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Test of Soundness

Yes1. Legally Compliant

No2. a) Soundness - Positively Prepared

No2. b) Soundness - Justified

No2. c) Soundness - Effective

No2. d) Soundness - Consistent with National Policy

Yes3) Complies with the 'Duty to Co-operate'

Summary of your comment

Please use the space below to summarise your comment.

Please give details of why you consider the Places and Policies Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you
wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Q+A Planning Ltd act on behalf of Ravensbourne Investments Ltd, who are promoting the development
of the site known in the plan as the ‘Former Silver Spring Site, Park Farm, Folkestone’. Our client
shares the Council’s desire and ambition to see the site developed for a mix of uses and support the
thrust and direction of this policy.

Ravensbourne are keen to promote the site as Folkestone Gateway and request the adoption of this
description.

However, we have retained our objection on the grounds that the hotel use is presented in the singular
and is treated differently to other land uses and the mix of uses includes the qualification that the mix
of uses should be ‘non-residential’.We consider our concerns can be resolved with considered editorial
changes as set out in our representations in order to ensure the viability and deliverability of the policy.

Detailed comment
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Please provide your full comment in the space below.

Q+A Planning Ltd act on behalf of Ravensbourne Investments Ltd, who are promoting the development
of the site known in the plan as the ‘Former Silver Spring Site, Park Farm, Folkestone’, which benefits
from a mixed-use allocation under draft policy RL11.

Our client has worked extensively with the Council since closure of the Silver Spring premises, the
demolition of the previous buildings and the refusal of a previous retail led application on the site.
Therefore, our client shares the Council’s desire and ambition to see the site developed for a mix of
uses to create employment and wider opportunities for the Shepway community.

Part of the site is subject to an un-determined detailed planning application for phase 1 for
‘Redevelopment of the site to provide a hotel (4,979 sqm GIA) (Use Class C1), restaurant and cafe
floorspace (847 sqm GIA) (Use Class A3) and two 'drive through' units (total 451 sqm GIA) together
with a new vehicular and pedestrian access from Park Farm Road, parking, servicing and all hard and
soft landscaping.’ (reference Y18/0066/SH)

This application is the first phase of a wider development intended to respond to the emerging policy
ambitions and deliverable commercially. It represents a £10 million catalyst investment in Folkestone
that can create 200 jobs on a prominent brownfield site and can help deliver a further £20-£30 million
of investment and 400-500 jobs in future phases through the delivery of office and other uses on the
remainder of the site. It is entirely consistent with RL11 (1) in that it does not prejudice the development
of the site as a whole.

Given the above, we support the thrust and direction of policy. However, elements of the policy wording
require refinement to ensure sufficient flexibility. The reason for the current objections are at least that
the wording is not a sound approach considering the tests at paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

Our first objection concerns the reference to ‘a hotel’ (in the singular) as part of the mix of uses
proposed in this paragraph. We support the recognition that hotel uses (C1) are appropriate within
the site, and phase 1 of the application seeks to respond to this allocation. However, in our view the
policy should respond to the C1 hotel use in general terms rather than be specific in respect of ‘a hotel’.
The other uses referred to such as offices, retail and restaurants are not so specific.   It is important
that the application does not rule our other economic development on the site and potentially this could
include additional visitor accommodation – as part of a mix of uses consistent with other land uses
proposed. Hotel operators require flexibility of provision and different branding – this can include
different brands but under the control of the same operator. Therefore, this element of the wording is
not positively prepared, justified or effective.

Our second objection surrounds the final sentence of paragraph 11.70 that references the compatibility
with existing surrounding uses and the availability of other more suitable sites that are required for
employment and retail needs. There are two main reasons for our objection to this element of the
policy.

Firstly, in respect of existing surrounding uses, any application would need to satisfy the Council in
respect of impact on amenity of existing and new residents and to ensure that the uses would not
compromise the operation of any nearby businesses as a matter of course. Considering the size of
the site, we consider that this would be possible.

Secondly, in respect of the land required for employment and retail needs, subject to demonstrating
that these uses can be delivered on the site, also taking into account market forces, then there is no
reason to preclude associated residential as part of a mix of uses. Policy E1 (which we comment on
separately) along with Policy SS4 of the Core Strategy, provide the necessary planning policy to
encourage employment uses to be delivered on the site.  Provision of residential dwellings on site
would be highly sustainable.

Emerging trends encourage affordable residential accommodation in close proximity to employment
leisure and convenience uses which in many instances create shared thriving business (employment)
and community interaction and opportunity and it is therefore undesirable to have constraints. This
might apply to multi-national companies seeking to relocate a division of its operations as an example.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 17 encourages the effective use of
land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), such as the Silver Spring
site. The NPPF also explains at paragraph 51 that local authorities should normally approve planning
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applications for change to residential use and any associated development from commercial buildings
(currently in the B use classes).

Given the plan covers the timescales to 2031, it is important that land uses are not unnecessarily
precluded or constrained in the future and that policies are drafted in a sufficiently flexible manner to
take into account economic changes.The NPPF states at paragraph 157 states that Local Plans should
‘allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land’.

Therefore, we consider the qualification that the mix of uses should be non-residential introduces an
unnecessary policy obstacle that is not sound on the grounds it is not positively prepared, justified,
effective nor consistent with the NPPF.

Suggested modifications

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified above where this relates to ‘soundness’
(NB Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Co-operate is incapable of modification at
Examination).You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy
or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Replacement of the text ‘a hotel (C1)’ and replacement with ‘hotel uses (C1)

Delete the text 'Due to the compatibility with existing surrounding uses and the availability of other
more suitable sites that are required for employment and retail needs, residential is not considered to
be appropriate for this site.'

NoDoes your representation relate to a new site that
has not previously been submitted as part of Local
Plan process?

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral ExaminationIf your representation is seeking a modification,
do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the Examination?

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate in the Public Examination.

If you would like to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary

Q+A Planning Ltd act on behalf of the promotors of the redevelopment of Former Silver Spring Site,
Park Farm, Folkestone, which is allocated site under policy RL11. Therefore, it would be beneficial for
us to appear at the examination to respond to the Council’s position on our comments and to answer
questions of the Inspector if necessary.
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