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AGENDA ITEM NO 7 

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE   

05 February 2013 

APPLICATION NUMBER : CA//12/01887/FUL

PROPOSAL : Erection of ten buildings standing two, three and four 
storeys in height to create student accommodation (797 
bed spaces) comprising town houses and cluster blocks 
and associated administration/catering/welfare facilities, 
along with refuse and recycling facilities, car and cycle 
parking, drainage, landscaping and recreation space and 
new access road off University Road.

LOCATION OF SITE : Land to the west of Keynes College, University of Kent, 
Canterbury

APPLICATION TYPE : FULL APPLICATION

DATE REGISTERED : 24 October 2012  

GOVERNMENT 
PERFORMANCE 
TARGET DATE : 13 February 2013 

CONTACT OFFICER : Katie Miller  

CONSERVATION AREA : NO  

LISTED BUILDING : NOT LISTED  

WARD : BLEAN FOREST 

APPLICANT         : University of Kent  

AGENT  : CMA Planning 

SUMMARY: 

Members may recall that in 2011 the University submitted an application on a site known as 
Chaucer Fields, adjacent to Chaucer College on the southern University slopes for a major 
development comprising a hotel/conference centre with associated parking and student 
accommodation comprising approximately 762 bedrooms. Following substantial local 
opposition to development on this part of the campus the application was withdrawn. The 
University however remains committed to addressing what it perceives to be a shortage of 
on-campus residential accommodation as well as providing a conference hotel on campus. 
However,  having reviewed the project, the decision has been taken to split the project into 
two separate elements, with the student accommodation now being proposed in a new 
location, adjacent to Keynes College (to be known as Keynes III) and the subject of this 
application. The University remains of the opinion that the Chaucer Fields site represents the 
most appropriate location on campus for a conference hotel however and will be submitting 
an application for this later in the year. 

The current proposal is substantial in scale, comprising nine blocks of student 
accommodation in three and four storey buildings. The application raises many issues 
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including its allocation in the Local Plan for the expansion of the Business Innovation Centre, 
the loss of a sports pitch, impact in visual terms on the Area of High Landscape Value within 
which the site is located and potential impact on the occupiers of neighbouring properties. 

An illustrative master plan submitted with the application demonstrates that approximately 75 
per cent of the employment floor space envisaged for the site could still be delivered and it is 
considered that the new access road associated with the Keynes III proposal could open up 
the remaining land for the additional business park development thereby increasing the 
prospects of it coming forward. These factors together with the economic benefits arising 
from the development for the University and wider District as a whole and the potential 
benefits of reducing pressure on private accommodation demands in the City market are 
recognised and on this basis the principle of the development is considered acceptable.  

RECOMMENDATION: 

Grant, Section 101 Delegation. 

That the Head of Planning and Regeneration be and is hereby authorised, pursuant to 
Section 101 of the Local Government Act 1972, to grant planning permission for the 
development subject to:- 

A) The completion of a Unilateral Undertaking securing the payment of development 
contributions towards transportation infrastructure improvement and prohibiting students 
from bringing cars to the City; and

B) The satisfactory resolution of outstanding drainage matters; and

C) The imposition of conditions relating to: standard time limit for implementation, samples of 
materials, details of levels, sustainable construction, drainage details, contamination, details 
of plant and equipment, materials, archaeological evaluation, historical study, a construction 
management plan, parking and turning facilities to be provided, cycle parking, refuse 
storage, newt mitigation measures, external lighting to be in accordance with measures set 
out in the bat report, implementation of wildlife enhancement measures, tree protection, 
landscaping and any other conditions considered appropriate by the Head of Planning and 
Regeneration.  

SITE DESCRIPTION 
The application site lies on the south-western edge of the University campus, located 
between University Road and Giles Lane, immediately to the south-west of Keynes College 
and north of the Innovation Centre. The land is devoid of any development and comprises 
maintained open space including an area laid out as a playing field at the northern end of the 
site. The land slopes upwards to the north before levelling out at the northern end where the 
playing pitch is marked out, with a difference in levels of approximately 14 metres across the 
site. The site is largely devoid of trees with the exception of along the north-west and 
south-west boundaries as well as a few trees in the centre of the site. 

Recently completed student accommodation at Keynes College adjoins the north-eastern 
boundary of the site. To the south-east is the Innovation Centre and the Grade II listed 
Beverley Farm House. To the south-west of the site are the grounds of St Edmund's School, 
separated by a tree screen and a stream. Along the north-west boundary are a number of 
residential properties that front onto Giles Lane and the Canterbury Squash Club. A public 
right of way runs along the western boundary of the site. This would not be affected by the 
development.  

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
The application comprises three main elements; student accommodation comprising 797 
student bed spaces, a central hub containing administration, catering and welfare facilities 
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and a new access road off University Road. 

The student accommodation is proposed within a series of 'cluster blocks' and 'town houses'. 
The cluster blocks would comprise 8 and 9 person flats and be four storeys in height while 
the town houses are proposed in clusters of 9 person (three storey) and 12 person (four 
storey) houses. The proposed elevational treatment of the cluster blocks would be similar to 
the recent Keynes extension, while a new elevational approach has been adopted in respect 
of  the town houses.   

The hub would be two storeys cut into the slope of the ground with the main entrance at the 
upper ground floor level. This would have a mixed elevational treatment of gabions and 
timber panels with a large amount of glazing in the south elevation. A green roof is proposed 
for this building. 

It is proposed that the site be accessed from a new road formed off University Road to the 
south-east of the development which would also act as an access road for the remaining 
Innovation Park land. This is in the approximate position identified for the access in the 
Business Innovation Park Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG).  

PLANNING HISTORY 
Members may recall that in 2011 the University submitted an application on a site known as 
Chaucer Fields, adjacent to Chaucer College on the southern University slopes for a major 
development comprising a hotel/conference centre with associated parking and student 
accommodation comprising approximately 762 bedrooms (Ref No CA/11/00528/FUL). 
Following substantial local opposition to development on this part of the campus the 
application was withdrawn in September last year. The University however remains 
committed to addressing what it perceives to be a shortage of on-campus residential 
accommodation as well as providing a conference hotel on campus. However,  having 
reviewed the project, the decision to split the project into two separate elements has been 
taken with the student accommodation being proposed in a new location, adjacent to Keynes 
College. The University remains of the opinion that the Chaucer Fields site represents the 
most appropriate location on campus for a conference hotel however and will be submitting 
an application for this later in the year. 

THE APPLICANT'S CASE 
Since its founding in 1965, the University of Kent has established a strong reputation as a 
leading UK University. With some 19,665 students in the University as a whole (15,885 
based at Canterbury) and some 3,000 staff, the University is one of the key institutions in the 
District in terms of academic profile, job opportunities, impact on the economy and 
contribution to a range of cultural, social and academic activities in which the local 
community participates. 

However, the University of Kent faces a number of challenges in the coming years if it is to 
succeed in the increasingly competitive higher education sector and during a time of 
decreasing subsidy. In order to address these challenges the University wishes to develop 
additional accommodation at its Canterbury campus and in March 2011 submitted a 
planning application for a mixed use development comprising student residences and a 
conference hotel at a site known as Chaucer Fields. 

The University remains of the opinion that the Chaucer Fields site represents the most 
appropriate location within the campus to deliver a conference hotel. However, in response 
to public consultation, the University has withdrawn the previous application and taken the 
decision to split the project into two separate elements; the student residences and 
conference hotel. This decision opens up the opportunity to consider alternative locations 
within the campus for the student residences element of the project, whilst changes in 
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national planning policy since the previous site selection process was carried out also 
enables parts of the campus to be re-assessed. 

In light of these changes the University identified three locations within the campus that 
could be suitable for the development of students residences namely: the Parkwood area; 
Giles Lane car-park and land to the west of Keynes College. 

Following detailed analysis it has been found that neither the Parkwood area nor Giles Lane 
car-park would satisfy the University's accommodation needs; however, the land to the west 
of Keynes College is relatively unconstrained and able to accommodate the University's 
requirements in terms of bed spaces and delivery. Furthermore, whilst development to the 
west of Keynes College would reduce the area identified in the Local Plan for further 
Innovation Park development, it is possible to retain over 75% of the employment floor space 
envisaged by the Council's Innovation Park SPG and, more significantly, development of this 
part of this area for student residences would deliver a new access road to serve the 
remaining Innovation Park land which would significantly increase the prospect of it coming 
forward in the short to medium term. 

Indeed, it is considered that pump-priming the access road weighs heavily in favour of 
developing the land to the west of Keynes for student residences when compared with other 
locations on the campus. 

The need to develop additional student residences on campus is becoming increasingly 
acute. Specifically, the shortfall of on-campus accommodation is adversely affecting the 
University's ability to attract the best students and has the knock-on effect of placing 
pressure on the private rented sector in the District. 

The University recently carried out further consultation on its revised proposals and whilst 
there has been a positive response to the proposed student residences to the west of 
Keynes College, there remain concerns within sections of the local community about the 
proposed conference hotel on the Chaucer Fields site. In light of the consultation responses, 
and given the ever increasing need to deliver new students residences, the University has 
decided to move forward with the Keynes extension (the subject of this application) whilst 
the conference hotel is subject to further consideration and consultation. 

The application proposals have been sensitively designed in response to a detailed analysis 
of the site and its context taking into account the existing character of the campus, its 
topography and landscape/visual relationship with the wider area. Furthermore, the 
application is accompanied by a suite of supporting documents including an Environmental 
Statement which provides a systematic and objective assessment of the environmental 
effects of the project and, where needed, appropriate mitigation. 

It is considered that the application proposals represent an appropriate form of development 
for the site and will help to address the University's accommodation needs and secure its 
long term sustainability for the benefit of the wider community.   

PLANNING POLICIES 
The application site lies outside the urban boundary of Canterbury, as identified on the Local 
Plan Proposals Map, but within the defined boundary of the University of Kent Campus.  
The site, along with the majority of the University campus, is within the Canterbury 'Area of 
High Landscape Value'. A large portion of the site is allocated for 'Business Innovation Park' 
development in the Local Plan. Part of the site is currently in use as a sports pitch. The site 
lies adjacent to Beverly Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building. 
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South East Plan Policies: 
EKA1: East Kent core strategy: Canterbury to develop links with university research & 

business uses: commercial and cultural centre of international historic importance; 
new development to be focused at settlements: heritage and environment to be 
protected and promoted to foster economic success. 

SP3: Strategic Policy: prime focus for development should be urban areas with 
access to employment, housing, retail etc avoiding unnecessary travel: LPA to 
formulate appropriate policies. 

CC4: Strategic Policy: sustainable design and construction standards; refers to use 
of local SPD and flexibility in design. 

CC6: Strategic Policy: development & promotion of sustainable & distinctive 
communities; respect and enhance distinctiveness & the character of the built and 
natural environment.  Use high quality design etc to create a sense of place. 

RE4: Human Resource Development - including the need for further education 
establishments to plan for increases in growth.

T4: Parking: LDD and local transport plans to adopt restraint based approach. 
T5: Travel Plans and Advice - ensuring that LDD and local transport plans identify 

categories of major travel generating development (existing and proposed) for which 
travel plans should be developed. 

NRM1: Sustainable Water Resources and Groundwater Quality - achieving the 
objectives of the Water Framework Directive, incorporating sustainable drainage 
solutions into new development and directing development to areas where adequate 
water supply can be provided from existing and potential water supply infrastructure. 

NRM2: Water Quality: prevention of groundwater pollution, sustainable drainage systems. 
NRM3: Strategic Water Resources Development - to cater for increased need and new 

development. 
NRM4: Flood risk management: flood zones 2 & 3, cross refers to PPS25; also areas with 

history of groundwater flooding and SUDS. 
NRM5: Biodiversity: avoid a net loss of biodiversity and pursue opportunities for a net gain. 

Protect designated sites & look for green infrastructure opportunities in new 
development. 

NRM7: Woodlands: protect ancient woodlands; promote new or replacement woodlands. 
NRM9: Air quality; reference to air quality management plans; reduce the impacts of new 

development by design/mitigation. 
NRM10: Noise: development locations to avoid noise; traffic management measures and 

sound proofing. 
NRM11: Energy efficiency: use of SPD to promote efficiency. 
NRM12: Combined Heat and Power - encouraging the use of CHP in all developments  
C4: Landscape management: outside national designations: aim to protect/enhance 

diversity and local distinctiveness of region's landscape (informed by landscape 
character assessment). All development to respect/enhance local landscape 
character. 

C6:  Countryside Access and Rights of Way Management - encouraging access to the 
countryside. 

BE1: Urban renaissance: strategy to enhance quality of life, inc. infrastructure planning.   
Promote design solutions relevant to specific context; build on local 
character/distinctiveness.   
Appropriateness of higher density & mixed use developments. 
Use of design led SPDs etc. 

BE6: Management of the historic environment: protect/conserve/enhance heritage 
assets and their contribution to local/regional distinctiveness; appropriate 
regeneration of redundant or under used buildings to be encouraged. 

S4:  Higher and Further Education - needs to be addressed in the LDF. 
S6:  Community Infrastructure - an increase in investment in physical and social 
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infrastructure and community facilities. 

Canterbury District Local Plan Policies: 

ED1: Loss of existing allocated employment sites only permitted in specified circumstances. 
ED8:  Land at the University of Kent to be safeguarded for Business Innovation Park 

development subject to the preparation of a Development Brief.  
TC11:  Developments within the City and town centres, Travel Plans and commuted sums 

for transportation. 
R7:   Areas of High Landscape Value: local landscape character to be protected. 
BE1:  High quality designs, sustainable developments and specific design, amenity and 

landscape criteria to which the Council will have regard: cross-refers to SPGs. 
BE2:  Creation of successful public realm in major developments. 
BE3:  Design statements/development briefs to be submitted with applications. 
BE4:  Canterbury World Heritage Site a key material consideration. 
BE5:  Preservation of listed & locally listed buildings and their settings. 
BE7:  Conservation Areas and their settings to be preserved or enhanced: specific criteria 

for consideration. 
BE10: Safeguarding of historic landscape, natural or man made. 
BE14: Scheduled Ancient Monuments & nationally important archaeological sites.  
BE15: Archaeological evaluation of sites of archaeological interest. 
BE16: Appropriate archaeological recording works. 
NE1:  Site surveys where protected species known or suspected. 
NE2:  Replacement natural habitat when existing habitat lost. 
NE3:  Enhancement of biodiversity in SLA & AHLV. 
NE5:  Retention of trees, hedgerows and woodland or other landscape features.   
C1: 2004 Canterbury District Transport Action Plan principles to be considered. 
C4:  Transport Assessment and Travel Plan for developments with significant transport 

implications.  
C9:  KCC Vehicle & Cycle Parking Standards with local variations.
C20: Development at UK permitted on allocated sites and for minor developments and 

extension elsewhere. 
C27: Proposals for development resulting in the loss of playing fields will only be permitted 

if identified criteria are met. 
C31:  Development within areas at risk of flooding or surface water run-off to be subject to 

a Drainage Impact Assessment, including a Flood Risk Assessment. 
C38:  Permission to be given for developments which utilise renewable energy resources, 

providing not in conflict with other plan policies. 
C39:  Mitigation required for development resulting in worsening levels of air quality.
C40:  Mitigation of pollution from new developments, including noise pollution. 
IMP2:  Section 106 Agreements; contributions to be sought from developers for social, 

recreational or community facilities. 

Adopted Supplementary Planning Documents & Other Guidance:
Heritage, Archaeology and Conservation SPD 
Sustainable Construction SPD 
Development Contributions SPD 
University of Kent Innovation Park SPG 
Trees and Development SPG 
Outdoor Lighting SPD 
Canterbury Landscape Appraisal (1998) 
Canterbury Conservation Appraisal (2010) 
Canterbury Open Space Strategy (2009) 
Draft Review Canterbury Landscape and Biodiversity Appraisal (2009) 
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WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS 
Prior to the application being submitted, the University undertook a public consultation 
programme which included the delivery of approximately 5,500 flyers in September 2012 
setting out details of the proposal and advertising a series of public exhibitions and 
presentations. The public exhibition was held over two days in September. This generated 
approximately 100 responses from the public.  

Blean Parish Council welcomes the provision of on-site accommodation, which will relieve 
pressure for student accommodation in the community and a recent parish survey indicated 
that the majority of respondents approved of such provision. However, the Parish Council is 
concerned with the lack of affordable housing in Blean and adjacent areas and requests that 
the University be asked to consider the provision of suitable land in Blean for affordable 
housing. 

Eight letters objecting to the application have been received. These raise the following 
issues:- 

! A convincing case that alternative, more appropriate sites cannot meet the need for 
student accommodation has not been made nor has the possibility of creating smaller, 
separate residences been fully explored. 

! The development cannot be considered out of the context of a more developed account 
of the plans for a business innovation park. 

! The University's claims about the level and nature of demand for student accommodation 
which underpin this application do not adequately account for the true characteristics of 
its current student body, nor the likely effects of the new fee environment on domestic 
undergraduates choices. 

! The development may involve the loss off playing fields and in not securing like for like 
provision national regulations may be violated. The sports pitch is used by many clubs 
and societies and its loss would be a huge problem. 

! A master plan should be provided so it can be made clear how proposed future 
developments relate to each other. 

! Student accommodation should not be built within the business innovation park, this 
should be reserved for developments aimed at income generation, such as the hotel, 
due to distance from the campus and lack of educational facilities. 

! The proposal is a very large building plan which will not add architecturally to the site. 

! The development will lead to an increase in bus services using Whitstable Road and St 
Dunstan's Street which is already too congested. 

! The development will result in more students in the local area being disruptive and 
causing damage. 

! The University should spend the money on improved academic quality, not on a housing 
estate. 

! It is claimed that students will bring money into the area but this will be diverted to the 
University rather than the local community. 

! A precious green space will be lost and the land could be used as valuable amenity land 
in the future. If more green space is lost, potential students will not be attracted to the 
University. 

! The development is too dense and would be congested. 

! Kitchens with open access to the north side should be avoided as this will encourage 
parties opening onto the Giles Lane, as has happened with the Keynes II development.  

Spokes comments that as with the Chaucer Fields proposals, traffic surveys have only been 
undertaken on the three road junctions for the University, not at any of the motor free 
entrances. This means the surveys will disproportionately report the sustainable modes of 
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traffic flows, leaving them under represented. The cycle accessibility map in the Transport 
Assessment has a number of inaccuracies. The level of cycle parking is welcomed as is the 
provision of covered cycle parking and the siting of this but cycle parking should also be 
provided adjacent to building D1 and the hub. It is considered that additional cycle paths 
should be incorporated as part of the development and that the whole of the Keynes III site 
should adopt a 20 mph speed limit and the existing 20 mph portion of University Road 
should be extended to beyond the junction for the Innovation Centre.   

St Edmund's School comments that the proposal to modify the Innovation Centre site would 
worsen the environment of the school and as a matter of principle the School would prefer 
that further expansion of the University was within its current built envelope. If development 
must occur then the School asks that proposed consideration and sensitive response is 
given to the erosion of the School's landscape setting. The encroachment of development 
towards the School is objected to as is the proposed use which differs substantially from the 
approved SPG and would be more invasive to St Edmunds. The junction of University Road 
on St Thomas' Hill must be designed to be suitable and safe for the increased traffic 
envisaged. Concerns are also raised regarding the potential for increased security breaches 
including use of the School's outdoor swimming pool, the impact on the AHLV and setting of 
the school buildings, loss of view and the proposals would have a detrimental impact on 
marketing the School. It is also commented that no justification for additional on-campus 
accommodation is given, with a reduction in student numbers and existing accommodation 
on campus remaining empty. 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (Protect Kent) comments that it is pleased to see 
the University wishing to provide on-campus accommodation for its students and that the 
University deserves credit for listening to people's views on this and the opposition to 
development on the Chaucer Fields site. It is also pleased to see that students would be 
prohibited from bringing cars to Canterbury. Concern is raised however that some of the 
accommodation would be used by short-term students and visitors rather than full-time 
students and that with this the line between educational and commercial uses is being 
crossed and the provision of 797 units of mixed accommodation would be that of a new 
housing estate. There is not considered to be any need for a new road and it remains 
unconvinced that it is necessary to have such an intensive development on the land and 
other land in University ownership could be used to spread the proposed buildings over a 
wider area. The proposed site would have an adverse effect on student amenities in the area 
as well as bringing more noise, light and movement into the area.  No amount of tree 
planting would lessen the impact where as a larger number of lower units scattered through 
the campus would have a less detrimental effect. 

The Canterbury Conservation Advisory Committee (CCAC) advises that it is disappointed 
that the application is submitted in the absence of a comprehensive master plan covering the 
entire campus, as only through such a plan can critical issues such as the implications of the 
development on the campus for wider infrastructure and the impact of proposals on the 
landscape setting of the City be properly considered. No objection to the principle of built 
development in this location is raised as the principle of built development in this location is 
accepted in the Local Plan. The visual impact has been the subject of a very detailed 
analysis which concludes that the development would not have a harmful impact on the 
landscape setting of the City. However, CCAC feel that the impact could be reduced through 
the use of appropriately muted materials. Good quality planting will also be important and 
this should be substantial and structural in its form. In the absence of a master plan, it is 
essential that the Local Plan addresses the key issue of the extent of acceptable built 
development at the University and in particular should identify land on which no future 
development should take place. 
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TECHNICAL CONSULTATIONS 
Sport England - 
In an initial response Sport England advised that it was not in a position to make a 
substantive response to the proposal as insufficient information had been provided to make 
an informed assessment of whether the proposal accords with Sport England's playing fields 
policy, 'A Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England' 1997. It was requested that 
information be provided in respect of any existing community use of the playing field, details 
of how existing users of the playing pitch would be relocated and details of any 
improvements proposed to be made to the pitch sites where users of the existing pitch would 
to be transferred to. Until such information was provided, Sport England advised that it would 
object to the planning application and it would be necessary for the Council to refer the 
application to the Secretary of State if the Council was minded to approve the planning 
application.  

Subsequently upon receipt of the requested information Sport England advised that it does 
not object to the application given that the University has confirmed that there is no, and 
never has been any, community use of the playing fields and that previous users of the pitch 
have been relocated. Furthermore, the pitch was only ever intended to be temporary while 
other facility development on the wider University site was undertaken and that users of the 
site have been satisfactorily relocated.   

Economic Development - 
Does not wish to resist the application however comments that the application is 
disappointing because it would represent a second encroachment into this allocated 
business site within the last few years and with some consideration of other sites there could 
be alternative options which both meet the applicant's need for student accommodation and 
protect the application site for its original purpose. That said, the applicant has sought to 
connect the proposed development with what would be the remaining Technology Park land 
and in doing so the proposed development would require the construction of a new access 
road which would represent a substantial piece of enabling infrastructure and attaches merit 
to the applicant's case in support of the proposal. With the introduction of a new access road 
and a re-scaled business park of a diminished size arguably the need for other infrastructure 
such as the originally proposed biomass energy centre should be reduced or eliminated and 
by keeping associated construction costs low the overall financial viability of phase 2 may be 
further improved.   

It is also considered that by constructing the access road, the University is presented with an 
excellent opportunity to formulate a new delivery approach for the relocated sites B3 and B4 
as the likelihood of enabling development funding from the Government is diminished and 
the innovation park cannot rely upon public sector intervention to enable the development. 
The need to bring forward Phase 2 of the site is increasing with Phase 1 effectively fully 
occupied. 

While it is claimed that some 75 per cent of the floor space capacity envisaged in the original 
Innovation SPG will be retained, two of the buildings are shown in a different location to that 
originally agreed and do not have any formal planning status which adds a layer of 
uncertainty to them coming forward for development.  

Kent Highways Services - 
No objection. Given that the proposal is to provide residences for nearly 800 students but not 
to increase the student roll this should have the net result of fewer students travelling to the 
campus. The University has a very robust travel plan and the proposed development 
includes cycle parking above the cycle parking standards and very few car parking spaces.   
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University Road has a footway along the western and northern side along the boundary of 
the site and the University may wish to create a length of footway on the eastern and 
southern side to provide a continuous path from The Venue to opposite the new access road 
to aid pedestrian movement. University Road is a more suitable access road than Giles Lane 
for construction traffic. A construction management plan should be submitted for approval 
prior to construction including the provision of wheel washing facilities. 

Natural England - 
Advises that its lack of specific comment should not be interpreted as a statement that there 
are no impacts on the natural environment, but only that the application is not likely to result 
in significant impacts on statutory designated sites, landscapes or species. It is for the local 
authority to determine whether or not the application is consistent with planning policy on 
biodiversity and landscape. The views of the Council's own ecologists should be sought 
when determining the environmental impacts of the development. The Local Planning 
Authority should assess the possible impacts resulting form the proposal on protected 
species, local wildlife sites, local landscape and opportunities for biodiversity enhancements. 

Environmental Protection - 
The methodology and findings of the contaminated land desk top study and preliminary 
assessment are deemed acceptable. The report recommends that an intrusive ground study 
is undertaken and a report based on the results prepared and this should be adhered to. The 
results of any sampling should be forwarded to the Council prior to the commencement of 
any remediation works and should remediation measures be required, a method statement 
should be provided for approval. These requirements should be the subject of a condition. 

The air quality assessment is accepted, with no adverse impact anticipated. There is the 
potential for problems from fugitive dust emissions during construction. Mitigation measures 
to control the impact of these are proposed and should be incorporated into a Construction 
and Environmental Management Plan to be agreed  by the Council, which should also be 
required by condition. The impact from emission from catering facilities has also been 
assessed and a high level discharge must be incorporated into the design and details 
relating to the kitchen extract plant and equipment must be submitted for approval. 

A report relating to noise and vibration is deemed acceptable. A number of mitigation 
measures for any potential impacts arising from the construction phase are recommended. 
At this stage it is not possible to fully quantify all the potential impacts as not all the 
construction methodology is available yet. It is therefore proposed that criteria are agreed 
with the Council in a Construction and Environmental Management Plan, to be the subject of 
a condition. The submitted report recommends that any plant noise must be 5dB below the 
existing background level at the nearest noise sensitive receptor. This must be a cumulative 
assessment taking into consideration all plant running not just any individual plant or 
equipment. The requirement for this must be placed as a condition along with the 
requirement for details of all plant to be submitted for approval to include kitchen extract 
systems. 

A Construction and Environmental Site Management Plan must be submitted for approval 
detailing measures to minimise the impact of construction and development of the project 
and this should include a restriction on the hours of works and deliveries. 

Transport & Environment Team - 
Highways - The proposed pedestrian access to the new development is considered 
adequate and the new pedestrian route along the proposed vehicular access will encourage 
pedestrian usage of this route. The proposed cycle parking provision is above the minimum 
standards. Proposed vehicular parking is also considered acceptable. Stagecoach, the local 

Page 22



bus operator, considers that the increased demand as a result of the new accommodation 
can be easily accommodated on a commercial basis, with additional supply of buses to meet 
any additional demand. It should be noted that in future, modern buses may not be able to 
physically pass through the Westgate Towers. 

Ecology - There will be no direct impact on great crested newt (GCN) aquatic habitats 
however the development will result in a reduction in the area of sub-optimal foraging 
habitat. To ensure that no GCN are injured or killed, conditions requiring the grassland to be 
continued to be mown must be applied along with the erection of temporary amphibian 
fencing. No trees with bat roosting potential are to be removed and although a number of bat 
commuting and foraging habitats will be lost, this is only where low levels of activity have 
been recorded. As such the effect on bats from direct habitat loss is not predicted to be 
significant. Care will need to be taken to ensure that external lighting does not impact on 
bats and a condition to this effect should be imposed. The site does not offer much potential 
for dormouse, reptiles or badgers. A condition should be attached to secure significant 
enhancements for wildlife in accordance with measures outlined in the submitted Landscape 
Management Plan. 

Landscape - The visual assessment is very comprehensive and it appears that the architects 
have tested and revised the layout design of the building blocks in response to the visual 
impact assessment. Existing areas of planting are mostly retained and reinforced as part of 
the landscape strategy. The form of the development appears to use the land efficiently. The 
line of a historical field boundary has not be reinstated with typical hedgerow planting but is 
defined with almost continuous planting. Because the site is surrounded by built 
development and views into the site are from long distances, it is considered that the 
residual visual impact will be negligible. 

The layout and detailed design are well considered and presented. Gabion walls could be 
enhanced with the incorporation of nest boxes, the attenuation swales are excellent and 
could be enhanced ecologically if the topsoil layer is removed. The wet meadow grass mix 
may not be the best choice if the swales dry out in the summer. A bridge connection across 
the swale would improve connectivity. Macadam footpaths away from the edge of the 
carriageway could be enhanced with a textured stone surface. The proposed use of Robinia 
pseudoacacia with the native species appears inconsistent, it is important that the planting is 
used to strengthen local distinctiveness. 

Tree Officer - 
Five trees have been identified to be removed, three to accommodate the new roadway and 
two because of their poor condition. The trees are relatively small and on the edge of a 
group close to University Road and their loss will be of little significance in the wider 
landscape. The buildings are proposed within existing boundary features and groups of trees 
and will have no direct impact. There is a very small incursion into the root protection zone of 
an important and prominent oak tree, mostly to provide adequate space for construction 
(scaffolding etc) but given appropriate protection during construction, it is unlikely to be of 
any long term consequence for the tree. Similarly, minor incursions are shown into the root 
protection zones of three further oak trees for construction of a new path but again, given 
appropriate protection during construction, it is unlikely to be of any long term consequence 
for the trees. Any consent should be conditioned to require tree protection. 

Archaeological Officer - 
The most significant archaeological evidence in the immediate vicinity of the site is part of an 
early Iron Age settlement recently excavated 50 metres to the north-west. The settlement 
was located on the southern edge of a wide expanse of soils overlying head gravels that 
extend eastwards across the northern half of the proposed development site. While the head 
gravels may not be of archaeological significance, the site contains a number of locally 
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important historic landscape features the details of which are set out in the Environmental 
Statement. Overall, the proposed development will have a significant and permanent 
negative effect on the historic landscape and leave Beverley Farmhouse isolated. Features, 
deposits and finds worthy of record may be revealed during the development. Should 
permission be granted a condition should be imposed to ensure that the applicant makes 
arrangements for the carrying out of archaeological work. 

Environment Agency - 
No objection, subject to the imposition of conditions in respect of contamination and surface 
water drainage being imposed on any planning permission granted. 

Southern Water - 
Surface water disposal is to existing water courses and the University's private systems. The 
planning authority should rely on the Environment Agency and its own engineers for 
comment on this. There is inadequate capacity in the foul sewerage system for additional 
flows. Southern Water is in negotiation with the applicant regarding the proposed foul 
discharge to the public sewerage system. A condition should be attached to any permission 
issued requiring details of foul and surface water disposal to be submitted and agreed before 
the commencement of any development. 

Engineering Section (Drainage) - 
It is proposed to dispose of the foul water to Southern Water's public sewers, however as 
there are local capacity issues a scheme based on a holding tank and a pumping station are 
proposed to provide attenuation and allow the controlled discharge of foul water off-peak. 
Various proposals for mitigation are put forward as it is recognised that a system that relies 
on storage and a pumping station may fail. In addition to these, it is requested that the 
University authorities acknowledge that it may not always be possible to repair a system 
failure within 24 hours as alleged and an agreement should be set up and maintained with 
one or more tanker firms to supply at short notice sufficient tankers to keep taking the foul 
water away from the site until such time as the fault has been fixed. 

An unnamed watercourse running along the western boundary of the site is proposed to take 
most of the surface water run off from the development. Using a series of attenuation 
devices including swales and below ground cellular storage systems fitted with flow control 
devices, the rate of surface water run off should be no greater than the existing flow from the 
undeveloped site. Flooding will occur however if entry to the culvert gets obstructed by waste 
and debris. The sewer downstream of the culvert entrance already surcharges, occasionally 
lifting the manhole covers and flooding properties along Salisbury Road and Beaconsfield 
Road meaning that the sewer will still surcharge and flooding occur. It is therefore requested 
that an investigation to determine the maximum flow the culvert can take without lifting the 
manhole covers is undertaken and attenuation created upstream of the culvert entrance to 
ensure that no flow greater than this maximum rate is allowed to enter the culvert.   

The Flood Risk Assessment states that "As long as the watercourse, culvert, trash screen 
and site drainage are routinely inspected and maintained by Southern Water, Canterbury 
City Council and the University of Kent, then the residual risk to downstream properties will 
be minimised". It is not the responsibility of the City Council to inspect or maintain any of 
these elements.  

DRAINAGE CONSIDERATIONS 
The majority of the site is located within Flood Zone 1 and therefore has a less than 1 in 
1000 annual probability of sea or river flooding. A small area some 230 metres south of the 
site is within Flood Zone 2 (between 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 year risk of river flooding). The 
application recognises that the unnamed watercourse along the western boundary of the site 
is prone to blockage from detritus and waste which results in localised flooding at the culvert 
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entrance and flooding to downstream properties. The submitted Flood Risk Assessment 
recommends that discussion be undertaken with Southern Water in respect of improvements 
to the culvert entrance and the existing vertical screen be changed to an inclined grille and 
that routine inspection and clearance of the culvert and watercourse be undertaken by the 
City Council, University and Southern Water. As pointed out by the Council's drainage 
engineer this is not the responsibility of the City Council however and it needs to be clarified 
that this will be undertaken by the University.  

It is proposed that surface water flows from the site would be attenuated using Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SUDS) and restricted to greenfield run off rates, prior to discharge to the 
watercourse along the western boundary of the site. Two surface water outfalls are 
proposed; the main site would drain to the watercourse along the western boundary while 
the access road would discharge to the University's private surface water network. The 
SUDS system would include the incorporation of a 'green' roof on the hub building, a 
network of swales and below ground storage in cellular storage systems. While this is 
acceptable in principle given that the sewer downstream of the culvert entrance already 
surcharges, occasionally lifting the manhole covers and flooding properties along Salisbury 
Road and Beaconsfield Road, the sewer will still surcharge and flooding occur. It has 
therefore been requested that an investigation to determine the maximum flow the culvert 
can take without lifting the manhole covers is undertaken and attenuation created upstream 
of the culvert entrance to ensure that no flow greater than this maximum rate is allowed to 
enter the culvert.   

It is proposed that foul water flows be discharged into the University's private network as 
providing that flows are attenuated and discharge restricted to off-peak hours, there should 
be capacity. It is proposed that foul discharge from all buildings would be collected and 
drained by a dedicated foul water gravity system that would discharge to dedicated foul 
attenuation tanks within the site and a pumping station would transfer the foul effluent via a 
rising main during off peak hours to the private sewer network. A monitoring and alarm 
system would be fitted to the attenuation tank and pumping station to alert the University if 
the pump system fails. As a back up, a 200m3 emergency foul storage tank is included in 
the system to provide 24 hours emergency storage in the event of a system failure. This 
approach is considered acceptable, subject to an extra safeguard being put in place in the 
form of an agreement being entered into between the University and a tanker firm to supply 
at short notice sufficient tankers to take the foul water away from the site in the event of a 
fault not being able to be fixed within 24 hours.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
The application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES). This sets out the 
findings and conclusions of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) which has been 
carried out for the scheme. The EIA was required to be submitted with the application due to 
the size and nature of the proposed scheme and in view of the characteristics of the 
application site. An EIA is a process aimed at ensuring that the likely significant impacts of a 
proposal are assessed in a systematic way and that the importance of the impacts and 
scope for reducing them is clearly understood by the public and local planning authority 
before a decision is made on the planning application. 

The EIA seeks to: 

! examine the environmental character of the area likely to be affected by the 
development; 

! identify natural and manmade process that may already be changing the character of the 
site; 

! consider the possible interactions between the proposed development and both existing 
and future site considerations; 
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! predict the possible impacts, both beneficial and adverse of the development on the 
environment; and 

! introduce design and operations modifications or other measures to avoid, minimise or 
mitigate adverse impacts and enhance positive impacts.   

The EIA concludes that there would be no significant impacts following mitigation on ecology 
and nature conservation, water resources, water quality,  flood risk and air quality. There 
would be short-term residual noise impacts during construction and potential minor vibration 
impacts. The scheme is predicted to have a number of positive impacts on the local 
economy, both during construction with £7m Gross Value Added (GVA) and 93 temporary 
construction FETE jobs and following construction with an estimated £2.1m of GVA and 
approximately 68 new FETE jobs created. 

With regards to Landscape and Visual Amenity, the assessment concludes that there would 
be a number of significant negative short-term impacts during construction. Significant 
negative long-term impacts would also result, mainly occurring within or adjacent to the site, 
experienced by residents along Giles Lane and users of the footpath along the western 
boundary of the site. It is concluded that there would be no significant short or long-term 
impacts on quality or value of designated landscapes for the reason for which they were 
designated. The Assessment also considers landscape and visual impacts arising from other 
major developments in the vicinity in combination with the Keynes III scheme, including the 
potential Chaucer Fields development. This establishes that there would be significant 
negative long-term cumulative impacts on the Stour Valley slopes character area and the 
Canterbury AHLV designation, due to the incremental loss of open grassed slopes. There 
would also be significant negative long-term cumulative impacts when viewed from Dane 
John Gardens, the North Downs Way and New House Lane due to the extended 
appearance of built development down and across the wooded slopes. 

It is concluded that the development would have little direct impact on designated heritage 
assets nearby or in Canterbury itself, but would impact on the immediate and wider historic 
landscape setting of Beverley Farmhouse. The impact is considered to range from 
minor/moderate to major in the construction and operational phases. A cumulative impact on 
the historic landscape associated with Beverley Farm is also predicted with a loss and 
infilling of field systems resulting in a major or moderate negative impact. Recommended 
mitigation takes the form of preservation by record and publication and interpretation boards 
and safeguarding the immediate setting of Beverley farmhouse and historic landscape 
features and trees in the historic field system. 

DISCUSSION
The application is submitted by the University as part of its long-term aspirations to increase 
the number of students housed within the University campus. The application raises a 
number of issues, in particular the principle of student accommodation in this location given 
that a large proportion of the site is allocated in the Local Plan for the expansion of the 
business innovation park. 

Policy ED8 of the Local Plan states that this allocated land will be safeguarded for business 
innovation park development subject to the preparation of a development brief. A 
development brief has subsequently been adopted which includes an illustrative master plan 
which indicates that the safeguarded land has the potential to deliver some 19,000 sqm of 
new business accommodation. Phase 1 has now been completed. An expansion of Keynes 
College completed in 2011 took place on part of the allocated land however an illustrative 
master plan submitted with that application demonstrated that the same amount of floor 
space and car parking could still be delivered on the reduced space that would be available 
and on that basis the proposal was considered acceptable.

Page 26



The current application would further reduce the land available for additional Innovation Park 
development. However, a new illustrative master plan has been submitted which 
demonstrates how approximately 75 per cent of the floor space envisaged by the SPG could 
still be delivered, partly within the remaining allocated site area and partly on land to the 
immediate north-east of the allocation, between University Road and the original Keynes 
College buildings. While it would be preferable if the full amount of employment floor space 
envisaged in the SPG could still be realised, the development of this site for student 
residences does provide a substantial benefit; the proposed new access road off University 
Road to serve the student accommodation would open up the remaining land for further 
business park development thereby increasing the prospects of it coming forward for 
business development. At present there appears to be little prospect of the safeguarded land 
coming forward without some form of enabling development and the partial release of this 
land to facilitate the application proposals would deliver a new access road which could act 
as a catalyst for the remaining Innovation Park land coming forward. 

The University has an extensive land holding and objections raised to the proposal include 
assertions that there are other less sensitive sites on campus that could accommodate the 
proposed development and enable this land to be kept free of development or used for its 
allocated Innovation Park use. An alternative sites analysis has been submitted with the 
application. Within this, three locations are identified within the campus that could be suitable 
for the development of new accommodation namely, the Parkwood area, Giles Lane car 
park and the land to the west of Keynes College the subject of this application. The 
University however does not consider that either of the two alternative sites would 
adequately satisfy its needs. 

Parkwood is dismissed because although relatively low density, the existing accommodation 
is in good condition and comprehensive redevelopment of the site as a single phase of 
development would take out almost one third of the entire University's bed spaces for a two 
year construction period. With regards to developing this area as a series of infill extensions 
or as part of a rolling programme of phased redevelopment this would take approximately 10 
years to complete and would result in an overall reduction in the number of bed spaces for 
the first 4-5 years which would undermine the University's objective to increase the number 
of bed spaces on campus. 

The University does not consider the car park at Giles Lane to be suitable to meet its needs 
either; although identified for development in the Local Plan, the land forms the main parking 
area on the campus and a car park would need to be provided elsewhere on campus which 
is not considered feasible. Furthermore, capacity studies show the site could only deliver in 
the region of 300 bed spaces, which would fall well below the University's requirements. 

As with the earlier Chaucer Fields application, I have some reservations in respect of the 
comprehensiveness of the alternative sites analysis. However, the benefit of the new access 
road associated with the Keynes III proposal opening up the remaining land for further 
Innovation Park development thereby increasing the prospects of it coming forward for 
business development is considered to weigh heavily in favour of developing this site 
compared with other locations. A further factor for consideration is the recent publication of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  At paragraph 22 this states that local 
planning authorities should avoid the unnecessary long-term protection of employment sites 
and treat applications for alternative uses on their own merits. 

Increasing the amount of on-site student accommodation is considered by the University to 
be a key factor in making it more attractive to prospective students by guaranteeing all first 
year students on-campus accommodation, providing accommodation for some 
undergraduates for a second year, offering accommodation to overseas fee paying students 
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for the duration of their stay and increasing post-graduate numbers thereby boosting the 
level and quality of research and development. The University currently provides on-campus 
accommodation for around 37 per cent of its students which is comparable with many other 
Universities, but providing additional high quality accommodation would help make the 
University more attractive and to compete with peer institutions, many of which have 
invested heavily in recent years in new accommodation. This is considered by the University 
to be essential to its future success and the importance of the University for the District in 
terms of its contribution to the local economy, job opportunities and the range of cultural, 
social and academic activities it presents is recognised.     

The provision of additional on-site campus accommodation could also lessen the pressure 
for Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) in the City. It has been estimated by the 
University that provision of the proposed student accommodation could release 223 
properties back onto the general housing market. As Members are aware, there is much 
pressure on the private rented housing sector in Canterbury as a result of the number of 
higher education students in the City and the release of some of these back to family 
housing  is considered beneficial and to be welcomed.

A further point in favour of the application proposals is that the development would boost the 
local economy both during construction and once complete. It is claimed that the 
development jobs and increased turnover during the construction phase would support 
approximately 150 temporary construction jobs and result in a net economic impact in terms 
of GVA of £7m per year for the 2 year construction programme. Once constructed, the 
employment generated by the development is predicted by the University to create 46 FETE 
jobs.  In addition there would be indirect expenditure in the local economy which would 
support further employment and is expected to represent a GVA of £1.35m and 
approximately 51 FETE net jobs per annum.

Recent advice from Central Government is that local planning authorities should be 
supportive of development with economic benefits; the written ministerial statement: 
Planning for Growth (March 2011) advises that local planning authorities should support 
enterprise and facilitate housing, economic and other forms of sustainable development by 
considering the range of likely economic and social benefits of proposals, including matters 

such as job creation. The recently published NPPF also places a strong emphasis on 

achieving economic growth through the planning system, stating in paragraph 19 that 'the 
Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to 
support sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not act as 
an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed on the 
need to support economic growth through the planning system.'

Specific support for University growth and development is given in Policy S4 of the South 
East Plan which relates to Higher Education and requires that Local Authorities ensure that 
the needs of the higher and further education sectors are addressed in local development 
frameworks. The supporting text to this policy recognises that the higher education providers 
are an important economic entity in their own right, being a major source of high quality 
employment, bringing a substantial, stable stream of national funding into the region with 
associated local expenditure which has a strong economic multiplier effect on the local 
economy. The Plan also recognises that higher education providers are a direct support to 
the development of industry and the regional economy as well as being a cultural and 
recreational resource. In addition, the South East Plan states that Canterbury should 
develop links between University research and business (Policy EKA1) and continue as a 
commercial and cultural centre of international importance (Policy EKA6) and give priority to 
completion of major employment sites at Canterbury linked to the University of Kent. 

The delivery of a new access road to serve the remaining Innovation Park land thereby 
increasing the prospect of it coming forward together with the economic benefits arising from 
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the development for the University and wider District as a whole are recognised and 
accepted along with the potential benefits of releasing HMOs in Canterbury back into the 
general housing market. Furthermore, given that the site is already allocated for 
development in the Local Plan, albeit of a different form, and in view of the support for such 
proposals in the NPPF and development plan policies, on balance I consider the principle of 
the development of this site for student residences to be acceptable. 

The land the subject of the application forms part of a wider area of grassland that has 
historically been used for informal recreation. Within this, towards the northern end of the 
site is a sports pitch, which has been in existence since about 2003. This was provided as a 
temporary facility during the redevelopment and upgrading of other pitches elsewhere on the 
campus. These works were completed in 2005/2006 however the pitch on the Keynes site 
continued to be marked out as an additional facility. The University advises that it has always 
been clear that the pitch would only remain for a limited period of time as this part of the 
campus had been designated for development in the 2006 Local Plan and Supplementary 
Planning Guidance for the Business Innovation Park. The University further comments that 
the pitch is problematic in that it is dislocated from the University's principal sports ground, 
does not have any changing or other facilities and that the land is uneven and suffers from 
water logging due to lack of drainage.  

Initially Sport England advised that insufficient information had been provided to enable an 
informed assessment of whether the proposal would accord with Sport England's playing 
fields policy, a Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England (1997). The required 
information was subsequently supplied to Sport England.  This confirmed that the pitch was 
only ever intended as a temporary facility and included details of how the University has 
invested heavily in sport and recreation facilities in recent years, including: 

! developing a new 3G full size football pitch and sand dressed hockey pitch with 
spectator stands, fencing and flood lighting,  

! improved drainage to grass rugby and football pitches in 2007 to allow greater winter 
use,

! a new sports pavilion adjacent to the rugby and football pitches providing ten team 
changing rooms, a football development office and social and catering facilities in 2007,  

! refurbishment of the sports centre changing rooms in 2008, 

! covered structure over the existing tennis courts, and 

! a new four court sports hall and major extension to the fitness and dance studios 
(currently under construction).  

Following on from this Sport England withdrew its objection on the basis that the University 
confirmed that there is no, and never has been, any community use of the playing fields and 
that previous users of the pitch have been relocated.

Local Plan Policy C27 advises that proposals for development which will result in the loss of 
playing fields will only be permitted in certain specified circumstances: 

a) The site has first been considered for other recreational/amenity uses in the wider 
community,

b) There is an overriding need for the proposed development which outweighs the loss of the 
playing fields; or 

c) Sports and recreation facilities can best be retained and enhanced through the 
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redevelopment of a small part of the site; and 

d) An alternative open space is provided of an equivalent amenity and leisure standard in the 
locality which does not generate significant additional trips by private car; or 

e) The developer enters into an agreement to provide an appropriate amount of land as 
public open space as part of a new development. 

Given that the site is allocated in the Local Plan for new development and the adopted SPG 
does not include any requirement for the retention of the sports pitch together with the fact 
that the pitch was only ever provided as temporary facility, an area of informal recreation 
space is proposed to be retained and given the recent substantial investment in other 
sporting facilities at the University and the lack of objection from Sport England, the loss of 
the sports pitch is considered acceptable in this instance.

The site lies within one of the two Areas of High Landscape Value in the District, the one 
forming the valley of the River Stour around Canterbury. Although not considered to be of 
sufficient quality to be of County significance, AHLVs nevertheless have a distinctive high 
quality landscape. The Canterbury AHLV seeks to protect the historic setting of Canterbury 
and the world heritage site.   

Local Plan Policy R7 states that in considering applications for development within the 
AHLVs ‘the Council will pay particular attention to the impact of the proposals on the local 
landscape character and/or role on its historic setting. Development proposals which would 
cause unacceptable harm will not be permitted.'   

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been commissioned by the 
applicant to evaluate the potential impacts the scheme would have on landscape character, 
features, designations and views during construction and operation. The assessment 
concludes that there would be a number of negative impacts during the construction phases 
as a result of development activity which would impact on the character and quality of the 
Stour Valley slopes character area within which the site lies. These impacts would be 
temporary only, during the construction phase.  However, the LVIA also concludes that the 
proposed development would also have some long-term visual impacts particularly in 
respect of localised views from Giles Lane looking south towards the City and from the 
footpath along the west boundary of the site. The LVIA also finds that significant long-term 
impacts would occur from New House Lane due to the extent of the built development 
resulting in a noticeable reduction in the openness of the University slopes. However, the 
assessment concludes that there would be no significant short or long-term impact on the 
quality of the AHLV for the reasons for which it was designated.

While it is acknowledged that the proposed development would result in some harm in terms 
of visual impact to the local landscape, it must be recognised that the principle of built 
development on the site has already been established with the Local Plan designation and 
SPD for the Innovation Centre on the site. Furthermore, the design of the development has 
followed on from a number of assessments undertaken by the University's Design Team to 
minimise the potential impact on the landscape, as a result of which it is considered that the 
proposal represents an optimum arrangement of buildings and their respective ground levels 
to minimise visual impact. New tree planting will mature and help integrate and provide some 
screening of the development in distant views from the south of the City. On this basis, the 
proposal is considered acceptable in respect of its impact on the landscape and AHLV 
designation.   

The LVIA also considers the landscape and visual impacts arising from other potential major 
developments in the vicinity, including the Chaucer Fields conference centre and Innovation 
Park development, in combination with the current Keynes III proposal. This establishes that 
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as a combined development there would be significant long-term cumulative impacts on the 
Stour Valley slopes character area and the AHLV designation, due to the incremental loss of 
open grassed slopes which are characteristic of the Stour Valley and which the AHLV 
designation seeks to protect. This would be most apparent from view points at the Dane 
John Gardens, the North Downs Way, New House Lane and the footpath along the western 
edge of the University campus. This will need to be considered further as and when 
applications for these proposals are submitted.  

Turning to the design of the proposed development, the layout of the site is such that it 
extends the existing pattern of the courtyard development of Keynes College to the east 
further westwards, with interlinked courtyards centred on a central landscape amenity space 
at the northern end of the site with a formal hard landscaped courtyard below and hub 
building beyond. The proposed accommodation blocks would be substantial in terms of 
height, scale and mass. They would, however, be comparable in scale to the existing 
buildings at Keynes College. The town houses are sited at the north end of the site with the 
cluster blocks further south. The access road into the site is proposed from University Road 
thereby avoiding increased vehicular traffic on Giles Lane. It is positioned in approximately 
the location shown in the Innovation Park SPD and it has been designed to generally follow 
existing contours thereby limiting its impact on adjacent land and minimising the need for ‘cut 
and fill.’

The hub building would provide support facilities, catering and study spaces for students. 
The accommodation would be provided on two floors but the building has been designed 
into the natural fall of the land with the lower level set into the ground creating a 
semi-basement level which gives the impression of a single-storey building on the north side 
and would maintain views towards the City from the north. To the south side of the hub, a 
paved terrace is proposed to allow break out from the catering facilities within the building. 
The design incorporates a flat, green roof and the external elevations would comprise a 
combination of gabion walls, timber cladding and large areas of glazing. 

Four blocks of town houses are proposed which are designed in blocks of 9 person 
(three-storey) or 12 person (four-storey) houses. Each house would be organised around a 
stair core with the social area for the house being located on the ground floor. These 
buildings would have a block work plinth level with a mix of render, cladding panels and 
timber cladding above and incorporate recessed entrance doorways into the building 

The proposed cluster blocks are all four storeys in height. These comprise eight person flats 
arranged either side of a central stair. The entrance to each cluster would be from a central 
quad with a social dining area within each unit. These buildings would also have a block 
work plinth and the elevational treatment proposed is similar to the adjacent recently 
completed Keynes II development, incorporating render, cladding panels, timber and metal 
louvers.

Overall, I am satisfied that the design approach adopted is appropriate to the University 
setting, with the new buildings having been designed to reflect existing Keynes College 
architecture whilst having a more contemporary approach. The amount of accommodation 
required necessitates substantial buildings of a horizontal form, however the scale of the 
buildings is broken up through the introduction of vertical elements to break down the 
horizontal emphasis of these buildings. The apparent scale of the buildings is also reduced 
through the ground floor level of the buildings being expressed as a plinth. The choice of 
materials is considered appropriate; the plinth is proposed to be constructed in blockwork 
which is a material used extensively across the campus and render and cladding systems 
are also found on many existing University buildings. It is proposed to use darker cladding 
colours than used on the Keynes II development as these recede in long distance views, 
however where elements break the sky line, these would be lighter in colour so as to be less 
obtrusive against the sky. 
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With regards to the physical impact of the proposed buildings on nearby properties in Giles 
Lane, five residential properties back onto the application site. A landscaped amenity space 
is provided adjacent to these properties to provide a buffer. This sits on a plateau before the 
land falls away to the south and therefore allows for views to be maintained towards the City, 
which was a key requirement set out in the SPG in respect of the Innovation Park 
development. Two of the new buildings are however proposed partially behind two of the 
properties on Giles Lane. These buildings would be three storeys only and are proposed to 
be sited with their gable end facing towards the houses thus reducing the impact. They 
would be sited a minimum of 20 metres from the rear boundary and 45 metres from the rear 
of the dwelling at Belmont and 17 metres from the rear boundary and 30 metres from the 
rear elevation of Ronton, the closest property to the application site. Given the distances 
involved and the fact that the proposed buildings would not be sited fully behind the existing 
houses, the relationship is considered acceptable. 

Further into the site to the south, four-storey buildings are proposed which would extend 
further in front of the Giles Lane properties, however these would be some 65 to 70 metres 
from the boundary of the site. While the outlook from the properties would be substantially 
altered, I am satisfied that the proposal would not result in any loss of light or 
overshadowing. The buildings are sited and orientated in such a way as to minimise 
overlooking of the adjacent dwellings. I am satisfied that the proposed development would 
be sited a sufficient distance from St Edmund’s School so as not to impact on this in any 
way, particularly in view of the extensive tree screen that exists along the boundary with the 
School. 

While the proposal would result in increased student activity and comings and goings to the 
western side of the campus, the principle of introducing activity in this location, albeit for a 
different use, has already been established with the allocation of the site for business use. 
The business use would have inevitably introduced increased activity into the site adjacent 
to the residential properties including a substantial number of vehicular movements, which 
would be kept to a minimum with the application proposals. Access to and circulation 
between the buildings is located away from neighbouring properties. Taking these factors 
into account, combined with present student activity in the vicinity, I do not consider that 
there would be any undue loss of residential amenity arising as a result of the development.

The site is not located within any conservation area, nor does it encroach on any Schedule 
Ancient Monument. The ES also concludes that the proposals would not impact upon the 
Canterbury World Heritage site. However, the site is adjacent to Beverley Farmhouse, a 
Grade II listed building that  includes remnants of a 15th century timber framed building with 
additions dating from the 16th, 17th and 19th century. While the proposal would not impact 
on the building itself, it is considered that there would be an impact on the setting of this 
building, in particular its historic landscape, with the development potentially eroding the 
sense the building was once a farmhouse surrounded by fields and the access road in effect 
isolating Beverley Farmhouse, resulting in the building being situated on an island between 
roads and the innovation centre. The site has however been allocated for a number of years 
and a detailed adopted SPG is in existence, which balances this impact and so development 
is considered appropriate.  

To offset these potential impacts it is proposed that a more detailed record be made of the 
extant historic landscape features to be complemented by additional documentary research 
and be integrated with archaeological and other survey results. It is proposed that this work 
would be undertaken by the same archaeological contractor responsible for the 
archaeological fieldwork in collaboration with a documentary historian and that a final report 
would be adopted and submitted for publication in the journal of the Kent Archaeological 
Society as well as findings being presented on-site by means of interpretation boards in 
suitable locations. In addition it is recommended that the immediate setting of the farmhouse 
is enhanced through some sensitive landscaping and the removal of three young non-native 
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pines and a modern lamp-post. This approach is considered to represent appropriate 
mitigation.   

The listed buildings of St Edmund’s School are some 150 metres away and a strong line of 
mature trees that exists along the boundary of the site with the school means that I am 
satisfied the proposal would not have any impact on the setting of the school buildings.  

In respect of archaeology, the site contains a number of locally important historic landscape 
features and it is recognised in the ES accompanying the application that the development 
would have a direct impact on buried archaeological resources as a result of construction 
activities. It is proposed to mitigate the impact of this through preservation by record, 
research and publication; this approach is acceptable to the Council's Archaeological Officer. 

A Transport Statement submitted with the application concludes that given the nature and 
location of the proposal and absence of parking spaces within the development, the proposal 
will not give rise to any material impact upon the highway network given that the occupiers of 
the new residences will undertake a significant proportion of their journeys within the campus 
and are unlikely to have access to private car use. 

The campus is well served by bus services with an average of 10 services per hour in each 
direction to and from the campus to the City centre (although there are less services on 
Sundays). Stagecoach has advised that any increased demand as a result of the new 
accommodation can be easily accommodated on a commercial basis, with additional supply 
of buses to meet any additional demand.

The development proposes just 18 car parking spaces, of which 8 would be designated as 
disabled parking bays with the remaining 10 spaces for staff. Vehicular access to the 
residential accommodation would generally be restricted with the exception of access for 
disabled students and for first day arrivals and last day departures. No parking permits are 
issued for students of UKC living on campus and students seeking accommodation at 
Keynes III would be informed that they are prohibited from keeping a car in Canterbury, 
which would be written into tenancy agreements. Enforcement for non-compliance would 
include financial penalties or loss of tenancy. The University has agreed to enter into a 
unilateral undertaking that would preclude students from bringing cars into the City. The 
development includes provision of cycle storage for 168 bicycles which is in excess of the 
KCC minimum requirements.

Ecological surveys conducted and submitted as part of the application include a Phase 1 
habitats survey, badger survey, great crested newt survey and bat surveys. No signs of 
badger activity were recorded during the field survey and therefore no further work for this 
species has been undertaken. The great crested newt survey covered all ponds on the 
University campus and four ponds on adjoining land and revealed great crested newts to be 
present within four out of eleven ponds. While there would be no direct impact on great 
crested newt aquatic habitat as none are present within the site boundary, there are four 
water bodies within 500m of the site that have been confirmed as breeding ponds and 
construction of the development would result in a permanent reduction in the area of 
sub-optimal foraging habitat available for GCN. To ensure that none are injured or killed 
grassland within the proposed development boundary must continue to be mown and 
cuttings removed and temporary amphibian fencing erected and not removed until 
construction is complete. These matters can be adequately dealt with by condition. 

Bat surveys  have only recorded commuting and foraging bats; although a number of trees 
with bat roost potential were recorded within the site and surrounding area, no roosting sites 
were identified. None of the trees with roosting potential are proposed to be removed. 
Although the scheme would result in the loss of a number of bat commuting and foraging 
habitats, only habitats where low levels of bat activity were recorded would be lost. The 
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effect on bats from direct habitat loss is not therefore predicted to be significant. However in 
order to prevent bats behaviour around the site being adversely affected, all external lighting 
located in bat sensitive areas must conform with measures proposed in the bat report.

In respect of dormouse, the majority of habitats within the site have been found to be 
unsuitable or sub-optimal for dormouse foraging, nesting and hibernating and the scheme is 
entirely located within areas that are unsuitable for dormouse therefore no potential 
dormouse habitat would be affected. Similarly, the site provides sub-optimal foraging and 
basking habitat for reptiles and if present, reptile numbers are likely to be low. Mitigation 
detailed with regard to GCN will address the low level of risk to reptiles if they are present. 

The imposition of conditions to secure the necessary mitigation outlined above means that 
the requirements of the 2010 Habitats Regulations and protection under the 1981 Wildlife 
and Countryside Act will be met. In order to comply with the Council's duty under the NERC 
Act 2006 a further condition would be attached to any planning permission granted to ensure 
that significant enhancements for wildlife are secured. Such measures would include 
incorporation of native scrub planting along the woodland edge forming the south west 
boundary, construction of two hibernicula within this woodland, creation of a range of native, 
species rich micro habitats and attenuation swales planted with a range of native aquatic 
plants. 

A tree survey of the site has been submitted with the application and was used from the 
outset to inform the design of the development.  It provides a detailed appraisal of the 
existing trees on the site and identifies trees of high quality that have been incorporated into 
the proposal. The site is largely devoid of trees with the exception of along the north-west 
and south-west boundaries as well as some limited trees in the centre of the site, none of 
which are protected by Tree Preservation Orders. The development would only result in the 
loss of three trees, located at the eastern end of the proposed access road. Two of the trees 
are identified as Grade B (of moderate quality) and one Grade C (of low quality) and the 
impact of their loss would be minimised due to the presence of a number of other trees in 
close proximity that would be retained. Furthermore, extensive new tree planting is proposed 
which, in time, will help mitigate for the loss of the trees. Proposals have been put forward 
for protection of the remaining trees on site during construction, which are considered 
adequate by the Council's Arboricultural Officer and would be the subject of a condition 
should planning permission be forthcoming. 

Various energy efficiency and passive measures are proposed to be incorporated into the 
scheme, including the use of Solar Hot Water technology to meet part of the development's 
hot water demand. As a result of these measures, the regulated annual reduced energy 
demand for the development has been estimated as 10% and the overall CO2 savings for 
the development as 19%. To minimise potable water consumption a range of water saving 
fixtures are proposed including dual flush toilets, low flow and anti-scale mixer taps and a 
leak detection system. The scheme has been designed to achieve a minimum of the 
BREEAM ‘Very Good’ rating which would be conditioned should planning permission be 
forthcoming.

In line with the Council's adopted SPD on development contributions, a request for £112,585 
towards the cost of providing necessary transportation infrastructure arising from the 
development has been made and the University has agreed to make the necessary 
contribution. This would be secured through a legal agreement. 

As outlined above, the principle of the development and the general format and design are 
considered acceptable. It is therefore recommended that Members give delegated authority 
to grant planning permission.
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