in the longer term – 15,600 more people and 14,000 new homes, it is the medium-high growth proposal (Option 3) for 6,700 more people and 10,000 new homes that is its preferred choice. But even this could mean 3,200 fewer children, and 1,700 less people of working age in Dover District.

The discussion at the Chamber breakfast meeting focused on Deal and Walmer town centers (as opposed to the wider Dover district), and on the Council’s preferred Option 3-4, which is the medium-high growth proposal for 1,600 new homes but no population growth in Deal, and the top five key messages emerging from our breakfast meeting are:

(i) Master Plan for Deal and Walmer. While a comprehensive master plan is proposed for Dover, the future growth in Deal (Sholden) and Walmer is un-planned, ‘developer led’ and entirely on greenfield sites. This is unsustainable, not least because there are insufficient community facilities in middle and north Deal, and few employment opportunities in the town. A Deal master plan in the LDF would enable growth to be planned in a more considered manner, ensuring infrastructure can be provided upfront and in the most appropriate places, for example a new link road between the proposed employment sites at Minters Yard and Albert Road, would create better business opportunities and avoid the need for heavy goods vehicles to pass through residential areas like Southwall Road. It would also enable better forward planning for essential infrastructure and flood defences.
(ii) Retail development. Despite acknowledging the existing shopping centres in Dover and Deal need significant improvement, the primary and secondary retail frontages are very tightly drawn in the LDF, leaving little or no opportunity for further expansion. We would welcome an increase in defined secondary retail frontage in Deal town centre, and would ask for this to be supported by affordable, and centrally located new car parking.
(iii) Housing growth. The Council’s preferred Option 3, medium-high growth proposal could still mean 3,200 fewer children, and 1,700 less people of working age in Dover District over lifetime of the Plan, which is unlikely to deliver stable levels of economic activity or prevent further school closures. Because of this, we would welcome further new housing on brownfield land, and other less rural land, preferably in the north Deal area.
(iv) Leisure. The LDF states that more leisure facilities are required, and while we support this principle, we also believe the LDF should help maximise the opportunities presented by existing facilities such as the Royal Cinque Ports Golf Club. If the Open Golf Championship was hosted in Deal, it could attract over £45 million in new business to the local economy, delivering a significant return on investment in the essential infrastructure required to realise this opportunity – namely a branch road from the A258 to middle Deal and the Golf Club, and a new railway halt at the existing staff stop at Red House Lane, both of which could be raised to create bunds which could then double as flood defences for the whole town.

(v) Developer Contributions. While we accept the district’s housing market is weaker than Kent as a whole, and average house prices and sales prices are lower, at £4,290 the level of developer contribution for each new house proposed for Dover District, is around £10,000 less than for other towns in east Kent such as Canterbury and Ashford, and this is unsustainable. We would welcome an increase in developer contributions of around £10,000, (£14,290 in total) to be spent on the enhanced A258 road and rail infrastructure, as well as flood defences.

Responses to Formal LDF Consultation questions:

1. Has the Council correctly identified the Districts issues?

1. 1The LDF identifies the following key issues:

· The proportion of people over 65 is set to double between now and 2026, and the total population is likely to fall.

· The population also suffers from a much higher than average incidence of long-term illness.

· Ethnic minorities are growing, from 1.5% of the population in 2001, to 5.5% today.

· The district’s housing market is weaker than Kent as a whole, and average house prices and sales prices are lower.

· There is insufficient choice of housing to meet existing needs in terms of affordability, type, size and quality.

· There is a good supply of land for development which would create jobs, but the infrastructure needs to be improved.

· Shopping centres in Dover and Deal need significant improvement, and more leisure facilities are required.

· Outdoor areas need more resources to reach their full potential.

· Dover town centre is under-performing and losing ground to other towns, and Dover has high areas of disadvantage.

· There are insufficient community facilities in middle and north Deal, and few employment opportunities in the town.

· Sandwich town centre is losing its vibrancy and the outstanding heritage qualities of the town need protecting.

· Confidence among local businesses is high and the new high-speed service to London from the end of 2009 will transform rail travel.

· Private investors are showing considerable interest in the District.

1. 2 There is no difference in terms of the numbers of houses being proposed for Deal and Walmer between Option 3 ‘medium high’ growth proposal, and Option 4 ‘high growth’ proposal. In essence, Option 3 for 1,600 homes is a ‘high growth’ proposal for Deal and Walmer, but even this falls short as it does not support any population growth, or any significant employment growth in the town. 
1.3. We are unconvinced that the core strategy is properly balanced in establishing the relationship between job creation and housing need. A realistic increase in employment prospects in Deal must precede significant expansion of housing stock both within and outside the present built up area, and essential infrastructure needs to be provided upfront. 

1.4. As stated in the summary, the Council’s Options 3 or 4, could still mean 3,200 fewer children, and 1,700 less people of working age in Dover District over lifetime of the Plan, which is unlikely to deliver stable levels of economic activity or prevent further school closures. Because of this, we would welcome further new housing on brownfield land, and other less rural land, preferably in the north Deal area.
1.5. We believe that the core strategy is fundamentally flawed because it is not a strategy for sustainable community, but a plan based on ‘quick wins’ without due consideration being given to the attractive coastal and rural setting of Deal and Walmer, or its heritage and historic grain.

1.6. Again, as stated in the summary, while a comprehensive master plan is proposed for Dover, the future growth in Deal (Sholden) and Walmer is un-planned, ‘developer led’ and entirely on greenfield sites. This is unsustainable, not least because there are insufficient community facilities in middle and north Deal, and few employment opportunities in the town. A Deal master plan in the LDF would enable growth to be planned in a more considered manner, ensuring infrastructure can be provided upfront and in the most appropriate places, for example a new link road between the proposed employment sites at Minters Yard and Albert Road, would create better business opportunities and avoid the need for heavy goods vehicles to pass through residential areas like Southwall Road. 
1.7. Creative and comprehensive forward planning is essential if the integrity of the town is to be maintained and the community expanded in a balanced way. If the aim of the Framework is to achieve maximum potential for the whole District, more attention needs to be given to an overall plan for Deal that takes account of all land in public and private ownership. Most importantly, flood risk issues would best be addressed by a proper Master Plan.  We acknowledge that a Master Plan for Deal and Walmer might require a high level of public sector intervention to ensure that essential infrastructure is provided before new development is completed, (such as land acquisition, and decontamination, creation of development partnerships and so on), but it should be possible to recoup these costs from subsequent Developer contributions, as long as the Dover DC tariff is set at an appropriate level.
(Please cross refer to section 4, below).
2. Has the Council identified the right aim and objectives for the Core Strategy?

2. 1 The analysis shows there will be a doubling of people in the 65 + age group and a reduction in the number of children. This has a fundamental impact on the nature of the housing required.  More imaginative housing developments will be needed within the community to enable senior citizens to maintain independent living. The housing requirement is for smaller units but the projected plans for Deal appear to be for family houses on the outskirts of the town. There appears to be an inherent contradiction in the strategy between demographic projections and planned housing need. 

2.2. There is an ageing population in Deal and Walmer. The town needs more support to attract young people. If nothing is done, then in the longer term the town may be less vibrant and will become wholly reliant on visitor trade. Deal needs growth. With no growth, around 6,000 people would need to relocate to support the analysis of changing demographics. This is because people want to move, but require smaller homes – not family units. 

2.3. There is a fundamental relationship in Deal between future demography, residential care provision and the fact that the care industry is a major employer. This is not examined in the strategy but is crucial to future development. With new stringent standards for residential care homes, there may in fact be a decline in that provision and a subsequent loss of employment opportunity in the town.

2.4. In essence, we need to match economic growth with housing need, but there is not enough housing growth proposed for Deal to sustain its economic growth. Currently we are reliant on Pfizer in Sandwich, and the Port of Dover for local employment. We support the Port expansion, which could bring an addition 460 new jobs, and the planned Phase II at Whitfield Business Park which should provide 2,600 new jobs. 
2.5. We need to phase both housing growth and job growth, to deliver a sustainable community. We need to provide to provide incentives for new small businesses in Deal, and to attract skilled workers to provide the momentum for growth in secondary employment opportunities (support services), such as building maintenance, domestic service and social care. 
2.6. Improvements in communication technology already mean the town is attracting a growing population of younger outworkers, as well as professional people who can work from home, but this growth needs to be supported with better skills and training facilities in order to prevent Deal from becoming a ‘commuter town’.
3. Are there any additional infrastructure needs that the council should take into account?
3.1. The report says that the district must address more localised needs for employment, housing and community facilities at Deal. More account needs to be taken of what “Urban scale development” means.
3.2. All preliminary reviews of proposed developments must ensure that all elements of necessary infrastructure are appropriately sized, costed, and installed upfront for each development. 

3.3. A clear example of this is the relationship of the Minter’s Yard development to the proposed new housing stock in the Sholden area. There is already a severe traffic situation in Middle Deal and the development of both these projects would lead to intolerable levels of congestion, pollution, and environmental damage. It is not clear that the Minter’s Yard development is part of a planned initiative for employment in Deal. Nor has it yet been demonstrated that the housing stock provided in the Sholden area is appropriate to the future housing and employment needs of the town.

3.4. In general terms, we do not believe the employment sites are appropriate, and better alternatives could be found. For example, there are three sites proposed for rural employment within the confines of Mongeham village. Two are in farm yards in Cherry Lane and on the outskirts, but Stalco yard is allocated for housing use when it is already in employment use! Similarly, the Minters Yard development proposal stops short of a linkage with Albert Road, which is clearly ideal for employment use, but which has presumably been excluded because it is in the ‘blue zone’ even though it would probably pass a sequential development test.

3.5. The A258 is a critical element in the future development and infrastructure of Deal, not least because of the impact of the fast rail link on the town. The introduction of a roundabout at the intersection of the St Margaret’s and Martin Mill roads and the introduction of mini roundabouts at the junctions of The Strand and Canada Road in Lower Walmer, would improve problems of congestion and traffic flow. Similarly the introduction of traffic light junctions at Salisbury / Granville Road, and at Station Road in Upper Walmer, would greatly enhance traffic flow. More studies of these roads and road junctions are required, not least because of the likely impact of the new 2009 fast Rail Link on commuter usage on the A258. Many workers will travel to Dover station using this link, which will become heavily congested, especially if the proposed major new housing development is built directly off Station Road, and if the possible expansion of Walmer Science College takes place in Salisbury Road. Finally, it is imperative that a car park is provided at Walmer Station, with capacity for at least 30 cars.
3.6. A more co-ordinated scheduling of public transport and rail services would reduce vehicle use and congestion, as would the reduction of the size of the buses currently operating in the town. In addition, an affordable fast bus link to Canterbury is essential if students are to have better access to further education, as is a direct rail link between Deal and Canterbury. 

3.7. There are currently infrastructure issues in the town with regard to utilities, drainage, water, sewage and flood defences, as well as a shortage of primary health services and dentists. An infrastructure master plan for the town is imperative to upgrade these facilities, which takes account of the impact of new housing growth.
3.8. We are concerned about how quality of housing design is to be protected, and it is important a Design Guide for Deal is developed which is mandatory for all new housing development, and which becomes an integral part of the LDF. In addition, we would ask the Council to formally adopt the excellent Walmer Design Statement (published in 2005), within its suite of LDF documents. 
4. Which of the four growth options best meets the objectives?

4.1. We believe Option 3 is the best in terms of both housing and employment growth for Deal and Walmer, but we do not believe the strategy has identified either the best method for achieving that housing growth or job creation.

4.2. This is because much of the land shown in blue on the map is already defended from flooding, and yet all the current proposals are for development in Greenfield land – worse still, all the Greenfield development proposed at Upper Walmer will be accessed via the A258 which, as stated above, is already heavily congested and dangerous.

4.3. While we accept the district’s housing market is weaker than Kent as a whole, and average house prices and sales prices are lower, at £4,290 the level of developer contribution for each new house proposed for Dover District, is around £10,000 less than for other towns in east Kent such as Canterbury and Ashford, and this is unsustainable. We would welcome an increase in developer contributions of around £10,000, (£14,290 in total) to be spent on the enhanced A258 road and rail infrastructure, as well as flood defences.

4.4. The tariff system proposed will not be capable of delivering the infrastructure required, and needs to include a calculation to deliver the total infrastructure required to support the proposed housing growth. Indeed, the low levels of tariff proposed compared to neighbouring councils, may suggest poor delivery of quality housing and quality infrastructure

4.5. It is important the LDF supports sustainable and manageable change which respects the conservation and heritage of both the built and natural environment. If delivered in this manner, we believe Option 3 is preferable both to no change, or to change that brings no perceived advantage to the local population. 
4.6. Retail development. Despite acknowledging the existing shopping centres in Dover and Deal need significant improvement, the primary and secondary retail frontages are very tightly drawn in the LDF, leaving little or no opportunity for further expansion. We would welcome an increase in defined secondary retail frontage in Deal town centre, which does not even include the Sainsbury’s site, at present. The retail strategy as currently outlined will not deliver, let alone stimulate, new business. Additionally, this increased retail floor space must be supported by affordable, new and centrally located car parking.

4.6. Leisure. The LDF states that more leisure facilities are required, and while we support this principle, we also believe the LDF should help maximise the opportunities presented by existing facilities such as the Royal Cinque Ports Golf Club. If the Open Golf Championship was hosted in Deal, it could attract over £45 million in new business to the local economy, delivering a significant return on investment in the essential infrastructure required to realise this opportunity – namely a branch road from the A258 to middle Deal and the Golf Club, and a new railway halt at the existing staff stop at Red House Lane, both of which could be raised to create bunds which would double as flood defences for the whole town.
5. If the council decides that option 4 is the most appropriate for the district, how would this be best set out in the core strategy?

5.1. In addition to the comments raised under section 4, we would add that if this option were to be chosen, it would need to set out with far greater clarity the projected focus of new employment, and how that relates to new housing stock.

5.2. Housing. The flood plain restricts the areas for housing growth in the Deal area. This purportedly increases the need, under this option, of using Greenfield sites for housing development. While a comprehensive master plan is proposed for Dover, the future growth in Deal (Sholden) and Walmer is un-planned, ‘developer led’ and entirely on greenfield sites. This is unsustainable. As stated under 1.6 above, a Deal master plan in the LDF would enable growth to be planned in a more considered manner, ensuring infrastructure can be provided upfront and in the most appropriate places, for example a new link road between the proposed employment sites at Minters Yard and Albert Road, would create better business opportunities and avoid the need for heavy goods vehicles to pass through residential areas like Southwall Road.
5.3. Whilst accepting that the district council is restrained by national government directives in counting ‘windfall’ housing, including the use of some brownfield sites, we believe that a significant increase in housing stock is already achieved by windfall, thus reducing the need to use large areas of Greenfield land. Under government guidelines, increases in housing stock can be achieved by ‘windfall’ development  from 2016 onwards thus creating integrated development within existing communities, of anything up to 2000 additional units. We also believe that the development of brownfield sites for housing should not be at the expense of amenity space and community facilities.

6. Is the Settlement Hierarchy appropriate to the District?

6.1. The definition of ‘District Centre’ relates to the potential for urban scale development. This is not appropriate for Deal and could potentially damage the character of the town. The Council needs to adopt a policy of evolution in the town in which housing development is seen as organic, rather than simply building housing estates on outskirting green fields.
6.2. The LDF needs to incorporate a degree of flexibility as the plan develops, and the importance and maintenance of the seven Deal and Walmer Conservation areas needs to be incorporated into the meaning of “District Centre”. For example, key policies should ensure strategic views are maintained both to the sea, and to buildings of architectural and historic significance. There should be no tall buildings in Deal and Walmer.
7. How active should the Council be in seeking to implement the Core Strategy?

7.1. Planning administration and practices must move from controlling and enforcing, to facilitating and enabling development. This underlines the need for constant monitoring of progress, and for training to deliver cultural change in planning departments.

Comments on Core Strategy policies:

CP1. Correlation between jobs, labour supply and homes. As stated above, the proposed housing growth will not deliver population growth or employment opportunities in Deal and Walmer. The data needs clarifying, and the LDF proposals need changing to reflect the demographic realities!.
CP2.  Deal – District Centre. 
We broadly agree with this definition.

CP3. Employment land. 
We generally disagree with the proposals for Deal – see section 3, above.
CP4.  Distribution of housing allocations. 
We generally disagree with the proposals for Deal – see section 1 and 4 above, and the comments we have made about the relationship of job creation and housing provision.

CP5.  Housing quality and mix. 
We broadly agree, but the proposals are inconsistent as the plan is for predominantly family housing, whereas the demographic need is for elderly accommodation or young, single person housing. 
CP6.  Infrastructure, and CP7 River Dour setting. Complete agreement.

CP8.  Proposals for Wellington Dock. Complete agreement, as this development may stimulate tourism and may also support new employment possibilities.

Comments on Development Management Policies:
DM 1- Development acceptability; DM 2 – Maximise efficient use of land; DM 3 – Sustainable construction.  
We generally support these policies, but note that the Albert Road and Sholden site policies contradict DM2.

DM  4 – No development outside urban boundaries and rural communities, and DM 5 – No change of use from employment land unless it is no longer suitable for employment. 
We broadly agree, although enforcement issues might arise.

DM 8.  30% Affordable housing required on all developments of 15 or more units, in the proportion of  70% social rented and 30% intermediate units, and financial contributions towards affordable housing to be made on smaller scale developments. We broadly agree.

DM 12 - Accommodation for dependent relatives; DM 13 - self-contained temporary accommodation for dependent relatives, and DM 14 – Permission for residential institutions. 
We fully support these policies.
DM 15. Transport. Development outside rural boundaries and in rural settlements will not be permitted if it generates high travel levels. 
We agree - public transport planning should be an integral part of the infrastructure process.

DM 17 and 18 – No loss, or adverse effect on countryside resulting from development.  
We agree with this policy and would urge the Council to allocate more housing growth on brownfield, rather than on greenfield land.

DM 20, 21, 22. All relate to the protection of biodiversity and natural resources. 

We agree in principle, where there is no practical alternative to an over-riding need.
DM 24. Protect historic parks and gardens. Agreed.

DM 25 and DM 26 – Shop fronts and retail security. There is a need for stricter control of conservation area frontages and signage, especially if the delineation of primary and secondary frontages is relaxed. 

However, as a general principle, insistence on timber materials which require significant redecoration and maintenance should be avoided in the primary retail centre.
DM 27- Retail frontages.  We ask that the delineation of primary and secondary frontages be reviewed, as it may inhibit small business start-ups. The map supporting the delineation of primary and secondary frontages contains substantial inaccuracies, and is too tightly drawn. 

DM 29.  Extensions to existing shops. We agree with this in principle, but clause (ii) requires further clarification.

DM 30 – No change is use to rural shops or pubs, and DM 31- No development resulting in loss of open space. 

We agree with both these policies.
Conclusion:

As stated above, in principle the Chamber welcomes new economic development in our area which helps deliver high and stable levels of economic growth and employment.  But we are also keen to ensure sustainability by securing the right development in the right place, which supports social progress; protects the environment, and makes best use of natural resources.
Given our extensive business membership base, our vital economic contribution to the area, and the stature of Deal and Walmer Chamber of Trade, we expect our views on the LDF options to be given appropriate weight, and that you will consult us again, as the proposals evolve.
Yours faithfully,

Peter Varrall,

Chairman, 

Deal and Walmer Chamber of Trade
cc. Cllr Charles Kirby - Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park (by e mail and post).
