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5 Year Land Supply 
  



5 year land supply 
 
Point 1: Document not in the evidence base: 
 
Thanet Council has published a Home Delivery Test action plan in August 2019, some 
information is taken from this document in this representation.   This is not in the evidence base 
but it does contain useful information on HDT and reasons for poor delivery.  The full document 
is located at: 
https://www.thanet.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Housing-Delivery-Test-Action-Plan-2019
.pdf 
Because of poor delivery (Thanet being in the top 10 for the worse performing) as well as a 20% 
buffer its also has to provide an action plan (this is because housing delivery is below 95% to 
the HDT). 
 
 
Point 2: Difference in information (AMR data) 
It is noted that the updated data is different when we consider completed housing.  The table 
shown below is different to the data from many other sources.  The previous 3 years of 
completions are different and shows a further shortfall. 
 

 
Inspectors note for the local plan examination (5 year land supply) 
 
In the AMR 2018 its is shown that the housing completions for the 3 years is shown below: 
 

https://www.thanet.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Housing-Delivery-Test-Action-Plan-2019.pdf
https://www.thanet.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Housing-Delivery-Test-Action-Plan-2019.pdf


 
AMR 2018 (Thanet Council) 

 
In the action plan for HDT (Housing Delivery Test) it is shown as 

 
HDT Action plan (Thanet Council) 



The HDT stated by government figures shows: 
 

 
Government figures in HDT action plan (Thanet Council) 

 
It is not clear why the report shows a difference in these figures.   From working the difference 
between Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2018 and the report for exam there is a difference of 
156 dwellings less in the AMR figures in total.  This shows a shortfall over the remaining 12 
years to be 67.25 a year (807 in total) than 54 in the report.  The table shows below the 
differences. 

 
 
 
Point 3: Current Housing Delivery Performance. 
It has been found that the councils delivery figures have not met the yearly requirement which 
as an equal requirement year on year,  is calculated as 857 dwellings a year. In the Local plan 
2006 the requirement was 375 dwellings a year.   From the start of the local plan in 2011 
average dwelling delivery has been 338 dwellings a year (see table below).  Dwelling 
completions are currently underperforming (based on 857PA) and will need an average of 346 
dwellings extra a year for the rest of the plan period.  
 

 
 
However historically over many decades housing delivery has been on this scale.  The graph 
below shows housing delivery since 2001 and against the new Local plan requirement 



 

 
Thanets hills of growth are mountains in comparison to the huge local plan requirement.  Here is another 
graph with Historical delivery data since 1981 and the local plan average requirement of 857 dwellings 
per year which shows more focus on how delivery rates have performed and a flat requirement. 
 

 



From 1981 to 2018/19 16243 dwellings have been built in 38 years, giving an average of 427 
houses on average a year.  This also shows that housing delivery has never been over 900 in 
any given year, the highest year was year 2010/11 which delivered 889 dwellings, from this 
peak housing delivery has average 338 dwellings a year until the current time (2018/19). 
Housing delivery expectations are incredibly high to reach a consistent level of 1200 per year in 
2021-2026 and 1317 a year in the period 2026-2031, and has never been tested at this level at 
least in relatively recent times. The shortfall in the whole plan period so far is on average double 
what the current delivery rate at the moment.  
 
It is also worth pointing out that Thanet is 27% (University of Sheffield, Corine) (20.6% 
KCC/GOV experimental data) land developed already and shows this is quite unique for Kent if 
Thanet is still deemed to be an area known for farming and agriculture.   This does indicate that 
Thanet as a district is one of the densest areas in Kent for the built environment but what land 
remaining is high quality agricultural land which is rated as Class 1/2 ALC and very little at lower 
grade (which is in flood risk areas).  Please see information from the 2017 Land use data compiled 
by the UK government (MHCLG).  
 
 



 
Land use 2017 (UK Government) 

 



 
Land use 2017 (KCC) 

 
Point 4:  Shortfall in the first 8 years of the local plan 
Housing delivery from the draft plan which was set at 600 dwellings per year has not met that 
expectation so far.  The local plan being in the first 8 years is currently 4152 dwellings deficient 
based on a standard average of 857 dwellings a year. 
 

 
Development of shortfall over 8 years 

 
I have concerns that the local plan does not have enough time to deliver within an appropriate 
horizon.   Paragraph 157 states: Crucially, Local Plans should:be drawn up over an appropriate 
time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take account of longer term requirements, and be 
kept up to date.  This was also stated by myself at the Local Plan Examination as the delivery of 
highways are imperative to the strategy of the plan, and that build out in full may extend past 
2031. 
 



Given the plan has 12 years upto 2031 and that there is a significant shortfall to make up, 
delivering the plan is at risk at not achieving the level of housing that the OAN dictates.  Thanet 
council has not fully assessed the risk of a stepped delivery and if it is possible.  In my view it is 
running out of options (balanced delivery/Sedgefield) and has chosen the “Liverpool” stepped 
requirement as a last resort.   The councils newly published action plan for housing delivery 
states that assessment and further study is needed to understand the many issues that the 
district faces in improving housing delivery Issues, such as Market perception, a reliance mainly 
on windfall development, land ownership, the economic area and its poor performance, and 
house market pricing and affordability for local residents.  I understand that the local plan has to 
be positively prepared but it also should be realistic and deliverable.  In my view the plan is past 
a tipping point to deliver the homes in full given how much we know the performance in 8 years 
of the plan period so far. 
 
 
Point 5: Delivery and Population. 
The updated delivery and requirement figures have been updated and shows the differences 
between the Liverpool stepped approach and the yearly totals of housing delivery together.  It 
can be seen that projected delivery will peak just above 2000 dwellings in the year 2022/23.  
 

 
 
However, population estimates have not met the population projections, against the ONS 2012, 
2014, and 2016 projections.   There is a difference of shortfall of 1506 people on the estimates 



figures (2011-2018) and the 2014 projections.  The housing projections also does not show 
peaks and troughs across the plan period. 
 

 
ONS data, with estimates and projections 

 
482 people came to Thanet in 2018, with natural change being negative (deaths over births). 
This poses a challenge in housing delivery given the main component of population change is 
migration (internal and international).  With a housing requirement of 600 (at the moment), and 
less people coming into Thanet, this reduces ability on housing completions and relies on the 
local population to purchase homes (point 11 raises this issue).  
 

 
Components of population change in Thanet (ONS) 

 
Housing transactions in Thanet are also going down generally as can be seen on June 2019 
figures for transactions.  This also shows that new build housing is a minor part of the housing 
market in Thanet at this present time. 
 



 
Thanet area data for housing transactions Jun 2019 (Builtplace) 
 
 
Another view to take is that the local plan at its peak is looking to deliver 2010 houses in the year period 
2022/23.  Looking at the amount of transactions in 2018 Thanet sold 2344 properties.  With roughly 2000 
sales on existing builds (366 was new builds 2018/19) this shows that house transactions are based on 
existing developments.  Looking at the table below, Thanet for once is a good performer in Kent for 
transactions.   Crucially, people in Thanet are buying houses (see table below), but not new build housing 
(which is more expensive) and the abundance of existing stock. 
 



 
2018 house prices annual bulletin (KCC) 
 
The table below the differences between new and old house prices on sales 
 



 
2018 house prices annual bulletin (KCC) 
 

The local plan is expecting a large change in the way people will be buying a home in the area (is this 
evidenced?), as can be seen in 2018 just 1.6% of sales was on new properties, with 98.4% buying older 
properties.  This would seem very unlikely to happen and if the case the new build market would need to 
reduce pricing to be competitive which could in return challenge viability.  
 



 
2018 house prices annual bulletin (KCC) 
 



Thanet is actually is the top of the table in Kent in the number of older properties sold in 2018.  

 
2018 house prices annual bulletin (KCC) 
 
 
 

Thanet is also the 3rd highest district for total dwelling stock together with one of the higher turnover of 
properties than most districts in Kent.  The graph above also shows complete difference in home buying 
habits in comparison to Dartford for which presumably Ebbsfleet garden city is the reason for high new 
build purchases (with distance to London being a selling point).  However the delivery of Ebbsfleet is at 
around 600 completions in the past year (hundreds and not thousands) and shows later in point 10. The 
table below shows Thanets high housing stock it currently has and listed by type. 
 



 
Housing stock 2018 (KCC) 

 
 
Point 6: Liverpool and Sedgefield delivery methods. 
 
Firstly the issue raised by me on several occasions has been understanding deliverability (land should be 
available now, suitable and achievable). 
 
It is not clear if each site has been assessed as, available, suitable and achievable in the 5 year period as 
shown in the report.  There are some sites for which is not clear and this will be covered in my next point 
(Point 7). Windfall has also been a large aspect of delivering sites in Thanet, this will be covered in Point 
8.  
 
The determination of housing requirements has been made difficult as land supply to fulfill a standard 857 
per year average has now made a shortfall over the whole plan period to be (as stated in point 4) to be 
4152 so far (stated in point 4) 
 
Two methods have been shown as good examples for historic under-supply.  Please see below 
 
 



 



 
Planning for housing, 2017  (MHCLG) 

 
MHCLG (as above) states that work with neighbouring authorities should happen if the first  5 years under 
duty to cooperate.  To restate what was said at examination it was not clear why Canterbury and Dover 
are not linked with Thanets housing market area and so Thanet is a separate housing area.  I have also 
not seen any evidence to suggest that the 5 year land supply problem (as a priority) has been discussed 
with neighbouring authorities under a duty to cooperate and how boarding authorities could support 
available land in their districts. (Canterbury, Dover and Ashford, has considerably less developed land as 
a proportion to Thanet). 



 
Delivery peaking in 2022/23 

 
Thanet council is using the Liverpool method, however looking at the phasing of delivery, the peak of 
2010 dwellings is phased in year 2022/23,  This does suggest a Sedgefield example could be sought, 
especially when dwelling delivery goes down (and below requirement from 2028/29 to the end of the plan. 
 
Looking at the numbers for a Sedgefield approach it was found that 5 year cannot be made with a 5% or 
20% buffer As can be seen below by example.  It also suggests that housing completions at the peak 
delivery (2021 -2025) will not make up the shortfall generated so far, and presumably relying on windfall. 
 

 
Applying a sedgefield approach to the requirements 

 
 



An alternative approach: 
 

 
 

 
Alternative requirement and delivery and calculation 

 
The Liverpool approach does have an issue in the last 5 years of the plan the requirement steps up but 
delivery on the information we have at the moment trails downwards.  The alternative approach which 
keeps a Liverpool approach which provides a “Sedgefield” advancement in a  5 year period earlier (driven 
by the peak of delivery in 2022/23). This drives the requirements mostly from years 10 to 15 of the plan 
and trails down on the last 5 years.  Having an arrangement like this promotes early delivery rather than 
at the end (as delivery data suggests).  It would also be easy to see earlier if the peak of delivery was 
realized in the year 2022/23. and to make 5 year delivery from year 15 to 20 more achievable. If there 
was a shortfall at this period then the 5 year land supply requirement would manage this better (shortfalls 



are addressed sooner).  It also provides as seen above that with a 20% buffer that the land supply at the 
moment would be 5.15 years.  This also promotes windfall sites to boost the supply of land earlier in the 
plan using the 5 year supply mechanism (windfalls show a strong indicator in past housing delivery). 
 
Point 7:Deliverable sites 
 
It is to me unclear on what applications are accepted, deliverable (as stated below), in pre planning, at 
application stage or what information to support the deliverability of a site. 
 

 
Land supply assessment checks (MHCLG) 

 
 
 An example of a report showing this is shown below.  
 
 

 
Example of a deliverability report, Land supply assessment checks (MHCLG) 

 



 

 
Good Practice, land supply assessment checks (MHCLG) 

 
It is not clear on what sites meets the criteria of a deliverable site, the report does not provide details of 
this.   Thanet Council is looking to improve this information in the recently published HDT action plan 
2019 as seen below.  Having more detailed monitoring would help in determining deliverability.   



 
 

 
HDT Action Plan 2019 (Thanet Council) 

 
There are instances where certain sites are not clear on their delivery from what has been presented to 
the examination.  Some examples below: 
 
Westgate Policy SP15 (2000 houses).   Phasing data suggests that 25 dwellings may not be developed 
in the year 2020/21.   There is no planning application as yet, No local plan adopted (summer 2020), 
S106 agreements, Funding for the road requires more certainty on the bid (Transport for south east) and 
due in 2021.   Detailed Archaeological surveying.  Preparation of the site including waste water first. 
Wintering bird assessments (which are time dependant)  The preferred options consultation in 2017 
stated that delivery would start 2018/19 (1000 dwellings at this time), see table below.  Is the site 
deliverable now? 
 



Birchington Policy SP14 (1600 houses), The prefered options consultations stated that delivery would 
start 2018/19 (1000 dwellings at this time), please see table below.   CD9.31 suggests further work 
required on Archeological and Heritage assets especially around Gore Farm.  Further planning required 
on roads in the phasing of the development, and when contributions will come through on the inner road 
circuit and build out of that infrastructure.  There is also a parcel of land which is owned by the church 
commissioner for which no agreement has been made (from what I can see) with the other landowners in 
SP14 Is all of the site deliverable now? 
 
Manston Green 14/0050 (785 houses) has an application to remove a condition (aircraft noise) which is 
currently being considered, this could be affected by the outcome of the DCO for Manston airport. 
Unknown timescale of road delivery which is a condition of development in later phases, this affects the 
Haine road corridor.  Further clarification required if aircraft noise would affect the build out of the 
development. 
The application was decided in 13th july 2016 and has been slow to progress.  The Prefered options 
consultations stated that delivery would start 2017/18, see table below 
 

 
Thanet Local Plan preferred options 2017. 
 
Tothill Street, (250 houses) Consultation been made but unsure if an application has been received, 
constraints on this site include protection of groundwater sources, which may not reflect all housing onsite 
is deliverable.  A reduction of dwelling number could be suggested. 
 
Pleasurama Amusement Park 03/1200 (107 dwellings), Unclear on status as developer went into 
liquidation, and unsure on discussions to progress the site to be delivered.  Application was granted in 
2004.  Is the development open to a flooding assessment if application was reapplied and is suitable? 
Does the area meet the conditions of the NPPF and LP if a new application is made? 
 
Land And Buildings On The North Side Of Boundary Road  (Boundary Road Gas works) (96 
Dwellings). Application is still under consideration.   A new application  F/TH/19/0644 which applies for 
70 dwellings (not 96). 
Large history on this application which may have lapsed as an application was made in 2004. 



 

 
 
Jentex Oil Depot Canterbury Road West Ramsgate (56 dwellings) 
This has been acquired by Riveroak to return as a fuel facility, see announcement below. 
 

 
 
Former Club Union Convalescent Home, North Of Reading Street Broadstairs (24 Dwellings) 
This site has a large planning history and has been rejected on appeal a number of times, history shown 
below: 



 
 
There is currently a consultation on modifications on the Broadstairs Neighbourhood plan by Thanet 
Council, and this consultation has been rejected by Broadstairs Town council as the plan has been 
independently examined and was due to go to referendum to be adopted.  This is now being contested by 
Broadstairs town council and may be called in to the Secretary of state.  One of the issues is to do with a 
local green space which is associated with the Club union site.   The deliverability of this site is not clear 
and a planning application is currently being considered and could be refused again. 
News article: 
https://theisleofthanetnews.com/2019/09/03/broadstairs-st-peters-town-council-takes-local-green-fight-ag
ainst-thanet-council-to-government/  
 
Land At Wilderness Hill And Dane Road (14 dwellings) the SA update (Section 3.1) report has said 
the application has now expired.  
 
Gas Holder Station, Addington Street, Margate (22 or 49 dwellings),The planning applications states 
49 dwellings as stated in the SA update Section 3.18 
 
 
 
 

https://theisleofthanetnews.com/2019/09/03/broadstairs-st-peters-town-council-takes-local-green-fight-against-thanet-council-to-government/
https://theisleofthanetnews.com/2019/09/03/broadstairs-st-peters-town-council-takes-local-green-fight-against-thanet-council-to-government/


In my view there is some clarity required on the sites in the report and it is hard to judge if they are 
available, suitable and achievable, or even expired. 
 
Point 8: Windfalls 
 
Windfalls has been the source of most of the delivery of sites in the past 10 years including the first 8 
years of the local plan and has provided a considerable supply of housing. 
 
 

 
SHLAA 2018 (Windfall completions) 
 

The SHLAA identifies this and shows windfalls was as high as 94% for housing delivery in the year 
2015/16.  The allowance has been calculated as 2250 for the local plan.  
 
 



 
HDT Action Plan, (Completions of Windfall sites) 

 
What is unknown at this stage is the effect of windfall sites when strategic sites are planned and delivered 
in the plan period.  Will Windfall sites affect the delivery of the strategic sites or vice versa? (any evidence 
to look at this?).  It is not understood from the evidence seen so far if viability is affected of windfall sites 
(which contains brownfield sites) when the larger greenfield sites are phased in the plan.  How does the 
plan address the NPPF paragraph 111 “Planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective 
use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not 
of high environmental value. Local planning authorities may continue to consider the case for setting a 
locally appropriate target for the use of brownfield land”. 
 
Windfall sites contain most of the Brownfield register (which appears to be updated recently) and Thanet 
council should ensure that Brownfield sites are developable and delivered certainly as a priority over 
greenfield development which also a NPPF policy..  Thanets success could be with the redevelopment of 
the area and is showing a small supply of new homes. 
 
Point 9: Past performance of 5 year land supply. 
 
It is unclear to understand from the Annual monitoring reports what levels of buffer was provided and how 
many years land supply has been achieved (AMR 2018).  The examination report shows a 5 year land 
supply, however planning applications are given weight because of a lack of 5 year land supply, a recent 
application  which was called in and heard on 18th september 2019 stated that there was not a 5 year 
supply.   Thanet council is not being clear on when 5 year supply has been made. 
 
Point 10: General housing Delivery performance. 
 
Thanet over the past 36 years has shown it follows the variability of national economic performance as 
can be seen below.   This shows that housing markets are variable in nature and may not align with the 
stepped delivery. 
 



 
CPRE Kent, Thanet Completions (on a 5 year average) 
 

The housing market in Thanet is showing a decline in housing transactions, prices and with the general 
trend found nationally.  New Builds are shown as a very small part of housing transactions.  A recent 
housing market report shows this below and market trends. 



 



 
Ebbsfleet Garden City performance 
 

 
Ebbsfleet Housing Delivery Dashboard – Oct 2019 
 
Ebbsfleet Garden City is fully supported by the UK government and the Ebbsfleet development 
corporation (EDC) was setup to plan and deliver 15000 homes..  The corporation handles its own 
planning matters and performance in housing delivery was 613  in the period 2018/19.  Ebbsfleets 
location to roads, rail (18 minutes to East London), and support for new infrastructure and funding from 
Homes England, should show that housing delivery is as optimised as possible.   If we compare the 
delivery forecasted in Thanet the amount of homes delivered will peak to 2010 dwellings in 2022/23. 
Thanet has many constraints to consider to deliver this volume of housing and the distance and travel 
times to London even with the Parkway station are not as attractive to homebuyers who would want to 
commute to London.  Whilst house prices are cheaper in Thanet it is more expensive and less reliable 
(due to distance) to travel to London by rail.   The road network does not encourage the use of a car 
either and planning should prioritise sustainable transport..  This is the reason why Thanets location may 
not be the most optimal to commute.  It is more likely that people from neighbouring areas will move to 
Thanet who would have employment in Dover, Canterbury and Ashford.   Other districts in Kent will be 
more attractive to commuters for instance the service from Ashford to east London is all high speed 
railway (HS1) and offers considerable time saving.   Thanet is looking to improve the time to London but 
is not regarded as high speed on the entirely of the journey.  Also we should consider that the parkway 
station adds further delay in that the site will be accessed mainly by the road network (especially if you 
live in North Thanet) if it's believable that the parkway station will promote all of Thanet to use rail 
transport. 
 
Point 11: Constraints 
 

One of the issues which is identified in the local plan is the price of affordable housing.  This remains a 
challenge of providing homes in the local plan.  Across Kent affordable dwellings on housing completions 
has been low in recent years, and the same can be said for Thanet. 
 
 



 
 
Affordable housing in Kent 2017-18 (KCC)  
 

 
Affordable housing in Thanet 2017-18 (KCC)  
 
This graph shows that affordable housing is not being provided especially in Thanet where poverty is the 
highest in the region.   Affordability in 2017 was at 9.35 in Thanet whilst across Kent it is 9.91. 
 



 
Affordable housing in Kent (KCC) 
 
Thanets action plans describes further the issues of lower wages in the district as shown below 
 



 
Paragraph 3.13 Thanet HDT action plan 2019 (Thanet Council) 
 
 
Affordable need has also been explained in inspectors report CD9.17 which shows the level of local need 
and the amount of affordable housing required is unrealistic.  If 80% of the population in Thanet cannot 
afford to buy an average home, and with a theoretical calculation of 37’518 homes to resolve the issue of 
housing need.  The local plan does not do enough to supply local housing need, especially to the existing 
residents who live in Thanet.  It seems very clear that most housing transactions are people who migrate 
to the area for which the level of affordability to them is unknown.  Strategic Priority 3 should address the 
imbalance and provide affordable housing to meet local need (Plan for sufficient new homes to meet local 
community need so that, irrespective of income or tenure, people have access to good quality and secure 
accommodation.) 
 
 



 
Inspectors note CD9.17 (affordable need) 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
Thanet Council has tried to show a robust 5 year land supply, however it is not clear on how reliable land 
supply is in Thanet, and HDT2018 results have been calculated at 44% (in the top 10 worst performers in 
the country).   The first 5 years of the local plan has not provided deliverability performance to meet the 
requirements and the local plan is trying to catch up.  4152 houses have not been delivered so far if we 
look at plan average of 857 dwellings a year, 2701 dwellings have been completed in 8 years of the plan 
period.   There is a shortfall forming in years 5 to 10 which is 610, and a stepped approach has the task of 
delivering the remaining 14436 dwellings.  The stepped approach does show an issue where the delivery 
of homes is lower than the requirement in the last 5 years of the plan (and therefore reliant on windfall 
completions).  The peak of completions is 2010 dwellings in a given year (2022/23) but population 
estimates does not show this level of growth.   Affordability is an issue with local people and is an issue in 
local homebuyer accessing the market for new build homes.  I am concerned there is 12 years left in a 
plan period when a plan horizon should be at least 15 years.   The amount of housing to be completed will 
need a complete change in trends to deliver 17140 houses in the plan period. The information so far 
doesn't allow a standard requirement of 857 dwellings PA to be sound and the Sedgefield method does 
not provide 5 year supply either.   The only chance left is the Liverpool approach, which raises a 
requirement of completions never seen at least in 36 years in any given year, but not a number of years 
as the plan is expecting.  It remains to be seen if large greenfield sites are the solution to improving new 



housing performance.  It should not be forgotten that there are many old brownfield sites which need 
redevelopment which should be a priority of the plan. 
 
Despite the poor performance of delivery of new homes, it can be seen that Thanet does have one of the 
higher areas in Kent for the amount of housing transactions in a year which does show that people are 
buying homes in Thanet but maybe not new build housing.   The local plan appears to suggest that this 
will turn around but not evidenced in the market data,  but it does show people are buying homes in 
Thanet much in line to the rest of Kent. 
 
 
 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustainability Assessment update 
 
  



My comments on the SA update will look at some of the objectives. As can be appreciated there isn't 
much time to comment on the document in full, but here are my observations first. 
 
Point 1: Section 2 
Firstly there seems to be a confusion on what the omission sites are.  Section 2 contains sites with 
policies in the local plan and is part of the Local Plan.  It has been hard to separate the omitted site from 
the sites in the local plan. Section 2 states “To conclude, none of the sites outlined in section 2 were 
considered as reasonable alternatives and did not meet the criteria for allocation” this seems to me to be 
a mistake. 
 
Point 2: Constraints map 
The map appears to be an old allocation map, as it can be seen that Westwood village is not fully shown, 
and the Birchington and Westgate sites are reflecting 1000 dwellings.  
The report also shows a constraints map which appears to be a new addition to assessment of sites 
which has not been done before.  Manston airport (which is not in policy at reg 19) and  the Haine road 
corridor.  This is confused as Manston Green (which has permission) but is clear should not have been in 
the plan if this constraint was used.  There is an issue with Manston green at present as there is an 
application to remove the condition relating to aircraft noise, and it was clear that the site was not 
considered as a constraint given that the site is in the area of manston airport and the Haine road 
corridor.  The earlier drafts of the plan and the SA at that time did not include these constraints.  This 
highlights to me that site selection has not been justified or effective.  I cannot see any evidence in the 
SHLAA 2018 that shows constraints as seen in the map.  Please note the SHLAA has the same date as 
the cabinet decision which is appendix a so did this inform the SHLAA.  Also I do not see a policy in the 
local plan to constrain development in the areas contained in the constraints map.  It is also unclear for 
what reason this constraint will apply at least to the north field of the airport which from what I understand 
will contain the Inner Road Circuit and will contain buildings to support the airports business.  Do these 
constraints apply to windfall sites? 
There is a new road and roundabout planned at Manston Green, the inner road circuit will also relieve the 
Haine road corridor with a new road through Westwood Village.  Does this constraint need to be applied 
given planning policies are to provide mitigation. 
 
 
Point 3: SA objectives  
 
My general comments on SA objectives is below: 
 
 
1. To provide a sustainable supply of housing including an appropriate mix of types and tenures 
to reflect demand. 

● As been stated in the examination so far is that there are rural area development sites which 
encourage no affordable housing and detached houses with 4+.  The site at Field House Orchard 
(Section 2.1) has recently been approved with 9 dwellings with 4 bedrooms each.  This 
development does not provide a mix of housing for rural settlements, but has been granted 
regardless of this even with an emerging plan. 

● It is noted for large sites such as Westgate and Birchington to have 14.5/ha and 18/ha 
respectfully the density of the site is disclosed.   The overall density will need to be balanced on 
other developments in Thanet which may offer higher densities and there for a more effective use 
of land. 



 
Section 2.32 Land North and South of Millennium Way, Broadstairs site is currently at 36 dwellings per 
ha, This could provide higher density housing given the area it is in and is close to services. 
 
Section 4.3 HO6 Land south of Brooke Avenue, Garlinge, this rating is wrong as affordable housing was 
deemed to make the site unviable (unviable after the initial application was granted).   As a result Thanet 
council has removed the condition for affordable housing. So no affordable housing will be delivered on 
this site. 
 
2. To maintain appropriate healthcare provision and access to healthcare facilities for all sectors 
of society. 
 
This objective appears not to be informed by Thanets CCGs representation (ID 1484).  There is no clarity 
if existing surgeries will be built or expanded or if the future needs are addressed by Primary Care Homes 
(listed as Broadstairs, Ramsgate, Margate and Quex).  Some surgeries cannot be expanded as 
commented by CCG below: 
 
“The CCG has reviewed the physical quality of surgeries in its area. Of the 14 sites still operational, 2 are 
in the “Red” category, ie the premises are considered unsatisfactory with an identified need to improve 
facilities.  6 are graded “Amber”, ie premises are considered satisfactory but some areas of potential 
improvement have been identified. Premises in the “Red” and “Amber” category account for 57% of the 
total sites in Thanet CCG’s area. There is therefore a defined need to further improve the quality of the 
premises from which primary care is delivered and to increase capacity to cope with existing need. The 
expected rise in demand for primary care services from the growth in new housing developments will 
inevitably add further strain to the ageing estate.” 
and 
“Although this response concentrates primarily on the physical premises requirements needed to cater for 
the additional patients expected in each locality, it is also important to note the current crisis facing GP 
recruitment and retention in Thanet as a whole. Many GP practices have unfilled healthcare professional 
vacancies, and without a sustainable workforce, the future delivery of primary care services remains at 
risk.” 
 
This issue to me applies to all sites in Thanet where it is unknown on how future medical provision will be 
catered for and does not explain the strain of existing services and how that could be mitigated given 
what what the CCG has said.  
 
It is noted that some sites was showing negative effects purely based on location only, the issue of 
providing medical provision isn't simply addressed by locating near an existing surgery. The NHS is 
looking at centralising new GP practices in 4 areas in the future but is unclear on its delivery or need. 
 
Sites identified for negative scores which are allocated in the local plan 
Section 2.6 “land at shottendane farm”  
Section 2.14 “Land at Manston Green” 
Section 2.21 “Field adjacent to St. Peter’s Road” however the site is close to a number of primary schools 
and has spare capacity 
Section 2.29  “Westwood Village 2”  
Section 2.32 Land North and South of Millennium Way 
Section 3.12 British Gas Site, Boundary Road, Ramsgate 



Section 3.30 Lanthorne Court, Broadstairs  
Section 3.31 Thanet Reach Southern Part, Broadstairs  
Section 4.1 HO3 Land on west side of Old Haine Road, Ramsgate 
Section 4.2 HO4 Land fronting Nash Road and Manston Road, Margate  
Section 4.4 HO7 Land at Haine Road and Spratling Street, Ramsgate 
Section 4.7 HO12 Land at Tothill Street, Minster  
Section 4.10 HO15 Land south side of A253, Cliffsend  
 
3. To provide access to appropriate educational facilities for all sectors of society including focus 
on training vulnerable and welfare dependant workers with skills necessary to ensure year round 
employment. 
 
The provision of education is consulted to KCC where a contribution is made, both in land and in S106 
agreements.  It is unclear if the SA explains if education provision can be made unless there is land to 
develop new facilities (which is also policy on by assumption).  The location of schools is not always a 
consideration in providing educational services as there is unmet need in existing schools.   I am not sure 
the SA would be informed on the yearly changes in school places and capacity.   In respect to adult 
education, this is primarily provided in existing facilities in the Main towns in Thanet, so transport options 
are probably more of a consideration.  Would the assessment also include university education which is 
served locally at the University of Kent and Canterbury Christ church which are both located in 
Canterbury? 
 
Sites identified for negative scores which are allocated in the local plan 
Section 2.6 “Land at shottendane farm”  
Section 2.29  “Westwood Village 2”  
Section 3.30 Lanthorne Court, Broadstairs  
Section 3.31 Thanet Reach Southern Part, Broadstairs (This is disputed as the site is close to a number 
of primary and secondary schools, all within walking distance) 
Section 4.1 HO3 Land on west side of Old Haine Road, Ramsgate 
Section 4.2 HO4 Land fronting Nash Road and Manston Road, Margate  
Section 4.4 HO7 Land at Haine Road and Spratling Street, Ramsgate 
Section 4.7 HO12 Land at Tothill Street, Minster  
Section 4.10 HO15 Land south side of A253, Cliffsend  
 
4. To increase public safety and reduce crime and fear of crime.  
 
Im not sure the comment stated in some sites is true.  “On larger sites, construction activity is likely to 
result in short term anxiety amongst existing residents due to site security and potential anti-social 
behaviour. However, new housing provides opportunities to create modern secure dwellings that offer 
people safe and comfortable homes.”  
 
All housing development should follow secure by design principles and is consulted by Kent police. 
 
The application for Manston Green development was approved even when Kent Police had no contact 
from the developer to discuss concerns on the design.  
 
It appears when determining planning applications this objective does appear to be considered. 



 
5. To provide appropriate key facilities to support vulnerable people and reduce the level of 
deprivation identified across the wards 
 
This is unclear in that KCC is reducing facilities in the area and bus services.  Thanet council is also 
reducing local services.  It is maybe possible that contribution may need to mitigate the effects of the 
development of the site.  It cannot be simply assumed that existing services in towns are of a good 
standard. 
 
6. To create vibrant balanced communities where residents feel a ‘sense of place’ and individual 
contribution is valued. 
 
This is not fully understood especially with the larger strategic allocations in the plan.  Westgates 
development will need to create a new centre for the development as the distance to the town centre 
could be too far by walking (especially for the elderly).  Car parking could be a issue here also. 
 
Westwood has a problem in a sense of place as the site doesnt appear to have a centre of town unless 
the shopping centre is what the Council thinks is the centre.   The developments towards salmstone and 
Westwood village are separate areas of development, and its not clear what Westwood is as a place to 
live.   There seems to be some confusion if Westwood is actually a new town or a extention to Margate, 
Broadstairs and Ramsgate, whilst Manston Parish council parish area covers a large area on Westwood. 
 
The south west site (the quex park side) of Birchingtons allocation could be isolated by the link road and 
the larger development at Minnis, it is not understood how these sites will interact in the masterplanning. 
 
7. To provide access to employment opportunities for all sectors of society ensuring that 
everyone who wants to work has the opportunity to secure appropriate paid employment. 
 
This is unclear as the impact of Manston airport will make a large change to the employment evidence 
and this has not been evidenced on the effect of this.   Thanet Parkway station is a key priority but to what 
effect for all of Thanet.   Thanet also has a number of train stations which currently exists and is a path 
already to improve employment opportunities.   The balance between new jobs and population suggests 
that most people will have to work outside Thanet. 
 
 
8. To ensure the sustainable development of the proposed economic growth and encourage 
employment development at key sites within the District to support priority regeneration areas. 
 
It is not clear on the effect on regenerating old brownfield sites and could risk their viability.  The use of 
greenfield land could undermine this. 
 
9. To protect and enhance the areas natural, semi-natural and street scene to support the tourist 
economy.  
 
It is not clear on the effect on regenerating old brownfield sites and could risk their viability.  The use of 
greenfield land could undermine this.   The urban areas are increasing, and it's unclear on how new 
development will produce a net gain to biodiversity and the rural feel of Thanet in the new allocated areas. 
The tourist economy is based on the regeneration of Margate, it's also unclear how new sites will deliver 



this.   In Ramsgate it is not known how the pleasurama site will be developed, and this does have an 
effect on the tourist economy.   The wetherspoons pavillion regeneration has created a large positive 
effect for the area.  
 
 
10(a). To improve efficiency in land use through the re-use of previously developed land and 
existing buildings, including reuse of materials from buildings, and encourage urban renaissance.  
Section 2.3 Land at Westgate The proposed allocation is for a relatively low – medium density 
development on a greenfield site, currently in agricultural use. As such it is a relatively inefficient use of 
land.  
 
Section 2.20 Land South and West of Birchington The proposed allocation is for a relatively low – medium 
density development on a greenfield site, currently in agricultural use. As such it is a relatively inefficient 
use of land.  
 
Section 2.32 Land North and South of Millennium Way, Broadstairs site is currently at 36 dwellings per 
ha, This could provide higher density housing given the area it is in and is close to services. 
 
Regeneration of old sites and significant buildings would  
 
10(b). To reduce the impact of development on Best and Most Versatile agricultural land  
The cumulative effects of all sites allocated is not a consideration, and economic losses to agricultural 
activities are not considered. No general assessment of BMV has been made evidenced against ALC 
classification.  
 
Section 2.20 Land South and West of Birchington, shows loss of agricultural land between .5% and 2% 
(1.42%) 
Section 2.3 Land at Westgate, shows more than 2% (3.17%) of the loss of agricultural land 
Between these 2 sites 4.5% of Best and most versatile agricultural land is lost.   Thanet is already 27% 
developed and there has been significant loss to agricultural land to the district, especially compared to 
bordering authorities.   Agricultural land is becoming more scarce in Thanet and is a finite resource. 
Thanet council has made no assessment of the economic losses of agricultural land. 
 
There has been no assessment on the sites used for growing  biofuels which are sustainable forms of 
energy generation which does mitigate the use of fossil fuels in power generation.  The loss of this 
resource is unknown and is lacking in strategic priority 4. (Use natural resources more efficiently)  Thanet 
council has recently also declared a climate change emergency. 
 
Section 2.23 “Land at Little Brooksend Farm” Is close to a flood area but is not known for land quality in 
comparison to other sites.  
 



Another positive benefit is the agricultural land in landscape: 

 
Isle of thanet Landscape survey 1993 
 
 
11. To ensure that a sustainable pattern of development is pursued.  
 
This can be secured by good design principles which may not be site dependant. 
 
 
12. To conserve and enhance the character and quality of the area’s landscape and townscape 
particularly associated with town centres and coastal areas.  
 
This can be secured by good design principles which may not be site dependant. 
 
 
13. To preserve and enhance sites, features and areas of historic archaeological or architectural 
importance, and their settings. 
 
Section 3.27.5 Haine Farm, Haine Road (adjacent to Eurokent Business Park), Ramsgate.  This site 
contains a historical asset and is grade 2 listed. Entry number 1068554 (HAINE FARMHOUSE, HAINE 
ROAD) 
 
Section 3.23 Part of Pysons Road Industrial Estate, Broadstairs.  This site may contain the remains of a 
former Ramsgate Municipal Airport, one building is still standing as part of this site.  Whilst the building 
may not have a visual presence it is part of an early airfield.  
 
Section 3.4 Margate Delivery Office, 12-18 Addington Road, Margate.  Its unclear if this site is on a local 
list and if the current building should be protected for architectural style.   The SA does not suggest this. 
 
 
14. To improve air quality in the District’s Air Quality Management Areas. 
 
Section 2.20 (Land South and West of Birchington)does not describe the effect of development at 
Birchington square.  It should be commented that alternative road links is pivotal to mitigating the poor air 
quality.  It is unclear if these objectives are policy on or not.  
 
15. To provide a sustainable public transport network that allows access to key facilities, services 
and employment opportunities without reliance on private vehicles.  
 



Thanet currently has a number of train stations across the district and generally connected to public 
transport.  However Thanet does generally creates a large amount of car traffic, especially for tourism and 
this doesn't seem to be considered, only to build more roads towards Westwood and Margate.  
 
16. To develop key sustainable transport links between Thanet and the wider Kent region and 
beyond, including road, rail and air.  
 
The constraint of the Haine road corridor does not appear to have been commented on Section 2.14 
“Land at Manston green” and there are no red negative scores in relation to this, only to healthcare. 
 
17. To reduce waste generation and disposal and achieve the sustainable management of waste 
 
No comment 
 
18. To ensure development within the District responds to the challenges associated with climate 
change.  
 
No comment 
 
19. To ensure appropriate development control procedures in place to manage the risks of coastal 
erosion, coastal and fluvial flood risk, in accordance with NPPF. 
 
20. To conserve and enhance biodiversity. 
Site survey does not appear to consider functional land, and wintering birds which needs to be assessed. 
There is no mention of wildlife corridors and bat and other ecological factors which could be significant to 
the site.  Large sites may attract more mitigation especially on the urban edges. 
 
Section 3.29 The Foreland School, Lanthorne Road (14 dwellings).  Biodiversity should be enhanced and 
density of development should be lower as the site may have biodiversity and ecological benefits existing 
and could be part of an existing wildlife corridor for the area.  Personally i would like to retain this as a 
open space or as a community area/garden. Im not sure full urban development of this site is desirable. 
 
21. To protect and improve the quality of fluvial and coastal water resources, including European 
designated sites 
 
No comment 
 
22. To reduce the global, social and environmental impact of consumption of resources by using 
sustainably produced and local products. 
 
It can be argued that the loss of agricultural land shows a loss to this objective generally with no mitgation 
in this effect..  This doesn't seem to be assessed in this way in the objective. 
 
23. To increase energy efficiency and the proportion of energy generated from renewable sources 
in the area. 
 
This comment appears in most of the sites, “New development at this scale provides opportunities for 
energy efficiency, such as those associated with current Building Regulations, to contribute towards a 



reduction in energy consumption in Thanet. Effects would be further enhanced if small scale renewable 
energy technology could be employed on site.” 
 
However it's not commented on the orientation of the site to fully assess PV cells, and if there are other 
schemes such as district heating or solar farms nearby. 
Design of housing is important on this objective. 
 
The site at (Section 2.12) Land to the rear of Flete Lodge rates as neutral but is close to one of Thanets 
solar farms. 
Section 2.22  382 Northdown road, this development could encourage higher density and also communal 
facilities, encourage PV cells and combined heating systems.  This site could possibly have a better 
score. 
 
 
Other bespoke comments: 
 

1) Section 2.20 (Land South and West of Birchington): Shows dwellings of 1500 and not 1600 under 
SP14.  It is stated that “The proposed development is large and will consist of low density 
housing” is this the most effective use of land, especially when the land is listed on ALC as 
Grade1/2 and will be lost.  

 
2) Section 2,53 Former Gasholder Station Site whilst planning history has deemed this unsuitable. 

The site itself should be available to be developed as it will be reusing previously developed land. 
Thanet council maybe should look at this site to assess if this site is viable and if external funding 
could be used. 

 
3) There are sites where they may affect the Haine corridor which has been shown as a constraint 

“Further development would overload the Haine Road corridor and impact the functional 
operation of Parkway Station.”   At what point is the parkway station affected by an increase of 
traffic? Other questions on this.: 

● is the station at the right location?  
● What is the effect of traffic from the large sites at the north of Thanet (SP13/14) in that the 

parkway station is deemed to a positive effect for people from these sites to commute to London? 
● Doesn't the inner road circuit provide relief and mitigation for the Haine corridor? 
● Does the new link road and roundabout at Manston green improve the Haine corridor or not. 
● Does the development at Manston Green and at Westwood unsustainable from a Highways point 

of view on the Haine Corridor 
● Is walking routes to the parkway station an ineffective path from Cliffsend. 
● It appears that the site on section 2.66 “land west of Chilton School”, “Outline consent has been 

granted for a small development of 14 dwellings (OL/TH/16/1416). Any further development 
would have a detrimental impact on the Haine corridor”.  The site is for 100 dwellings.  Looking at 
the map there are a number of developments which are not on the constraints area but would use 
the Haine corridor.  What is the highways assessment of the Haine corridor? why isn't there a 
policy to put the constraint to stop windfall sites?  Also at what point will the road be constructed 
from Westwood village to mitigate the development in that area and what contributions will be 
made to make that link funded.  There is no mention of pinch points in the inspectors report 
CD9.33 on the haine corridor or how development will affect the road network.  How will the 
roundabout replacement at Manston green affect the Haine corridor, and what time and phasing? 



 
 

4) Birchington Medical Centre has been inspected recently and is rated as “Needs Improvement” 
Report available at:  https://www.cqc.org.uk/location/1-570707811/inspection-summary#overall 

 
5) Section 3.20.1 Land at Queens Arms Yard, Duke Street/Market Street, Margate, Is this site 

deliverable in the plan period.  An application has expired. 
 

6) Section 3.21 Former Club Union Convalescent Home, north of Reading Street, Broadstairs (24 
Dwellings)  Site is allocated but has a large history of applications refused and appeals failing. 
The SA does not cover the history of this site.  This site is also under a current consultation for 
the Broadstairs Neighbourhood plan and the green local space issue may be called into the 
secretary of state.  Further information is required on why this site is allocated, is the site 
deliverable? Section 3.21.5 is not correct on the description of consideration.  I am concerned 
that this site has been predetermined and hindering neighbourhood plan making. 

 
7) Section 3.28 Land off Northwood Road, Ramsgate (45 dwellings), this site has been allocated in 

the Local Plan S536, but the site Land North and South of Millennium Way has been omitted 
(section 2.32).  The SA should read much the same objectives as the sites are linked together. 
The objection in examination by the land owner appears to be justified.  SA objective 2 seems to 
show a different rating between the 2 sites.  Heathcare facilities for the entire plan should be 
effective and the sites should be listed as part of a strategic objective to ensure that the migration 
is made.SA objective 4, 8, 9, 10a, 10b,13, 16 and 23 rates better on the larger site. Omitted site 
under section 2.32 should be considered as an allocated site, a site which could afford a higher 
density.   The two sites would complement each other and should be considered together in the 
overall design/masterplan.  Section 3.31 (Thanet reach southern part) is part of one of the sites 
and has an additional section of land on the map.  It appears that the 3 sites should be 
considered together as a single allocation or policy specific to the area.  Health care and 
education rate badly, however the sites are near primary and secondary schools, there is a large 
inconsistency on the SA on these sites, some of these sites are rated as negative (red)  St 
Georges school is a primary and secondary school both built recently and the location would be 
high on access to those locations. The northern site under section 5.2 Thanet Reach is also listed 
for employment use.  I presume the negative rating on SA objective 1 is due to the fact that the 
site should be deemed for housing and not for employment use. 

 
8) Section 4.4 HO7 Land at Haine Road and Spratling Street, Ramsgate, an application has been 

applied for and granted, and is directly on the Haine road corridor.  The application was granted 
in October 2018 after the cabinet decision as shown in appendix a of the SA.  Planning 
committee decisions are not taking on the advice by cabinet or the Local Plan manager.  This 
does suggest that windfall sites will be treated differently in the future and may create highway 
issues if not determined correctly, this does potentially undermine strategic objectives and 
policies. 

 
9) Section 4.7 HO12 Land at Tothill Street, Minster (250 Dwellings).  It is understood that there is a 

issue with protection of groundwater sources which may limit the sites capacity for development. 
Does the SA look at the issues of groundwater source protection zones? MAP 5 of the local plan 
shows these areas.   This site sits directly over a Zone 1 (inner protection zone) This can affect 
the suitability of delivering a site, and so should be part of the site selection process, it appears 

https://www.cqc.org.uk/location/1-570707811/inspection-summary#overall


the SA has not identified this as an issue, however it mentions that policy HO12 would mitigate 
this, the wording should be stronger on this issue and consultation with the environment agency 
must be taken.  The policy HO12 does not appear to be effective. 

 
10) Section 5.3 the SA only covers the sustainability from an employment land perspective and not of 

one for housing.  The site is also partly in the haine road corridor constraint map, its unclear what 
effect this whole site will affect on the road corridor.  

 
11) In regards to the Haine corridor as highlighted on appendix a, the determination of the haine 

corridor was unknown in that the inner road circuit has been planned across the northern site of 
the airport and what effect this would have had on Policy SP18 and transport modelling.  It is 
unclear to me if the inner road circuit will improve the capacity of the haine road corridor.  The 
constraint of the Haine road corridor is unclear on how effective this will be in the plan. 

 
12) Section 2.17 Land at former Laleham Gap school, shows 10 dwellings but the planning 

application states 70 dwellings and has been granted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Comments on ecological advice appendix B: 
In respect to KCCs ecological report:  
The statement of common ground with Natural England is noted and SP27 will be amended to look at 
farmland (groundnesting) and wintering birds.  Natural England has removed the 400m distance from 
development sites.   It has been found that functional land can vary due to cropping patterns and 
comment from Natural England is that they are happy with SP12 and SP27.  However I do welcome the 
recommendation to provide a strategic mitigation strategy.  From the HRA it can be seen that Golden 
Plover and lapwings are sighted on or near the strategic sites, to monitor to gain more information on the 
effect development may have and mitigation can be improved for the future.  
 
The site “Land at Westgate” may take time to understand from an ecological perspective what the effect 
of development will cause.  The phasing of the site as highlighted from the 5 year land supply contained 
in this document is due to start 2020/21.  Considering that bird surveying can take place in certain parts of 
the year its possible that this could take some further time to complete the survey.  It is possible that the 
first delivery of housing at Westgate could be too soon in the phasing timetable. 
Likewise the “Land South and West of Birchington” could suffer a similar time constraints and design of 
the housing may need to reflect the presence of bats and reptiles (bats are witnessed in my location 
often).  
 
Section 2.17 Land at former Laleham Gap school shows 10 dwellings, permission for a possibility much 
larger site has been granted for 70 dwellings.   The KCC ecology reports (in the SA report) shows below: 
 

 
 
Planning application F/TH/14/0518 has released condition 8 which is summarized below. 
 



 
 
What appears to be unclear is what net gain has been made on the local site?  it appears to have been 
moved to an existing site in Monkton which is an area miles away from the site and the impacts on the 
overall area Cliftonville is unknown.  It also appears that this decision was not made by KCC or concluded 



by them.  What appears is that the ecological site has not been expanded for the long term future in the 
Cliftonville area for which connections to the various parks (Nature Corridors) may have been lost.  
 
Furthermore the local plan does not appear to understand the loss of ecological land and what would be 
required by a net gain, how is this measured and monitored.  Thanet is a densely populated area and the 
plan appears not to look at the movements of our natural wildlife within the urban areas.   The 
development of the former Laleham Gap school (for which KCC was the former land owner) appears to 
have lost local biodiversity which may have been gained by using a local receptor site which would have 
been managed by KCC.  It is unclear why KCC was not used in this application process or was part of the 
consultation on what would have been suitable.  
 
 
 
 
In respect to Southern waters consultation: 
 
Land at Westgate, may require time to prepare the site for upgrades and installation of new sewers and to 
be informed by the Design of the site layout, there is also a consideration on how the site is phased which 
could also be affected by the building and expansion of the transport infrastructure.  This is another 
concern that the delivery of housing maybe too soon in the phasing. 
 
In respect to Land South and West of Birchington, SP14 may need to be updated to be effective to take 
on the 15 meter gap for the pumping station at Minnis road as it is site specific. 
 
  
 
Conclusion: There has been some issues in the rating of the SA as I have listed above.  The SA does 
highlight issues with healthcare provision (objective 2) and education (objective 3).  This has included 
sites that have been granted permission, and maybe an allocated site or a windfall site.  It appears that 
objective 2 and 3 requires some further work on policy and consultation on what can be done to mitigate 
these issues.  
The SA objective for agricultural land (10b) and redevelopment of land (10a) is a useful indicator but 
unfortunately assesses the losses site by site.   The local plan does promote the use of greenfield 
development and the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land is still unknown cumulatively 
across the whole plan.  ALC has not been considered to determine if lesser land quality is available 
(which could determine a sites suitability) and the economic benefits of the agricultural economy is 
unknown.  Thanet council has not assessed the loss of farmland, and considering Thanets heritage is rich 
in agriculture it is an important element in people's sense of place as well as the climatic benefits 
sustainable farming and carbon retention.   It is unclear to me in how NPPF 112 is applied in the site 
selection process and also in phasing.  112. Local planning authorities should take into account the 
economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant 
development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek 
to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality”.  The sites of Birchington and 
Westgate are used extensively for growing all kinds of crops and biofuels,   



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage Assets. 
 
  



Comments from the inspectors note on heritage assets. 
 
SP14:  
It is unclear what Gore Court is, i have asked Birchingtons Heritage centre on this and Gore court is not 
known either.  However the history of the 2 farms (Lower and Higher) is regarded of the first settlement in 
the area, this can be seen in the map below which was published in 1877.  The setting of Upper Gore 
Farm as it stands today needs to be respected for the landscape and the heritage asset itself (listed as 
grade 2 entry number 1390632).   The PROW was linked to the lower gore farm (as can be seen in the 
map) and I will presume this PROW is what the access track refers to.  
 
 
 

 
Map Published 1877 
 
 
 
Looking at an old landscape survey the viewpoints look outwards from gore farm which may indicate the 
open countryside which is referred in the report. 



 
 
 
Landscape view points 1993 Isle of Thanet Landscape survey (Thanet Council) 
 
 
Further comment on  
From The History and Topographical Survey of the County of Kent: Volume 10. Originally published by W 
Bristow, Canterbury, 1800. 
 
“NORTHWARD from Minster lies the parish of Birchington, adjoining to the sea. It is said to have been 
antiently called, sometimes Birchington in Gorend, and at other times Gorend in Birchington, from a place 
called Gorend, in this parish, where it is reported the church formerly stood, though the most usual name 
was always, as it is at present, Birchington only.” 
 
Gore end does have an importance to the area and should be respected in the design of SP14 including 
the landscape qualities.  Gore end was formerly protected as can be seen below. 
 

https://www.british-history.ac.uk/survey-kent/vol10


 
Isle of Thanet Landscape assessment (1993) 
 
 
 
H02: As seen above reference to the area known as Shottendane Valley may refer to the setting of 
Shottendane farm.  
 
 

 
 


