Comments from CPRE Protect Kent on the Dover District Heritage Strategy (Draft)
General Comments
1. CPRE Protect Kent welcomes the initiative taken by the District Council to prepare a Heritage Strategy.  We believe that a strategy such as this will provide a useful tool for ensuring that the important heritage assets of Dover District are carefully managed to ensure their continued protection, whilst recognising the role that they could play in helping to secure regeneration objectives.  
2. In parallel with the consultation on the draft strategy the Council is also consulting on a section on heritage to be included in the Land Allocations Document (LAD).  However, having reviewed this section proposed for the LAD we are disappointed that it does not include any policies on how the heritage strategy will be taken forward.  It simply summarises the intention of the strategy, and repeats parts of it.  We expected to see a clear policy approach to heritage assets in the LAD, and this should be a specific recommendation of the strategy.  In this regard we would ask the Council to adopt the approach that we suggest in our comments on the LAD.  
3. The draft Strategy document provides a comprehensive review of the state of the District’s heritage assets, and presents a considerable volume of useful general information on heritage conservation.  It contains clear definitions of heritage assets and explanations of their value.  In this it is successful and we support the general principles set out. 
4. Whilst the draft strategy clearly, and in some detail, explains the high quality and importance of the heritage assets in the District, we are concerned that the thrust of the strategy is about the contribution that the heritage assets can make in securing the regeneration and tourism objectives of the Council rather than the need to protect them for future generations as a matter of policy and principle.  Although there are many good examples of where heritage assets have played a central part in regeneration projects, and they have been enhanced as a result, it will not always be the case that the protection and future use of heritage assets will be secured through regeneration proposals.  The strategy must acknowledge and emphasise that regeneration will only be appropriate where it enhances and not threatens heritage assets.  Without this there is the real risk of heritage being seen as an obstacle to be overcome rather than an asset to be embraced.   The strategy should also recognise that the Council has a responsibility to ensure that important assets are protected from inappropriate development and actions.  This does not come over clearly enough in the draft strategy.
5. In this regard, we note that at various places in the draft document it is stated that heritage assets should be seen as a ‘catalyst for regeneration’.   This is not terminology used in the NPPF.  We consider that this terminology, and the support it gives to development associated with heritage assets, goes beyond that espoused in the bullet points of paragraph 126 of the NPPF.  We fear that this approach may result in unacceptable impacts if regeneration is seen as the driving force – as is implied by this expression – rather than the protection and enhancement of the asset itself.  Whilst, in accordance with the NPPF, we accept that sustaining and enhancing heritage assets so that they bring wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits and contribute to local character and distinctiveness, should be an important objective, this is not the same as seeing them as an ‘engine for growth’.  This expression needs to be removed from the document.   

6. In paragraphs 1.5 to 1.10 the draft strategy provides the national policy context for the strategy.  We consider that this provides only a partial description of national policy and that it is selective in its quotes from and references to the NPPF.  As a consequence it overly focuses on the pro-development elements of the NPPF, which we believe has resulted in a draft strategy that places regeneration objectives at its heart.  It is noteworthy that those parts of the NPPF that seek to ensure that heritage assets are protected from development are not acknowledged in this ‘policy context’ section.  In this regard, we consider that reference should be made to the first part of paragraph 126 and paragraph 132 of the NPPF.  
7. This skewing of the strategy towards development and regeneration objectives is further evidenced by the fact that it is Chapter 6 of the document (which deals specifically with the opportunities for regeneration) that is described as ‘The Heritage Strategy’ (see, for example, paragraph 7.7 of the draft document).  In our reading of the document, Chapters 4 and 5 are as much as part of the strategy as Chapter 6.  This needs to be made clear in the document.    
8. This lack of clarity and imbalance in the document needs to be addressed, and more weight given to the need to protect the heritage assets, reflecting their status both nationally and locally, rather than it being focussed on regeneration opportunities that involve heritage assets.  As it stands we believe that the strategy does not fully have regard to national planning policy and is overly focussed on the regeneration objectives of the Council.  We believe that this could mean that the strategy will actually result in harm to important heritage assets, contrary to the purpose of the strategy as set out in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.3 and contrary in particular to paragraph 132 of the NPPF.  
9. Running to 768 pages the document is extraordinarily long.  This means that the document does not readily serve as a 'handbook' that can be used by those at the coalface of planning as it applies to heritage, and it is quite impractical to expect applicants and others to absorb such a volume of material in order to formulate a Heritage Statement.  The final document must be more succinctly presented with the strategy clearly discernable with unnecessary duplication removed.  Perhaps, for example, the theme papers and the conservation area overviews could be produced as separate supporting documents rather than appendices to the strategy itself.  It would also be helpful if an ‘executive summary’ is included clearly setting out what the strategy is.      

10. We welcome the intention to produce a Heritage Action Plan (as indicated in paragraph 7.48) that would sit alongside the strategy.  This should be crisply written as a practitioners guide and should contain clear guidance as to its application by professionals, owners, elected members and community bodies alike, to the management of change within the heritage environment.  In particular, many of the 'coulds' and 'shoulds' of the draft Strategy document need to be replaced by 'wills' and 'shalls' in the adopted Action Plan (and in the final strategy itself).

11. We find it difficult to see why, in a document that seeks to present a strategy, the Council has decided to include within it the assessment of the 343 sites that have been put forward for consideration for allocation in the Land Allocations Document (LAD).  This assessment is surely a separate exercise, and is the application of the strategy methodology rather than being part of the strategy itself.  As such it is out of place in the document and should be removed and be provided as a standalone part of the evidence base for the LAD.  This will help to reduce the length and complexity of the document and to help focus it on strategy.
12. Whilst welcoming most of the recommendations (but see our more specific comments on them below), we consider that many of them use woolly language and lack specific action.  There is no clear implementation plan with clear responsibilities for the actions proposed.  It is our general feeling that the recommendations need to be more precisely written with more clarity on how the recommendations will be taken forward, including timescales.  In particular, as we suggest in paragraph 2 above, there should be a specific recommendation that the land use elements of the strategy will be taken forward by policies to be included in the LAD.
13. Finally, we note that the preparation of the heritage strategy has been undertaken as a pilot project which may result in the approach developed in Dover being rolled-out county-wide if not nation-wide.  In the light of the general comments we have set-out above, and our more specific comments set out below, we do not consider that the strategy as currently formulated provides a general ‘template’ that would be appropriate for wider application.  It is a strategy that reflects the particular abundance and nature of the heritage assets in Dover and the specific regeneration and tourism objectives of the District Council.  It is not a ‘policy free’ strategy as its starting point is a desire to make better use of the District’s heritage assets and to use them positively to support regeneration (see paragraph 1.2 of the draft strategy).  This, we believe, should not be the starting point if the objective is to provide a strategy ‘template’ for wider use.  A more neutral policy position should be taken, which strikes a better balance between regeneration opportunities and the need to protect assets.  As it currently stands we do not consider that it does this, and thus does not provide a template for wider use.  
Specific Comments
14. In this part of our response we set out our specific comments on the draft strategy document.  We do not repeat our general points here, but where we consider it appropriate we will provide more detail to support them.
Chapter 1: Introduction
15.  Paragraph 1.3:  The reference at the end of the paragraph to the ‘Core Strategy’ should be amended to ‘Local Plan’.  The Core Strategy comprises just part of the Local Plan, so the heritage strategy should be seeking to take forward the whole Local Plan, not just the Core Strategy element of it.  
16. Paragraph 1.11:  This paragraph attributes the statements made here to paragraph 126 of the NPPF.  This is in part correct, though the words used in the third sentence of the paragraph seem to be those used in paragraph 156 of the NPPF, and this should be acknowledged.  With regard to the rest of the paragraph, the words used paraphrase the bullet points of paragraph 126 of the NPPF, which are in fact reproduced in full in paragraph 1.9 of the draft strategy.  This seems unnecessary repetition, but illustrates our general point that it is those parts of the NPPF that support the Council’s regeneration objectives that are being stressed, rather than those that highlight the need to protect heritage assets.   
17. Paragraphs 1.14 and 1.18:  We consider that the references in these paragraphs to the assessment of potential sites for allocation in the LAD should be deleted, in accordance with our comments in paragraph 11.  Of what value will this site assessment be to anybody reading the strategy in three years’ time?
Chapter 2: Dover’s Rich Heritage
18. We consider this chapter to provide a thorough overview of the District’s rich and varied heritage from different periods of time, and we have no particular comments to make on it.
Chapter 3: Heritage Assets
19. We consider that this chapter correctly identifies the range, quality and importance of the heritage assets in the District and have no particular comments to make.

Chapter 4: Heritage Themes
20. The themes and theme groups presented in this chapter provide a valuable analytical tool for helping to assess impacts on particular heritage assets, and the theme studies in Appendix 1 provide good and informative background.  This chapter comprises an important component of the strategy, but it does not come over as such in the document itself. 
21. It is clear from the assessment presented that the vast majority of the themes are of either outstanding or considerable significance.  We believe that this assessment of significance conflicts with the statements made in the document that the heritage assets in Dover can act as a ‘catalyst for regeneration’, on which we have already commented in paragraph 5 above.  
22. We think that there is an inherent conflict in the strategy, and one where the Council’s determination to secure regeneration objectives justified on the basis of maximising benefits from heritage assets will inevitably result in impact on those assets.  This, for example, is illustrated by the current planning application DOV/12/00440 that is before the Council, with which we are familiar and have commented on.  Here, major development proposals have been put forward with the purpose of regenerating the historic assets at the Western Heights.  This could be seen as fully according with the objectives of the heritage strategy (i.e. described as comprising Chapter 6).  However, the development proposals have been strongly objected to by English Heritage as they will significantly impact on this nationally important asset.  This, we consider, would have been self-evident had the applicant had regard to the theme assessments.  However, instead they have focussed on the regeneration opportunities, which the strategy as drafted pushes them in the direction of.  We fear that unless the strategy is more balanced and gives similar recognition to chapters 4 and 5 as being part of the strategy, it will be inevitable that similar damaging proposals will be encouraged, and potentially supported.    

23. Paragraph 4.5:  This paragraph refers to GIS layers and the production of illustrations that accompany the theme papers.  However, no maps illustrating the extent of the themes have been included.  It would be helpful if the extent of the themed areas could be presented on maps, as this will help practitioners to easily pinpoint which theme(s) the particular asset falls within.
24. Theme Paper 12 – Built Heritage:  In an otherwise comprehensive overview, and whilst describing the significance of Grade I, II* and II buildings, the theme paper does not attempt to describe what these designations typically mean for the owner or developer of these properties.  We recognise that to some extent this will be determined on a case-by-case basis, but some generalisations here would help the reader.  One aspect we think should be included is English Heritage’s role in consideration of Grade I and II* applications versus its approach to Grade II applications, and the role of the amenity societies, such as the Council for British Archaeology whom we represent.  See also our comments on local listing under recommendation 14 below.
 Chapter 5: Vulnerability of Heritage Assets
25. Generic Vulnerabilities:  We welcome the identification of the generic vulnerabilities, and the assessment of these against the themes.  The outcome of this assessment is the table presented in Figure 5.1.  Whilst we can see the value of this, and welcome this as a way of easily seeing the range and level of vulnerabilities that face each theme, we consider that the assessment is a little misleading because it does not take into account the relative significance (importance) of the themes as presented in Table 4.1 of Chapter 4.  
26. This is best illustrated by an example, but it is an issue for all the squares in the table: Theme 3.8 (Barracks) is assessed as being of Moderate to Considerable significance in Table 4.1, and in Figure 5.1 this theme is regarded to be highly vulnerable to the development of allocated sites.  Theme 3.5 (Post Medieval Defences) is similarly regarded as highly vulnerable to the development of allocated sites, but in Table 4.1 it is a theme assessed as being of Outstanding significance.  So, therefore, both themes are assessed as being highly vulnerable to the development of allocated sites, and this is shown for both as a red square in Figure 5.1.  Therefore, anybody looking at Figure 5.1 would come to the view that the vulnerability of both themes to the development of allocated sites is the same.  However, Figure 5.1 does not give any regard to the relative significance of the themes, and it would not be unreasonable to suppose that where the theme is considered to be of Outstanding significance it is likely to be more vulnerable to any given vulnerability.  So, the red square shown for theme 3.5 should be seen as being of more concern than the red square shown for theme 3.8, because it is a more significant theme.  This variation in the significance of the themes does not seem to be taken into account in Figure 5.1, and it seems us that to take account of this a weighted scoring system would be a better way of presenting the vulnerabilities.
27. We agree with the generic vulnerabilities listed in paragraph 5.4, but would like to see a further addition.  We would suggest an additional bullet point as follows: “shortcomings in the training and/or judgement of those charged with recommending and making decisions that affect heritage assets.”     
28. Specific Vulnerabilities:  As we have already explained in paragraph 11 above, we do not consider that it is appropriate as part of the heritage strategy document to present an analysis of the 343 sites that have been put forward for consideration for allocation in the LAD.  This should be done as a separate exercise and comprise part of the evidence base to support the LAD, and be subject to specific public scrutiny rather than ‘buried’ within a 768 page strategy document.  It is unlikely that those concerned about potential sites will look at the strategy document to find this assessment.
29. However, we do agree that it is appropriate for the strategy to set out a methodology for undertaking such site specific assessments.  Whilst the methodological approach proposed seems reasonable, we consider that the details of the process needs to be more fully set out as we find it difficult to see how the scoring of the four categories (archaeology, conservation areas, listed buildings and themes) has translated into the overall scores presented in the table in Appendix 3.  We would advocate that this would be best presented as a step-by- step approach.  It will also be important for the methodology to take into account the relative significance of the themes, for the same reasons as we explain in paragraphs 25 and 26 above.
30. We note in paragraph 5.37 that it is stated that site vulnerability scoring should not be seen as a 'constraint' but as a means of merely 'flagging an issue of sensitivity'.  We would seriously question this, as it surely must be the case that through an objective site assessment process there must be the ability to conclude that some identified vulnerabilities will provide a constraint to development.  It must be the case that some assessed vulnerabilities must lead to the conclusion that development should be avoided.  This, for example, is acknowledged in paragraph 3.218 of the theme paper on post-medieval defences, where it is stated that: “Development that causes harm to the setting of the District’s post medieval defensive heritage assets, or diminishes the ability for visitors to the site to appreciate the significance of a monument should be avoided.”   This, in our view, clearly identifies a constraint rather than merely ‘an issue of sensitivity’.  We would suggest that if the methodology does not enable the decision maker to come to the view that development should be avoided because of its impact on the significance of a theme or a particular heritage asset, then there would seem to be little point in having it.

31. Case Studies:  We welcome the use of case studies to help illustrate how the strategy will work in practice.  However, reflecting the point we raise in paragraph 30 above, and our general point that the strategy is overly focused on regeneration objectives, we are very disappointed that the case studies do not present clear outcomes and recommendations on the acceptability of development in principle.  This is particularly the case with the Farthingloe case study, as this in our view is a clear example of where the site assessment should come to the conclusion that there are serious heritage constraints to development in this location and that these outweigh the potential opportunities.  
32. As shown in Appendix 3, the Farthingloe site cuts across a number of different heritage themes, including several of Outstanding and Considerable significance.  It also shows that several of the themes are either highly vulnerable or considerably vulnerable to change.  More specifically, Table 3.1 in the case study notes a number of major vulnerabilities, as follows:

·  Setting of Western Heights in views from the fortification;
·  Setting of the Western Heights in long views from the AONB;

·  Potential physical impact on the battery, and its setting;

·  Potential direct physical impact on Second World War anti-invasion defences;

·  Potential physical impact upon buried remains associated with Farthingloe Manor;

·  Potential extension of the settlement along the Farthingloe valley bottom;

·  Potential direct physical impact upon historic farmstead and its setting;

·  Direct physical impact on any buried remains;

·  Potential direct physical impact upon listed farmhouse and its setting;

·  Potential physical and setting impacts on non-designated military buildings; and

·  Setting of Dover Western Heights Conservation Area.

33. However, the theme paper considers that development might bring a number opportunities, as follows: 

·  Potential (but undefined) planning gain; 

·  Creation of new links between the Western Heights and Long Hill; 

·  Potential to develop trails to and better present the battery site;

·  Potential to develop trails and better present the Second World War anti-invasion defences site;

·  Potential to explore and promote the history of the manor;

·  Manor helps create a sense of place;

·  Promote beneficial long term public use for farmstead;

·  Farmstead forms a centre piece for new development and create a sense of place;
·  Potential to investigate, understand and promote the history of the site; and

·  Incorporate military buildings into new public park.

34. Consequently, because development might bring these opportunities, and despite the high degree of harm that development will undoubtedly cause, the recommendations simply set out a number of general considerations to be taken into account, and sets out a number of ‘key development principles’.  There is no real practical guidance on matters such as the amount, location and type of development that might be acceptable and how it might to be absorbed into this sensitive historic landscape.  

35. We find these outcomes entirely unsatisfactory, and believe that this epitomises the whole thrust of the strategy, i.e. that it is first and foremost about promoting regeneration opportunities rather than protecting the District’s vital heritage assets.  This we find very disappointing and disheartening.
Chapter 6: Opportunities
36. We recognise and accept that there are economic and social opportunities to be gained from the wealth of heritage assets in the District, and we would agree with much of this chapter.  However, as we have already explained, we do not consider that heritage assets should simply be seen as a ‘catalyst’ for economic and social regeneration.  We consider that the strategy needs to be more balanced between the need to protect assets and the role they might play in regeneration initiatives.  In this regard chapters 4 and 5 need to be seen as equally important elements of the strategy.
Chapter 7: Taking the Heritage Strategy Forward
37. The Heritage Strategy’s Objectives:  Box 1 presents four objectives which, reflecting the general thrust of the strategy, seek to make more and better use of the District’s heritage assets and that they have a proactive role to play in securing regeneration objectives and sustainable growth.  As we have already explained, we consider that the strategy is skewed too far in this direction, and to address this we consider that a fifth objective should be added which reflects paragraph 132 of the NPPF.  This paragraph states:

“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.”     
We consider that without an objective that reflects this important national policy guidance the strategy will lack credibility.

38. Recommendations:  To deliver the objectives the strategy presents a number of recommendations.  As a general point we would refer back to paragraph 12 of this response, and in particular the need to include a recommendation explaining how the land use aspects of the strategy will be taken forward in the LAD.  
39. Our specific comments on the recommendations proposed are as follows:

	R1
	We agree with this recommendation in principle, but as we have explained in our general comments we are concerned that the focus of the strategy is too strongly on regeneration opportunities, which we believe will conflict with national policy that also seeks to protect assets.  We believe that the strategy approach will encourage potentially damaging development.  

	R2
	We support this recommendation

	R3
	The words “should be encouraged” should be replaced by “will be required”

	R4
	We support this recommendation


	R5
	Whilst we support this recommendation it is worded as a general planning policy objective rather than specifically focussed on development proposals involving heritage assets.  As a general principle it is already covered by Policy CP 5 of the Core Strategy.  We would therefore suggest that it be recast to specifically relate to proposals involving heritage assets.  

	R6
	This recommendation should be deleted as the selection of sites for allocation in the LAD should follow the general principles of the strategy.  There is no need for such a specific recommendation. 

	R7
	We support this recommendation.  The lack of guidance as to what a Heritage Statement should include is evident from the various formats we have come across in our work.  A good start would be to establish the title “Heritage Statement” which as far as we know is not used in any national policy documents.  Heritage issues should be addressed by every planning application.  The minimum requirement could be a tick box on the application form, to indicate that the applicant has understood the policy requirements and concluded that a Heritage Statement is not necessary.  A paragraph in the Design and Access Statement may be enough in most cases while a separate document covering defined aspects should be a requirement for a Listed Building Consent application.  We trust English Heritage and the national amenity societies will be involved in drafting guidance for Heritage Statements in order to get some uniformity country-wide.

	R8
	This recommendation should be deleted as the case studies are intended to be examples of how the strategy might be used rather than to comprise the definitive assessments for these sites/areas.  The case studies are based on a “rapid initial review” of assets (for example as explained in paragraphs 1.3 and 4.26 of Appendix 4) and do not have regard to specific development proposals.  Therefore, they should not be relied upon and more detailed and thorough assessments of these sites/areas should be undertaken as and when specific development proposals come forward.  
In the case of the Farthingloe case study it would be entirely wrong to adopt the case study when the site itself has not been identified for development in the Local Plan, and at this point in time is just one of the 343 sites put forward for consideration for inclusion in the Land Allocations Document (LAD).  

	R9
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.

	R10
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.

	R11
	No comment

	R12
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how and when this will be done.  

	R13
	Although paragraph 3.60 of the Core Strategy refers to the Western Heights as an under-utilised asset where there is potential “to attract visitors and enhance understanding” there is no policy in the Core Strategy that promotes regeneration here as proposed in this recommendation.  The recommendation therefore is at odds with the Core Strategy and there is no development plan proposal on which a Master Plan could be based.  Therefore the recommendation should be deleted.

	R14
	We support the establishment of local lists as a method of expressing the significance of heritage assets which may not be of national importance.  It would be helpful though if guidance were given in the strategy on what assets might be considered for listing and what the process for listing would be.  We note that in the proposed heritage section for inclusion in the Land Allocations Document (LAD) criteria for local list selection are included.  This seems out of place in the LAD, and we would suggest that it be included in the strategy itself instead, together with some detail as to how local listing will be undertaken. 

We would suggest that the listing process should make use of the Kent Environment Record, the Kent Historic Buildings Index and other county-wide records. The involvement of the voluntary sector would bring out the local knowledge that is essential in identifying and cherishing the lesser gems of local heritage.

You may be aware that the CPRE Historic Buildings Committee has been working with the Kent Archives to integrate the information we have as the “Kent Historic Buildings Index” with the HER.  In this respect, our index includes some 300 buildings in Dover District which we believe have some historic significance, of which 90% used to be on a local list.  This data has not yet been compared to the HER for Dover District but we intend to do so, resources permitting.  The index is currently only published in printed form, but the data is kept electronically. 
The draft Strategy makes no attempt to define what the effect would be on a planning application for a building on a local list.  Would it be treated as if it were nationally listed, or would some different policy apply?  This clarity is needed by both building owners and planning officers, and owners will need to know before they are consulted on a potential listing of their property.  
For applications affecting locally listed properties and Conservation Areas, we would ask that the Council considers a system of notification of locally-based heritage organisations analogous to that in place for the national amenity societies for Designated Heritage Assets.  Although this might generate more comments, it would encourage their timely submission, and ought to assist Conservation and Planning Officers in their work.

	R15
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.  With the governmental pressure for economic growth coupled with lack of funds for conservation, heritage assets are at risk as never before.  A register of assets at risk would be an essential first step toward their protection.

	R16
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.  

	R17
	We support this recommendation

	R18
	We support this recommendation

	R19
	We support this recommendation

	R20
	We support this recommendation

	R21
	We support this recommendation

	R22
	We support this recommendation

	R23
	We support this recommendation.  

	R24
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.

	R25
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.

	R26
	We support this recommendation and consider that it is essential to ensure that the heritage strategy is made available in a clear and accessible way. 

	R27
	We support this recommendation, but more detail is needed as to how, when and by whom this will be done.


40.  Taking the Heritage Strategy Forward:  There will need to be commitment from the Council, working with interested groups and local communities, to take the strategy and its recommendations forward.   The first priority will be to revise the strategy to take on board the views expressed during this consultation and we very much hope that the Council will give full regard to the views that we express in this response.  
41. We believe that the initiative taken by the Council to prepare the strategy is to be applauded and that it will be a valuable and effective tool in ensuring that the District’s heritage assets are appropriately managed.  However, as we have stressed in this response, we consider that as currently drafted the strategy is skewed too far in the direction of regeneration opportunities and that it needs to ensure that assets are protected from damaging development in accordance with paragraph 132 of the NPPF.  We very much hope that the Council will address this matter in the final version.
42. Paragraph 7.48 proposes that flowing from the final strategy a Heritage Action Plan (HAP) will be prepared, and we fully support this.  It will be for the HAP to clearly set out how the strategy will be taken forward.  In formulating the HAP, paragraph 7.53 suggests the creation of a District-wide historic environment forum, and we support this.  As the representatives in Kent of the Council for British Archaeology, and given our extensive expertise in environmental matters generally, we would very much wish to be involved in the forum. 

43. We believe that it should be for the historic environment forum to establish the priorities for the HAP and how the strategy will be taken forward.  We do not think that it is for the strategy itself to steer the HAP as it seeks to do by presenting a list of ‘clear contenders for priority action’ as included in paragraph 7.49.  These are clear contenders according to whom?  Therefore, this list should be deleted.  
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