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Dear Emma,  

 

Re: EIA Scoping Opinion for a mixed-use development at land at Westgate on Sea, to 

the east and west of Minster Road, Kent 

 

Thank you for consulting Kent County Council (KCC) on the request for a Scoping Opinion, 

for the erection of up to 2,000 residential dwellings (Use Class C3), District Centre 

comprising retail use (Use Class A1), Medical Centre and two-form entry Primary School 

(Use Class D1), open space/landscaping (including outdoor sport/ recreational facilities), car 

parking, infrastructure (including roads and utilities) and site preparation and other 

associated works.  

 

The County Council has reviewed the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping 

Report and sets out its comments below, which follow the chapters set out in the Scoping 

Report.  

 

 

Transport (p16)  

 

The scale of the proposed development is such that a planning application will require the 

submission of a full Traffic/Transport Impact Assessment, which can form part of a separate 

chapter within the EIA. This should consider the impact that the development would have on 

both the local and wider strategic highway network (where necessary), including any public 

transport requirements. Continued pre-application dialogue with the Highway Authority is 

recommended, including to discuss the potential use of the current Thanet Strategic Highway 

Model to inform final outputs of any highway impact appraisals as outlined within the scoping 

document. 
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The criteria for ascertaining significant effect on the highway network capacity should not 

solely be identified using the guidelines outlined in paragraph 4.34, as these will not 

necessarily correlate with specific local traffic conditions. The breadth of highway network 

assessment for this purpose will need to be scoped with the Highway Authority in due course, 

once the trip rate and distribution of likely development trips has been identified and agreed 

in full. 

 
 

Water Resources (p21) 

 

The Scoping Report indicates that a Drainage Strategy will be prepared and that the 

proposed development will be “drained in a sustainable manner”. Surface water is proposed 

to be managed such that peak runoff rates and volumes of surface water leaving the site will 

be no greater than at present. Infiltration is proposed to be the primary surface water 

management technique. 

 

KCC would emphasize that this approach will require appropriate ground investigation to 

inform location and sizing of any proposed surface water management measures. As there 

are no local surface water systems, if any infiltration constraints are identified and surface 

water cannot be adequately managed within the red-line boundary, new surface water 

sewers will be necessary. It is therefore recommended that preliminary ground investigation 

is undertaken at early stages of master planning. 

 

 

Ecology (p29) 

 

KCC has provided comments in relation to the ecology chapter of the Scoping Report in its 

letter dated 8th April 2019 (appendix 1). 

 

 

Archaeology and Built Heritage (p49)  

 

KCC welcomes the scoping of Heritage and Archaeology into the assessment (paragraph 

4.2), with the relevant chapter (paragraph 4.197) having been entitled ‘Archaeology and Built 

Heritage’. Given the landscape scale of the development proposal, the chapter should also 

consider historic landscapes and landscape features. It is noted that this is included as part 

of the baseline in Landscape and Visual Chapter, but there needs to be clear linkages across 

to the archaeology. Examination of the historic environment records (HER) shows very 

clearly that there are vestiges of ancient landscape, both extant and buried within the 

proposed development site. A chapter heading of “Historic Environment” or “Cultural 

Heritage” may be more encompassing of what is needed for the EIA.  

 

As referred to in paragraph 4.201, the KCC Heritage department was consulted at pre-

submission stage by CgMs and was provided with a draft of the desk based assessment. 

Initial comments were provided, and it is considered that these have not been reflected 

appropriately within the Scoping Report.  
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The following comments mainly relate to archaeology, as built heritage matters would be 

considered by Historic England and the District Conservation Officer. The comments draw 

upon previous comments provided, as well as a review of the draft desk based assessment.  

 

Archaeology Baseline Conditions and potential 

 

In respect of the archaeology baseline, the Scoping Report does not reflect the extremely 

high potential of the area. CgMs was previously advised that in terms of the archaeological 

potential of the area, it is clear from the study of cropmarks and records on the HER that the 

area has extremely high archaeological potential from a range of periods - from prehistoric to 

medieval times. Thanet is known to be particularly rich in buried archaeological landscapes 

that are of distinctive and unique character, reflecting the ancient and historical gateway 

location of the isle. Remains that are often of high importance - sometimes of national or 

international significance - are regularly encountered in Thanet’s archaeological landscape. 

Many of these highly significant remains are not included in any heritage designations. 

Recent major archaeological investigations, which have tended to focus on the southern area 

of the island to date, should be reviewed to provide a general feel for the character of what 

can be expected. In particular, any study should take account of the findings on the East Kent 

Access Road, Thanet Way 7A, Weatherlees to Margate pipeline, Thanet Earth, Ramsgate 

Harbour Approach Road and Cliffsend Farm, to provide general context of Thanet’s 

archaeology potential.  

 

KCC Heritage disagrees with the conclusions (paragraph 4.208) that a generally moderate 

archaeological potential is identified other than for Neolithic / Bronze Age funerary 

monuments and a Roman farmstead (which it is believed is the collection of three cropmark 

complexes Scheduled as an Iron Age / Roman settlement site). As can be seen in the HER 

and illustrated as cropmarks in the Desk Based Assessment (DBA) Figure 2G, there are 

extensive remains across the landscape. The ‘Areas of likely Archaeological Potential’ that 

were presented in what was Figure 18 of the DBA does not reflect the potential that was 

illustrated in the cropmark plots, which included several cropmark complexes that are of high 

significance. It is likely that these only reflect a small fraction of the buried archaeology in this 

area, as cropmark formation is reflective of the ground conditions and character of the 

archaeology present.  

 

In terms of the features shown on Figure 2G, it is suggested that there is clear evidence for at 

least two - and possibly three - complexes of medieval settlement stringing along north to 

south routes through the site with the southern boundary; also potentially reflecting a 

medieval route and hints of enclosures alongside it. This arrangement seems to be 

characteristic of Thanet settlement, as identified at Thanet Earth and also recently in 

Birchington. Other enclosures may reflect Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman complexes. The 

complex bisected by the site boundary to the east is presently being investigated and has, it 

is understood, revealed a robbed Roman building. It would be useful if the topography of the 

site could be overlaid with archaeological features so that the influence of the topography can 

be considered on both the arrangement for known remains and the effects on visibility. It is 

important on such a wide area of landscape that the various landscape features are properly 

taken account of and that the archaeological landscapes recognise the landscape variations. 
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It is suggested that the site description (paragraph 2.6) of a site that is ‘largely level, with 

some undulation’ is not a good representation of the topography.  

 

With respect to the Scheduled Monument that falls within the site, there is clearly an issue 

with the extent of the designation and the extent of the northern enclosure seen as a 

cropmark, which the designation seeks to protect. It is important to note that the transcription 

of features from cropmarks may be in places inaccurate, as the Thanet cropmarks were 

plotted as an early pilot project by the RCHME and that inaccuracy may extend to the 

location of the designation. It will be important to establish the true extent of the archaeology 

that is intended for protection by the designation and to consider any part of that archaeology 

that falls outside in similar terms to the scheduled area.  

 

In summary, it is maintained that the existing baseline clearly illustrates that there is a very 

high archaeological potential for multi-period remains across the landscape and that these 

will in many cases exceed the local significance suggested in paragraph 4.210.  

 

Archaeology effects and mitigation 

 

The Scoping Report mentions in paragraph 4.214 that the master planning can be used to 

help protect and possibly enhance the designated heritage assets. This principle should be 

extended to the wider historic environment and heritage assets of the area; some of which 

could be of equivalent significance to the presently designated heritage. In terms of the EIA, it 

is important that sufficiently detailed work is undertaken to ensure that development design 

takes account of where significant archaeology should be preserved in situ.  

 

The heritage study should set out clearly how the archaeology articulates across the 

development site and how significant it is both in terms of individual assets and cumulatively. 

The EIA should also show how the development is responding to the archaeology of the site, 

both in terms of its appropriate preservation and its value to contributing to the historic sense 

of place of the site. The setting of the designated heritage assets and undesignated but 

significant heritage assets should be considered in the EIA. KCC agrees that the setting of 

the Scheduled Monuments can be informed by geophysical survey. 

 

Mitigation proposed (paragraph 4.216) focuses on a process of identification and recording, 

whereas the initial position should be to identify heritage assets and their significance and 

then look at how that significance can be accommodated with the development proposal. 

Where heritage assets are not able to be protected from development impact, then the 

appropriate level of investigation and recording should be considered as a secondary option. 

There may be locations where development is not desirable, due to the presence of 

particularly significant heritage assets.  

 

The study for the EIA should include archaeological survey and evaluation to better 

understand and articulate the baseline conditions. In the first instance, a broad geophysical 

survey through magnetometry should be undertaken across the development site to provide 

additional details and confirm the location, layout and extent of known sites, as well as 

identify additional significant archaeology. It may be that where the present record or the 
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magnetometry indicates there may be buried structures then targeted resistivity is also used. 

Following geophysical survey, a programme of targeted evaluation trenching should be 

undertaken. This reflects an approach that is being taken forward successfully on a similar 

scaled site south of Birchington. 

 

Built heritage  

 

This should be led by Historic England and the Thanet District Council Conservation Officer, 

particularly for designated heritage assets. It is not clear from the Scoping Report how non-

designated built heritage assets will be treated. Whilst Historic England and Thanet DC will 

lead on the advice for built heritage, KCC would wish to be involved in discussions, so that 

linkages with between built heritage, archaeology and historic landscapes are maintained.  

 

Historic landscape 

 

Paragraph 4.233 refers to the historic landscape contributing to the landscape baseline. 

There is a clear need for the historic landscape of the scheme to be specifically studied as 

part of the EIA and to show how this can be taken account of in development master 

planning.  

 

Consultation  

 

KCC Heritage Officers would be happy to meet and discuss the scope of the further studies 

with the applicant’s specialists in due course. There would be advantages in such a meeting 

being in conjunction with both Historic England and the Thanet District Council Conservation 

Officer.  

 

Landscape and visual (p53) 

 

In respect of Public Rights of Way & Access, KCC has identified potential impacts of the 

proposed development and how they could be mitigated. An extract of the definitive map of 

Public Rights of Way is attached at appendix 3.  

 

Public Footpath TM23  

 

Consideration will need to be given to ensure views to the south from the Public Right of Way 

(PROW) are retained as much as is possible. An upgrade of the footpath to bridleway status 

would provide pedestrian, equestrian and cycle access through the site. This with 

improvements to the surface of the path, to a minimum width of 3m, will help mitigate the 

pressures from increased use that the proposed development will have on the path. 

 

Public Footpath TM27  

 

Consideration will need to be given to ensure the countryside views from the PROW are 

retained as much as is possible. An upgrade of the footpath to bridleway status would 

provide pedestrian, equestrian and cycle access through the site. This, with improvements to 
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the surface of the path to a minimum width of 3m, will help mitigate the pressures from 

increased use that the proposed development will have on the path. 

 

Public Bridleway TM28  

 

Consideration must be given to ensure the countryside views from this PROW are retained 

as much as is possible. Improvements to the surface of the path to a minimum width of 3m 

will help mitigate the pressures from increased use that the proposed development will have 

on the path. 

 

For all PROW, any forthcoming design should ensure that routes are accommodated within 

wide green corridors of open space away from access roads, to help mitigate the loss of 

amenity and countryside views, as a result of the development. PROW should not be 

confined behind rear gardens and adjacent properties should overlook the public areas to 

ensure surveillance. 

 

It is essential that consideration is given to the likely impact of the development on the nearby 

rail crossing point and the potential impact that the development will have on increasing use. 

It may be that this development contributes to an improved rail crossing to help mitigate the 

impact. 

 

Ground and unexploded ordinance (p62)  

 

As the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, the County Council is responsible for ensuring 

that mineral resources are not needlessly sterilised by other forms of development, thus 

ensuring that a steady and adequate supply of minerals is maintained into the future to 

facilitate sustainable development. This safeguarding approach is supported by national 

planning policy guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and in the 

adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 (KMWLP).  

 

The NPPF requires that development proposals should not be permitted within mineral 

safeguarding areas where they might constrain potential future use of the economic mineral 

resource. As such, the policies within the KMWLP aim to prevent the sterilisation of Kent’s 

potentially economic mineral assets. 

 

Land won-Minerals Safeguarding 

 

According to the Dover District & Thanet District Mineral Safeguarding Areas identified within 

the KMWLP, the area has no economic safeguarded mineral deposits. On this basis, a 

planning application for the development described in the Scoping Opinion would not be in 

conflict with Plan Policy CSM5: Land-won Mineral Safeguarding. Therefore, a Mineral 

Assessment would not be required to accompany an application. 

 

Minerals and Waste Infrastructure Safeguarding 
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The area of the potential development is not within 250m of any mineral or waste 

management infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed development would not be in conflict 

with Plan Policy CSM7: Safeguarding Other Mineral Plant Infrastructure or Plan Policy 

CSW16: Safeguarding of Existing waste management Facilities. Therefore, an Infrastructure 

Assessment would not be required to accompany any eventual application. 

 

 

Topics scoped out (p66)  

 

Kent County Council Waste Management operates a network of eighteen Household 

Recycling Centres (HWRCs) and six co-located Waste Transfer Stations (WTSs) and 

demand on these sites is at unprecedented levels. As a result of additional demand 

generated by housing growth, this could result in a requirement to build more, larger sites or 

invest in the maintenance or repair of existing HWRCs and WTSs. At Margate HWRC and 

Richborough HWRC, KCC is expecting a significant increase in waste throughput as a result 

of significant housing development. The site referred to in the submitted document is within a 

five minute drive time of Margate HWRC and a fifteen minute drive time of Richborough 

HWRC. 

 

KCC as the Waste Disposal Authority would look to secure developer contribution funding 

through a section 106 agreement, to invest into waste infrastructure, as a result of increased 

housing growth and therefore demand on the service provided.  

 

 

Other comments  

 

The County Council has assessed the implications of the proposal in respect of the delivery 

of its community services and is of the opinion that the proposal will have an additional 

impact on the delivery of its services, which will require mitigation, either through the direct 

provision of infrastructure or the payment of an appropriate financial contribution. Appendix 2 

sets out the impact of the proposed scheme on primary and secondary education, community 

learning, youth services, libraries, social care and high-speed fibre optic broadband 

connection.  

 

The provision within the development of outdoor sport and recreational facilities is supported. 

KCC would advise that account is taken of Sport England’s policies and guidance1. 

 

 

 

The County Council will continue to work closely with the District Council to help to ensure 

the delivery of new housing and infrastructure in response to local needs. In addition, the 

                                            
1 https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/playing-fields-policy/ 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/aims-and-objectives/ 
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/playing-pitch-strategy-guidance/  

 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/playing-fields-policy/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/playing-fields-policy/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/aims-and-objectives/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/aims-and-objectives/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/playing-pitch-strategy-guidance/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/playing-pitch-strategy-guidance/
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County Council welcomes any further engagement with the District Council and the applicant 

as this planning application progresses.   

 

If you require any further information or clarification on any matter, please do not hesitate to 

contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

 

Stephanie Holt-Castle 

Interim Director for Environment, Planning and Enforcement  

 
Encs: 

 

Appendix 1 – KCC Ecological Advice Service (8th April 2019) response   

Appendix 2 – KCC Community Services letter (dated 11th April 2019) and appendices  

Appendix 3 – PwoW location map  

 

 


