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FOREWORD  

 
I love Canterbury. Who could not? It's very name embodies 
some of our most important national historical good 
feelings. It remains a fascinating city to visit, explore and 
live in.  
 
Our cities and towns are the centres of our collective 
invention and aspirations. Through them we directly 
confront our shared cultural heritage. They also take us 
forward. They are the future. We will have to hand our 
urban places on to others. We are, after all, only passing 
through. And we have to be careful with the furniture. We 
are the ones who will decide what remains of this mix for 
generations yet to come. We shape what happens next. Or 
do we? This is stressful time for cities.   
 
As I write this, there are dark forces at work in the government. Some are seeking to solve some of 
its problems in the general economy by proposing a free for all for construction. (We know who you 
are.) They are promoting profit-led anarchy as policy. They want more “development”, come what 
may. They are loosening the ties that they believe prevent it. Will austerity join hands with panic to 
produce shoddy and hasty greedy solutions? It is all too possible.  
 
We see the evidence of this sort of policy in earlier “emergencies” all around us - in badly placed or 
out of scale development, misplaced thinking that embraced the motor car, just as it became a 
nuisance in a close urban environment, silly unimaginative ghettos created for high sounding but 
poorly thought-through social meddling, and hasty interventions in the name of retail access. These 
can wreak short-term havoc and long-term destruction and decay. Think of those ring roads that 
were going to be the solution and have ended up becoming uncrossable rivers of steel. Think of 
traffic schemes in major towns that allow people to charge through the centre at sixty miles an hour. 
Think of those isolated pockets of slowly decaying retail blocks. Think of unsightly and out of scale 
buildings often put up by central authorities to dominate and overshadow areas of character. Or 
perhaps don’t think of them. Think, instead, of what we have that works.   
 
The solution is careful planning, wide-eyed and alert consideration of options, and a real knowledge 
of what is valuable. In other words, we have to look after what we have and what already works, 
what we cherish, what lifts our spirits, what identifies us, what keeps us linked to a place.  
 
This is a very important document for Canterbury. In this report, people who really know have 
started to audit their own city. They have organized a thorough inventory.  And they are asking the 
right questions. They want to find out what is worthwhile and what might be replaced, what 
Canterbury needs and what it should preserve, and in doing this they are following the lead set by 
Civic Societies over the last fifty years. You may not agree with everything in this document. That is 
not the point. The point is that this is debate worth having. There has been a lot of good talk about 
“localism” and “neighbourhoods” recently. Well, this is localism at work. We need to applaud the 
forces of light in the central government and say, “Yes, let us help decide what happens here and 
what will feel right for our town”. With the Internet changing our shopping habits, with huge 
demands for new housing, there has to be change. We need to understand that. It is up to us to play 
our part in that. We need to accept this change and help to shape it. How? By understanding it? This 
is a hugely useful step towards doing that. Read this, be stimulated, get involved. Be part of 
Canterbury and Canterbury’s future. And join your Civic Society. 

Griff Rhys Jones  (President of Civic Voice) 

Thursday March 21 2013 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Aims 

The aim of this Vision is to present the concerns of local residents about the future of the city and to 
make recommendations which reflect their views. Canterbury has a resident population of 45,000, 
but the wider area for which the local authority is responsible has a population of around 136,000. 
Despite the fact that one third of the population live in the city there is only one city ward elected 
member to represent their views on the Council’s Executive Committee out of a total of ten.  This 
means that residents of the city sometimes feel that their interests are being overlooked and 
ignored, since their priorities are not always the same as the priorities of those who make the 
decisions that shape the future of the district as a whole.  
 
Canterbury is in many ways a thriving city, which is home to around 30,000 students and which 
welcomes over two million tourists and hundreds of thousands of shoppers every year. It is also a 
historic city, with three World Heritage sites, and a medieval core with about 1600 listed buildings, 
one of the highest concentrations in the country. However, many of the residents have serious 
concerns about the stresses which affect Canterbury now, about some of the emerging patterns of 
future development and about the ways in which decisions relevant to the city are made. 
 

Background 

In response to this situation, the Canterbury Society joined with local residents’ groups to produce 
this Vision for the Future of the City. The Residents’ Vision Committee, which wrote this report, 
represents many different community associations and has consulted very widely. We are most 
grateful to all those who have shared their views with us.   
 
The Vision is not a competitor to the Council’s legal obligation to develop a Local Plan for the District.  
Indeed we are not covering the same geographical area. We distinguish between three 
“Canterbury’s”: 

1. The historic city of Canterbury (pre 18th century), which lies within the walls and extends to 
inner “suburbs” such as St Dunstan’s, Oaten Hill, Longport and much of Wincheap. 

2. The early 21st century built extent of the city of Canterbury, which includes all the built up 
area from Thanington to Sturry Road (SW > NE) and from University of Kent to Barton Road 
(NW > SE). 

3. The local government administrative area of Canterbury district, which includes Whitstable,  
Herne Bay and the surrounding villages 
 

The spatial extent of these three Canterbury’s is shown in Map 1. The Vision focuses on the 2nd of 
these geographic areas, and it covers the next 15/20 year time period. Although we see the Vision as 
complementing the Local Plan developed by the City Council for the district, in practice it ranges 
more widely in terms of topics , and more narrowly in terms of the area covered. 
 

Issues raised in the Vision 

Work on the Vision began with a survey that explored the issues which concerned residents. The 
survey highlighted the following: traffic congestion, air pollution, council planning procedures, the 
natural environment surrounding the city, the visual quality of the city, the provision of public open 
space and the conservation of heritage. Other concerns focused on jobs and housing, the impact of 
the student population, and on issues related to anti-social behaviour and night-time disturbance. A 
recurring issue amongst residents groups was that of governance, by which they meant the feeling 
that the Council do not give sufficient consideration to the views of the electorate when making 
decisions that affect them. 
 
The next stage was to explore possible responses to these concerns, drawing on a wide range of 
expertise and consulting widely as the work progressed. The results are drawn together in this 
report, with chapters on the following topics: the Economy, Housing and Community, Transport, 
Heritage and Urban Conservation, Open Space and Play Places, the Natural Environment, Culture and 
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Leisure, Community Safety and City Governance. The full text is also available at: 
www.canterburysociety.org.uk 
 
Finally, recommendations were made which grew out of the material presented in the Vision and out 
of discussions with local people and community groups. We hope that all those concerned will 
consider the points raised here. We will be monitoring progress towards the goals we have 
suggested. 
 

Key recommendations 

The recommendations in the Vision are directed at a variety of different bodies, including Canterbury 
City Council, Kent County Council, the police, the universities and education authorities, and others, 
including residents themselves. From around 90 recommendations, our priorities are for Canterbury 
to: 
 
1.   Continue to support the development of a local economy that offers a broader range of job 
opportunities, taking particular advantage of the potential of the Wincheap site. 
2.  Strike a better balance between social, environmental and economic imperatives in planning for 
the future, i.e in ways that reflect the views of local residents.  
3.  Place new housing on brownfield sites as far as possible, giving priority to developing a 
sustainable community at Hersden, and building a maximum of 550 units pa (for the whole District) 
over the period of the Local Plan. 
4.   Give priority to affordable housing and insist that developers deliver the number of affordable 
housing units agreed when planning permission was granted. 
5.   Take measures to control the number of houses in multiple occupation in the city, and to foster 
neighbourly behaviour by students and landlords. 
6.   Work towards more environmentally-friendly patterns of transport, including less polluting buses 
and cars, creating more bus lanes and cycle tracks, encouraging car sharing and bus and cycle use, 
and concentrating new building along public transport routes. 
7.   Set up working groups to involve local residents and businesses in discussions about air quality 
improvement measures and about new patterns of travel. 
8.   Re-instate jobs in the conservation section of the council, so that suitably qualified officers are 
available to advise on conservation issues and planning applications, and to give priority to 
enforcement and to advice about signage and shop fronts. 
9.  Set up an Independent Design Review Panel for major new housing projects so that we create well 
designed communities and not large housing estates.  
10.   Expand play provision, especially in the Northgate and Barton wards and ensure that new 
developments include an area of green space for playing and sitting out, using funding from the 
Community Infrastructure Levy. 
11.   Protect areas of natural vegetation within the city, create a Green Belt around the city, and 
introduce a new Environmental Business Award to encourage commitment to protecting the 
environment. 
12.   Urge the relevant organisations to expand high speed broadband provision and improve provide 
mobile telephone and cable TV provision. 
13.   Work towards providing more leisure facilities for local young people, by developing a 
skateboard park on the Kingsmead Regeneration area and by creating more sports provision. 
14.   Work towards reducing late night opening hours for pubs and clubs and provide adequate 
policing to manage night time disturbance, especially in residential areas such as the city centre. 
15.   Make the decision-making processes of the City Council more democratic, for example, by 
making the membership of the Executive Committee representative of all areas of the district in 
proportion to population, or representative of all political parties in proportion to votes cast in the 
most recent election, and to consult on the setting up of a Canterbury Town Council to deal with 
matters specifically related to the geographical area of the City. 

http://www.canterburysociety.org.uk/
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INTRODUCTION 

Vision introduction 

The city of Canterbury is unique in a number of ways. A town or city has existed here in the valley of 
the River Stour for over 2,000 years. There are still numerous remains of its Roman, Norman and 
medieval past. In 598 AD St. Augustine’s Abbey was founded, and today the city has one of the most 
splendid of all Christian cathedrals, and indeed it is known throughout much of the world as the 
centre of the Anglican communion. The city’s lengthy tradition as a pre-eminent seat of learning 
started with the medieval monasteries and is now continued to the extent that Canterbury’s student 
population, at its various universities, almost matches its resident population. By the early 20th 
century Canterbury had become a small but thriving city, based mainly on the church, the military, its 
built heritage and a prosperous farming hinterland. The area then offered advantages of good 
transport access, closeness to London and to Europe, top quality soils, good public and private 
schools as well as it being a popular centre for visitors. The city had become a rather special place to 
live, and indeed there is little wonder that parts of the city are now a World Heritage Site to which 
tourists and other visitors are welcomed in countless numbers.  
 
However, as the 20th century progressed the city began to show signs of being stressed. The 
population had grown rapidly during much of that century and this added urban expansion to a city 
that was already constrained by its legacy of a compact medieval centre. The terrible bombing raids 
of the early 1940s devastated much of the heart of the medieval city. After the war the overall fabric 
of the city was greatly changed as bomb damage was repaired, and as many historic dwellings in 
poor condition were pulled down and replaced by hastily built utilitarian structures. In the last half 
century the city has had to accommodate the growth of three major universities which, although 
welcome in terms of prestige and employment, have added stresses to the urban and social fabric as 
well as to the material infrastructure. Canterbury has also had to cope with the need for more homes 
resulting from the population increase and decreasing household size; its current population is about 
45,000. However, the greatest impacts that the city has faced in the last half century are those 
associated with an over-reliance on private road transport. Put simply, there is insufficient space in a 
city based on a cramped medieval plan to accommodate road-based transport.  One of our 
questionnaire respondents summed up the combined stresses now facing the city as follows – “The 
Stour valley around Canterbury is now so intensely occupied that an appropriate and 
environmentally sustainable level of development has long been met and indeed exceeded.” It is the 
perceived stresses, and the need for solutions that have given rise to our Vision.  
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The Vision and the principles underlying it 

This is a vision about the city of Canterbury, and not the District as a whole. It is difficult to put an 
exact boundary around the area that the Vision includes, but it is best thought of as the area of 
contiguous urban development around the city. Having said this we examine some aspects of the 
rural fringe and considerations are given (mainly in the housing chapter) to the wider District. It is 
also difficult to place a time period for the Vision, but we consider that this might stretch to 20 years. 
 
While it is true that local authorities are constantly obliged to react to serious situations that develop 
in their town or city, they also have responsibilities for the wider District. Hence residents of 
Canterbury sometimes feel that their city gets overlooked.  However, it is clear to members of the 
Canterbury Society and of local residents’ associations that the city cannot hope to make progress 
unless its people take a more proactive approach to urban renewal and development. As a response 
to such concerns, the Society considered that an action they could legitimately and reasonably take 
was to put on record some of the options that Canterbury citizens might consider in order to improve 
the urban ambience. Hence the Society has joined together with local residents and their 
associations to produce this “Vision for Canterbury”.  The information collected to inform the Vision 
was mainly coordinated via various public meetings and a questionnaire survey (see Appendix A). The 
physical processes involved in the lengthy development of the Vision are detailed in Appendix B, as 
are the names of the Residents Associations taking part in this process. 
 
The Vision is not a competitor to the City Council’s legal obligation to develop a “Local Plan” for the 
District, and indeed we are not covering either the same geographical area or the same thematic 
headings as the Local Plan. Instead we see our Vision as complementing and informing this plan, 
though additionally we see it as a contribution to the national government’s Localism Act, i.e. recent 
legislation allowing for increased participation in a wide range of local planning arrangements. 
However, there are other reasons why creating a Vision for a city such as Canterbury might be a good 
idea (Box 1). 

 

 

Box 1.  Why we need a vision 

• To influence the Council in its development planning processes;  

• to provide clear targets for city development; 

• to strengthen the voice of local people;  

• to coordinate thinking by local residents groups;  

• to help guide future urban expansion;  

• to demonstrate and influence the sustainability agenda;  

• to highlight infrastructure issues;  

• to demonstrate how the democratic process might better  

function;  

• as a demonstration of what local residents value;  

• to provide a means of drawing local groups closer together. 



7 
 

It is clear that these points also represent the broad aims of our Vision. A moment’s reflection will 
lead the reader to pose the question – “To build a Vision surely requires that it be based upon agreed 
principles?” This is clearly the case. So, in considering the principles for our particular vision, the 
Vision Committee decided that these could best be described under two headings, (i) those that are 
general and broad and which are perhaps fundamental to all visions for urban development (Box 2), 
and (ii) those principles that might best be described as “Canterbury centric” (Box 3).  As has been 
recognised at a national level, the paramount principle underlying all future developments and 
actions must be that of sustainability. There are three facets to sustainability, i.e. social, economic 
and environmental, and in order that these can each be achieved there is an urgent need to move 
away from the concept of “economic growth at all costs”. Failure to recognise this will simply lead to 
further dis-equilibrium in local and planetary systems. 

 

 
What of the actual Vision? All of the recommendations shown in Boxes in the thematic chapters 
below point to individual actions that we believe are needed in order to bring about improvements in 
the city. Collectively they will help to achieve the main aspirations of our Vision set out in Box 4. The 
thematic ordering of the Vision chapters does not indicate a ranking of priorities. Each chapter uses a 
similar format where possible. Recommendations contain a deliberate mix of lesser or grander ideas, 
i.e. as reflects the real world situation and the varied means by which challenges can be effectively 
resolved. It is hoped that in the future the Vision can be updated when required and will inform 
Residents’ Associations, businesses, the local Council, developers, etc. It is further intended that it 
will be produced in various formats, e.g. in hardcopy, on the Canterbury Society’s web site, as a 
Power Point presentation plus an easy to read Executive Summary.  
 

Box 2.  Broad principles underlying our Vision 

• Is based on views of local residents; 
• is realistic, positive and attainable; 
• is flexible and adaptable to cover inevitable changes;  
• derives from consultation with local citizens and democratic 

decision making, i.e. the vision is a bottom-up approach; 
• advocates quality design principles; 
• enhances civic pride and citizenship; 
• has sustainability underlying all of its recommendations; 
• helps reduce our carbon footprint; 
• shows respect for the natural environment and open spaces 

around and within the city; 
• encourages development planning to be proactive and not 

reactive. 
 

Box 3.  “Canterbury-centric” principles underlying our Vision 

• Taking the heat out of Canterbury city, i.e. overdevelopment; 
• managing the impact of the Higher Education sector; 
• reducing traffic and air pollution; 
• encouraging conservation of heritage; 
• fostering educational, creative and “high-tech” employment; 
• developing semi-independent local communities. 
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Box 4.   

Our future vision of Canterbury is a city that,  

relative to the city of 2012: 

 Has a strong Higher Education sector but one that has reduced its overall impact on 
the city, with limits on further expansion. 

 In its structural growth great attention has been paid to the quality of design and to 
the enforcement of that quality. 

 Has seen a large-scale shift of the preferred transport mode from the use of private 
cars towards public transport, cycling, walking and home working. 

 Has a better balance in the city centre retail provision between the needs of the 
citizens and those of the visitors, and the quality of this provision is enhanced. 

 Gives equal attention to social and environmental needs (along with economic) 
when planning for development. 

 Has governance values and actions that are based more democratically on the views 
of the citizens rather than being imposed from the top. 

 Has a far higher premium placed on the values of the natural environment and on 
the provision of open space. 

 The Council has taken steps to work with neighbouring Districts in a cooperative 
way in order to prioritise investments and to reduce inequalities. 

 The citizens can place total confidence that its fine heritage will be properly 
protected, at least to the standards of similar major visitor destinations. 

 The provision of leisure facilities is such that all reasonable requirements are met 
and that, through this, notable social and behavioural improvements are being 
registered. 

 Decisions on necessary housing growth are a response to local community groups 
through proper consultation processes. 

 All built developments are far more advanced in terms of sustainability, materials 
used, energy savings, design, social ambience and community provision. 

 Rights to night-time peace for inner city citizens are recognised through reasonable 
and agreed controls on the provision of activities that often lead to anti-social 
behaviour. 



9 
 

THE ECONOMY 

Introduction 

This theme covers a variety of topics that together encapsulate the business and economic 
environment of the city. This means that we consider the retail and service sectors, employment and 
job opportunities, the visitor and tourist economy plus employment opportunities and mix within the 
wider geographic area. Our vision is of a city with a thriving and sustainable economy that raises the 
standard of living for all those living here; that creates the opportunities for many people to fulfil 
their personal and professional goals; that nurtures the prosperity necessary to renew and preserve 
the physical environment; and that encourages people to play their part in the communal life of the 
city.  
 

The present situation 

Notwithstanding the current recession, Canterbury’s economy remains vigorous. It is the strongest 
economy in East Kent, supporting not just its residents but significant parts of the surrounding region 
which look to the city for employment and a source of goods and services. It has primary assets in 
the form of a strong international brand; three thriving universities producing thousands of 
graduates a year; good transport links to London and the continent; and attractive cityscapes and 
countryside. It is moderately affluent with low levels of deprivation compared to the national 
average and to surrounding districts. Unemployment is low (2.4% in Canterbury District in September 
2012 compared to 3.8% in the UK as a whole and 3.3% for Kent). Unemployment has been less 
volatile here than in the rest of Kent and the southeast. The economic geography of East Kent is now 
shifting as a result of the new high-speed rail link, which connects the economic triangle of London, 
Paris and Brussels. Canterbury could be a major beneficiary of this, as people and investment arrive 
in the area 
 
The three main sectors of the city’s economy remain generally buoyant, and they are:  

Education Canterbury’s two multi-faculty universities are expanding rapidly, generating millions 
of pounds in direct earnings and providing support to other sectors of the economy such as housing, 
retail and leisure. These are augmented by the success of the University for the Creative Arts (the 
second biggest institution of its kind in Europe), as well as Canterbury College, the city’s prestigious 
public schools, several language schools, six secondary schools and the Girne American University. 

Tourism Canterbury attracts nearly three million visitors a year to enjoy the city’s rich cultural and 
architectural heritage, and most especially the cathedral. Visitors generate revenue in shops and 
amenities, and sustain the hotel sector. Canterbury’s appeal has been bolstered by the high-speed 
rail link and the opening of the new Marlowe theatre, as well as imaginative events like the 
Canterbury Festival, Sounds New, and Lounge on the Farm. 

Retail Canterbury is a regional shopping centre with a large catchment area extending north to the 
coast and south as far as Ashford and Folkestone. Its retail capacity continues to diversify though 
changes are now underway with respect to the recession and different purchasing patterns. These 
changes are reflected in vacant shop premises and a need to adjust city centre functionality. 
 
Despite the positive facets of Canterbury’s economy, there are some deep-seated problems. During 
the last decade the rate of growth has been slower than in the rest of the UK. This poses a risk to the 
life and integrity of the city, and to conditions for the city’s poorest communities. There are few 
large, private sector employers offering high-quality, well-paid jobs and a lack of opportunities for 
skilled workers seeking a structured career. High-value sectors such as financial services, the creative 
industries, science and technology are especially under-represented. Instead, the majority of 
employment is in low-wage sectors such as retail and tourism, with an over-reliance on the public 
sector and academia for the few professional opportunities. The domination of the city centre by 
day-trippers and students has shifted retail away from local convenience stores, high-quality 
boutiques and independent cafes and restaurants, to chain stores and low-quality, budget retailers, 
often with gaudy shop fronts. The lack of a wide employment base causes a brain drain of graduate 
talent out of Canterbury; it is a deterrent to people who would potentially move into the city, and it 
limits opportunities for those in lower-paid employment to move into intermediate-level positions. 
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Having mentioned some problems regarding Canterbury’s economy, and therefore possible reasons 
for expanding business here, there is widespread support for industrial location to be more of a 
regional consideration with manufacturing mainly being concentrated in existing agglomerations 
beyond Canterbury. such as the Sittingbourne Science Park, the Pfizers Sandwich site, Ashford, etc.  
Our recommendations concerning the economy are shown in Box 5. 

 

Conclusions 

All cities need to take stock periodically of their economic circumstances and decide how to 
maximise their economic potential for the future. We recognise that the role of government in 
promoting the economy is limited and particular, i.e. local government cannot create wealth or 
determine what kind of business takes place in Canterbury. Rather, the nature and success of the 
economy is a matter primarily for entrepreneurs, business groups, consumers and the community at 
large. However, government does have a vital role to play in providing an enabling environment for 
enterprise to flourish: providing the infrastructure, taking enlightened planning decisions, and setting 
levels of local taxation conducive to attracting investment. Beyond that, if Canterbury is to attract 
entrepreneurs and professionals to come and live in the city, it is vital to make good on the 
recommendations made elsewhere in this document with respect to green spaces, transport, 
housing and culture. If policymakers attend to the environment and the community, much of the 
economy will take care of itself.  

Box  5.  The Economy Recommendations 

1. Continue to give support to the University of Kent to develop small scale 
commercial activities on or near the campus, but avoiding use of the southern 
slopes sites. 

2. Work with other economic centres in East Kent and the region to leverage funding 
from central government and the European Union to develop infrastructure, and 
to plan this investment on a local/regional basis. 

3. Establish systems to encourage knowledge-based companies with high growth 
potential to set up in the city, for example, through use of the Start My Biz 
initiative, and through on-going mentoring and support. 

4. Run an ‘Invest in Canterbury’ campaign in the UK and abroad. promoting the city 
as an excellent place to do business, with emphasis on its favourable position, 
intellectual capital and its high-quality environment. 

5. Encourage businesses to support the City Centre Partnership proposal for a 
Business Improvement District (BID), and the Canterbury in Bloom initiative, both 
of which would enhance the city centre.  Expedite the regeneration of the 
Wincheap Industrial Estate.  

6. Diversify the options for evening and night-time entertainment, and sharpen the 
international appeal of Canterbury’s events, for example, by creating a major 
exhibition space or organizing a jazz festival. 

7. Ensure that tourists are aware of a wider range of options, in particular the 
museums and parks, St Augustine’s Abbey and the Marlowe Theatre, through 
more effective promotion of the city’s historical heritage.  

8. Develop a retail strategy that promotes high-quality and specialist retailers, daily-
needs shops, boutiques, restaurants and cafes in the city centre. 

9. Copy examples set by successful heritage towns such as York, Bath, Chester and 
Bruges, to develop a more profitable and higher class tourist offer. 
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HOUSING and COMMUNITY 

Introduction and Vision 

Planning for housing is controlled by Canterbury City Council (CCC). In making its plans for housing 
CCC is obliged to consider housing locations throughout the District for at least a 20 year period 
(currently 2011 - 2031). Despite these geographic and temporal considerations it is possible to make 
housing recommendations as they might best apply to the built confines of the city itself, and in fact 
the Canterbury Society has already made a housing representation to the Council for this period. This 
is available to view on our website (www.canterburysociety.org.uk). However, having stated this and 
because of the whole district considerations for housing, recommendations made in this Vision are 
certain to be felt beyond the city. In this Vision the term “house” equates to an individual dwelling 
that may be a house, flat or apartment, and may be private or publicly owned. 
 

 

In preparation for the current Local Plan, CCC commissioned two major housing studies. The 
Nathaniel, Litchfield Report (January 2012), relies heavily on economic and growth assumptions for 
the District, together with recent rates of housing completions, to produce a range of scenarios for 
the number of houses to be built. Whilst these factors may be important, no account is taken of the 
large amount of housing being planned in neighbouring districts such as Ashford, Dover, Thanet and 
Swale, or the infrastructure provision required, the ability of the city to resolve the inevitable traffic 
and air quality issues, or the environmental consequences. The second Council commissioned study, 
the Ipsos Mori Report (April 2012), whilst producing an interesting array of opinions from a 
(supposedly) random sample of the general public, should be treated with caution because most 
survey participants would have had an insufficient information base from which reliable conclusions 
could be drawn. 

While it is accepted that future development is inevitable, it is the feeling of many residents that 
Canterbury is well on its way to being overdeveloped.  Anyone who drives a car in Canterbury will 
have experienced occasions when walking would have been quicker than driving. Canterbury suffers 
from serious traffic congestion and associated air pollution and this, together with recent built 
developments, has happened with little thought to the consequences on the fabric of the city or the 
quality of life for local residents. This chapter aims to demonstrate how a balance can best be struck 
between economic, social and environmental pressures in order to ensure that the future housing 
situation is in tune with citizens’ aspirations, local resources and environmental realities.  

http://www.canterburysociety.org.uk/
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The Present Situation 

The built confines of the City of Canterbury currently have a total dwelling stock of almost 20,000 
houses. This compares to Herne Bay with about 17,500 houses, Whitstable with just over 15,000 and 
the rest of the rural areas of Canterbury District about 12,000. Of significance to Canterbury is the 
fact that since 2000 the number of additional dwellings built in the city, i.e. 2500 including student 
campus accommodation, is in excess of those built jointly in Herne Bay and Whitstable. This relatively 
intensive house building is mainly in the form of inner urban estates on the old British Telecom site 
(off Rheims Way), the Canterbury Station Road West development, the Tannery site, infilling sites 
north of Sturry Road including Parham Road and the Dalgetty Mill site, the Kingsmead regeneration 
site, the Nunnery Fields regeneration area and student accommodation in the St George’s area of the 
inner city.  Whilst it can be rightly argued that these homes allow people to live within walking 
distance of the city centre, and that most of these developments were on previously developed 
(brownfield) land, there has been little regard to negative consequences. Thus, without a sustainable 
transport policy in place, a large proportion of new households will have and use cars, providing 
severe implications for road congestion, air quality, the erosion of green or open space in the inner 
city, and to a noticeable decline in the quality of central urban living.  
 

Achieving our Vision 

General recommendations allowing our Vision aims to be achieved can best be examined under a 
number of sub-headings: 

Housing Quantity The local authority is required to develop a robust evidence-based approach 
to justify the number of new houses they propose to allocate, taking into account previous rates of 
build, economic growth, and environmental impact. ‘Scenarios’ for the range of house numbers 
required in the District vary from 80 up to 1150 units per annum depending on where the emphasis 
is placed between the economic, social and environmental considerations when establishing 
priorities. It seems sensible to avoid the extremes of these “scenarios” and consider options in the 
middle range, i.e. which are more likely to meet the requirements with respect to local needs. We 
conclude that a provision of some 500 - 550 housing units per annum over the plan period 2011 - 
2031 would be sufficient to achieve realistic economic aspirations without providing serious negative 
social and environments impacts on the District. 
 
With regard to the number of units within or adjacent to the city itself, we recommend that building 
in the order of 100 units per annum should be a realistic target, i.e. not more than 20% of the total 
District allocation. This number may initially be perceived as low but this would be some 2500 units 
over the period of the Vision. We have previously argued the need for constraint in terms of the 
existing traffic and air quality problems, the “crowded ambience” within the city, and the need to 
avoid further loss of open space. Additionally, it is to be hoped that the University of Kent will invest 
in considerably more campus-based housing, including regeneration of its Park Wood site, and this 
will release lower cost rented accommodation in the city. Based on previous experience there will 
also be a significant number of “windfall sites” becoming available in and around the city during the 
Vision period. 

Housing distribution As previously mentioned larger-scale residential development should 
avoid high grade agricultural land and areas having any high scenic value. Housing should not be 
permitted in locations that would adversely affect the historic setting of the City, or in areas that will 
add significantly to traffic related problems. Priority must be given to using “Brownfield” sites. We 
recommend that any further development immediately beyond the existing confines of the city 
should be located close to bus and rail nodes or networks, e.g. in Chartham, Thanington, Broad Oak, 
Sturry and Blean. Not only is public transport readily available in these locations, but the settlements 
are of a scale where the development of self-sustaining communities is viable, and where the 
Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) list indicates that potential housing 
sites are available. In order to best protect greenfield land and other “high value” countryside, 
housing density should be high at chosen sites.  
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In order to deflect excessive housing development from a city that has almost reached saturation 
point, another key location that should support further housing is Hersden. This existing major village 
contains the largest brownfield site (20 hectares) in the Canterbury District, two large industrial 
estates are already located there, and there is a range of other important infrastructural provision. 
The settlement is on a major arterial road and bus route (A28) and is far enough away from 
Canterbury to allow a larger self sustaining, satellite community to be developed. A self-sustaining 
community is one where traffic generation is reduced through much greater reliance on local social 
and economic inputs. There are a number of major SHLAA sites that can readily deliver land for 
housing, and consultations with existing residents have indicated that there would be local support 
for planned village regeneration. There are no soil quality, conservation or landscape designations at 
the site. There are possibilities for longer term connections to the rail network, and the current 
problem at the Sturry level crossing is being addressed as a consequence of planned improvements 
to the line between Ramsgate and Ashford (HS1). The location offers the potential for a 
comprehensive Village Regeneration Masterplan for quality homes, new infrastructure and dedicated 
social and community facilities, including the possibility of Hersden having its own Parish Council.  
 

Infrastructure provision Infrastructure broadly defines all the requirements needed to 
make places function efficiently and, ideally, in a way that creates sustainable communities. It is 
commonly split into three categories: (i) Physical, i.e. transportation networks, housing, water, 
energy supplies, drainage, waste disposal and electronic communications, (ii) Natural, i.e. the natural 
environment within and between settlements including open spaces, playing fields, formal parks, 
woodlands and green corridors, and (iii) Social and Community, i.e. facilities such as schools, 
healthcare or community centres, sports and leisure facilities, community group and skills 
development centres. It is important that necessary infrastructure is delivered contemporaneously 
with new housing developments.  

 
 
The Council’s Draft Core Strategy (2012), which will contribute to the Local Plan, sets out challenges 
facing the city in ensuring that sufficient infrastructure for sustainable development will be provided 
over the Plan period, and concludes that a considerable amount of work needs completing before 
the Plan can be considered sound from the infrastructure viewpoint. Unfortunately most physical 
infrastructure provision is outside the Council’s control, either because most infrastructure providers 
have been privatised (gas, water, electricity, telecoms, etc), or because those in the public sector 
(e.g. education, health) are the responsibility of other authorities or are beyond the financial ability 
of the council to provide. It is clear that before housing location and targets are agreed the council 
produces an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) giving a clear indication of what infrastructure is 
required within defined areas, plus where, when and how much it will cost and who is responsible for 
delivery and funding during the Plan period. A key factor in this will be the new Community 
Infrastructure Levy by which developers are required to contribute to the provision of community 
infrastructure. We further recommend that the council develops robust and viable policies to ensure 
that developers secure all important facilities.  
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Housing Built design In the built environment good design is the key to successful “place-
making”. It creates the vision for places and at the detailed level it describes how places might best 
look and function. Good design is not inevitable. It needs to be championed, invested in, supported 
and demanded in all future residential development. In the past there have been eras having notably 
good design, e.g. there is a heritage of excellent Georgian and Victorian buildings, though 
undoubtedly some structures failed to stand the test of time. But recently Local Authority planning 
departments and architects have often worked hard to produce good design in development briefs, 
only to see the quality of their work eroded during construction. And indeed there is evidence that 
some of the recent, intensively built estates within the inner city area or nearby are already showing 
signs of becoming somewhat run-down and in need of a makeover. Care at the original design level, 
together with proper enforcement of high quality building standards, should have prevented this.  
 
Good design in house building is not just about the buildings themselves, but also about respecting 
the character of the local area, the topography of the land, the space between the buildings and the 
provision of good quality open space and landscaping. We recommend that the council sets up an 
independent Design Review Panel for major housing projects along the lines of the model operated 
by Swale Borough Council in association with the Kent Architecture Centre. This would be cost-
neutral to the Council and would provide independent expert appraisal on design quality. The panel 
would have representatives from the local community and would review significant projects and 
master plans allowing developers, planning authorities and local communities to access independent 
design expertise in a timely and cost-effective way. 
  

Housing SustainaBility As the effects of global warming and rising energy costs begin to take 

their toll it is essential that new housing is built to the highest possible standards of sustainable 

construction. This should be achieved and enforced by the use of suitable planning conditions. New 

homes of the future must be extremely energy efficient, carbon neutral, provide sustainable urban 

drainage (SUDS) and use water recycling systems. Developers should be in no doubt that these 

standards are mandatory in the future and that therefore costs of these must be factored into land 

purchase negotiations before they acquire their sites, i.e. so as to ensure compliance and the viability 

of their projects. 

SustainaBle Communities The Government defines a sustainable community as “A place 

where people want to live and work now and in the future. They should meet the diverse needs of 

existing and future residents, be sensitive to their environment and contribute to a high quality of 

life.” This implies that what is required are neighbourhoods and not estates, that there should be 

provision of open spaces and playing fields, that safety and security are built in by design, and that 

there should be support for local community services, groups and organizations. This also requires 

that individual sustainable lifestyles are adopted. We believe that the long term future of our city 

depends very much on whether our planners and politicians embed this concept within local plan 

policy making. To do this requires the formation of partnerships between the local planning 

authority, community groups, and the education sector. We recommend that the Council 

investigates the range of active policies being pursued by “sustainably active” councils, e.g. Kirklees, 

Woking, Brighton, etc, and have the courage and foresight to take such policies on board. 
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Affordable Housing As house prices have continued to rise most people on average incomes 

cannot now afford open market houses to rent or buy. The housing charity Shelter calculates that an 

income of £44,704 pa is now needed to buy an average home. The Canterbury City Council Strategic 

Housing Marketing Assessment 2009 (SHMA) estimated that 77% of newly forming households in the 

District were unable to afford to buy or rent market housing. On this basis the SHMA further 

estimated the need for social housing in the District at 1104 dwellings per annum compared with the 

average of 122 social houses per annum provided since 1990. The emerging (2012) Local Plan 

provides that 35% of new homes built for sale on the open market by private developers should be 

earmarked as social housing and sold to the social housing sector “at cost” as affordable housing, 

either to rent or on a shared ownership basis.  

At best this would only provide around 17% of the total requirement identified in the Canterbury 
SHMA, leaving an annual shortfall of around 83% or over 900 houses per annum. 
 
Affordable housing is a huge problem that exists across the whole country but is particularly acute in 
the South East. The challenge for central and local government will be to address and develop new 
ways of dealing with this issue, not least of which will be for central government to provide the legal 
framework and adequate finance, and for local authorities to make the land available through local 
plan policies. We recommend that 40% of the housing provision in the Canterbury city area should 
comprise affordable housing. Together with an increase in student accommodation to be provided by 
the universities, this would help mitigate the affordable housing pressures in the city. 
 

Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMO’s) 
Although Higher Education and Research are major activities in Canterbury, and an important factor 
in the local economy, insufficient consideration has been given to the implications of the expansion 
in student numbers. In just 50 years Canterbury’s student population (in Higher Education) has 
grown from zero to over 34,000, with both the University of Kent and Canterbury Christ Church 
University having over 15,000 students. Although the great majority of students are responsible 
citizens, they undoubtedly have an impact on the city in terms of disturbance to neighbours, late 
night activities, failure to deal properly with rubbish, adding additional cars to on-street parking 
problems, and frequently having a low awareness threshold in relation to their effect on neighbours. 
The owners of student housing often outbid local people and thus raise the price of housing in the 
area. Student let properties are then usually converted into Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) 
and the balance of the neighbourhood is adversely impacted. A further problem is that in some local 
areas a significant proportion of housing is classed as HMOs, i.e. to the extent that remaining families 
feel alienated. To quote the Chair of a local residents association: “Hales Place and the Abbotsbury 
estate have become student ghettos with only older people and a scattering of families in social 
housing living in the area. It has decimated community activity and the area is a wasteland during the 
main vacations”. Because of the impact that student numbers have on local housing provision, and 
the severe land constraints in the city, the Universities need to provide forward planning intentions 
to the City Council. We also believe that the Council should follow the example of Oxford City Council 
where the authority has a Local Plan policy that no more than a given number of students can occupy 
private dwellings in the city. We further recommend that the Council takes measures to control the 
concentration of houses occupied by students in various parts of the city. 
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Conclusions 

Our vision on housing concludes with specific housing recommendation shown in Box 6 .  
Note: Since this chapter was written it has been announced that the MOD are to vacate Howe 
Barracks in 2014 and that part of the site may be available for development. At the time of going to 
press Canterbury City Council Local Plan Section have no further information and have yet to make 
an assessment of the capacity and constraints of the barracks site, a substantial area of which is 
designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest. If properly utilised, it is felt that the site would be 
suitable for housing development and could make a valuable contribution in relieving some of the 
intractable traffic and infrastructure problems that the city has suffered for many years. For instance, 
if the Barracks site should come to fruition, development here should be used to take the pressure 
off any urban fringe expansion proposals that may negatively impact the high value landscape and 
agricultural land in south Canterbury, and that the existing road link from Military Road through to 
the A257 could significantly relieve traffic congestion and pollution in the AQMA area focussed on 
Broad Street. The Vision team will continue to monitor the effect this Howe Barrack decision might 
have on the Housing and Community Recommendations in The Vision. 

Box 6.  Housing and Community Recommendations 

 
1. The numbers and locations of new housing must not adversely impact on the historic 

character and setting of the city.  
2. A maximum number of dwellings to be built in the city each year should be 100 – plus 

additional accommodation that the universities should provide. 
3. The maximum number of house units to be built in the city each year should be 100, out 

of 550 per year in the whole local authority area, plus additional units that that the 
universities may provide. 

4. Developer contributions should be secured to part fund highway improvements and 
improved public transport services and cycle/pedestrian links.   

5. In accordance with the Localism Act there will be a stronger role, encouraged by the 
Council, for local community groups through the use of Neighbourhood Plans so as to 
influence long term planning decisions and outcomes in and around the city.  

6. Good quality architecture and urban design, together with policies for the protection of 
culture and heritage, must have important roles in securing economic regeneration.  

7. The Council should set up an independent Design Review Panel for major housing 
projects, and this should be included as a policy within the Local Plan.  

8. Priority must be given to developing brownfield sites such as at Hersden; high grade 
agricultural land and areas previously designated as being of high landscape value should 
not be used for development. 

9. The Council should develop new policies for smart, sustainable growth and for greener 
and more sustainable patterns of development, preferably using “home zone” guidelines.  

10. The necessary physical, green and community infrastructure attached to new 
development must be provided and properly funded in a timely manner.  

11. Problems associated with the provision of Affordable Housing should be given a higher 
priority when planning for the housing need of local residents, so that 40% of future 
housing provided in the city should be affordable.  

12. The Council must work more closely with the universities to secure a long term solution to 
the problems associated with student accommodation within the city.  The University of 
Kent should be encouraged to redevelop its Park Wood site at a higher unit density. 
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TRANSPORT 

Introduction and Vision 

Transport is a key topic for consideration by local authorities when making plans for any area. But, 
unlike Housing which is basically controlled and developed at District Council level, transport is more 
diverse in that it can be controlled at national, county and local levels. With respect to transport in 
Canterbury, the main roads are under the remit of Kent County Council, minor roads are managed by 
the City Council, railways are managed by train companies and Network Rail, and buses are operated 
by Stagecoach plus a few minor companies. This diversity of control means that decision making with 
respect to transport can be complex. 

 
Canterbury has inherited an inner city road network that largely has Roman and Medieval origins. 
Whilst some of the radial routes converging on the city centre again have long histories, others are 
quite new, e.g. the New Dover Road, and the inner city ring road is post World War ll. Meshing with 
the old inheritance, the city’s road network saw huge expansion during the last century, mainly as a 
result of population growth and related urban expansion, and then the coming of mass motorized 
transport. The rail inheritance started with the now defunct Canterbury to Whitstable rail link in 
1830, and the two main rail lines linked the city to Dover, Thanet and London in the 1860s. 

Our vision for transport in Canterbury arises mainly from real and large-scale problems caused by an 
excessive reliance on private car use. These problems are manifest in near permanent traffic 
congestion along some main roads within the city, high levels of air pollution around the city centre 
and along inner radial routes, plus time wastages and stress caused by traffic jams. Problems are 
exacerbated by two major rail crossings each allowing at least six trains per hour during peak periods, 
by the inner city medieval lanes, by difficulties associated with high parking costs, by the freedom to 
deliver and fetch children to schools, by edge-of-town shopping complexes, by the large road-based 
commuter inflow of workers to the city, and by a reluctance of citizens to use public transport, partly 
because of high fares.  
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The present situation 

With respect to traffic, increasing affluence has continued to fuel a growth in car use, though the rate 

of increase has now slowed. To address traffic problems, various schemes have been implemented 

including three out-of-town Park & Ride facilities, dedicated bus lanes, a new slip road onto the A2, a 

‘miscellany’ of cycle lanes, some attractive riverside walks, the triangular bus route linking 

Canterbury to Whitstable and Herne Bay, and the city is now experimenting with a traffic diversion 

scheme around the Westgate tower. Rail travel to London has been significantly improved by the 

coming of High Speed trains, though above inflation rate fare increases must serve as a dampener on 

rail usage. Despite these recent measures the crises of car congestion and air pollution remain. With 

respect to their effects on traffic, several recent city developments may have been ill conceived. 

These include: (i) the huge expansion of inner city house building, most without traffic surveys; (ii) 

the Wincheap A2 slip road which has failed to help relieve traffic on Wincheap; (iii) insufficient 

attention to providing joined up cycle routes, and (iv) encouragement of edge-of-town shopping. The 

national decision to give parental choice of schools for children has served to exacerbate traffic 

problems. And there is no public evidence that either the City or County Councils have up-to-date 

traffic analyses or the requisite data upon which to make sensible transport decisions. 

 

As a World Heritage Site and a conservation area with many important listed buildings on narrow 

streets, creating additional road space is not a suitable option for most of Canterbury. On the 

grounds of sustainability, we doubt that much new road construction should be contemplated. 

Experience elsewhere shows that after about a decade, new roads become full, and the previously 

congested situation returns. As happens in all expanding cities, over a relatively short time road 

travelers are obliged to swap their private vehicles for trams, trains, cycles or buses, or they must pay 

a huge premium for occupying road space. In the longer term disincentives to use cars must be 

applied.  

 

With respect to public transport, provision has improved over the past decade for both buses and 

trains. Greater use of these would significantly reduce congestion by concentrating large numbers of 

people in single transport modes. The Council is committed to continually improving the service, but 

one of the problems with this is a seeming reluctance by operators to reduce the high fares on buses 

or trains. The bus network should also be integrated with the train system by locating bus stops at 

the stations and by coordinating bus timetables with train arrival times wherever possible.  

 

Our vision for traffic in Canterbury is: 

• A city in which residents, workers and visitors can move around easily in order to travel to 

work, meet friends, pursue leisure activities, see the sights and support the city’s economy. 

• A city that is safe, quiet and free from environmental pollution (visual, noise and air). 

• A shift in emphasis towards alternative means of transport than the car by offering 

people real, sustainable and viable choices. 

• A city where the need to travel is reduced through measures such as home working, 

better and more viable local and self-sustaining communities, or through shared or cooperative 

transport schemes. 
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With respect to vehicle parking, there are a number of fairly extensive, public car parks throughout 

Canterbury, especially in the inner city, plus two multi-storey car parks and three Park & Ride 

facilities. Most inner city parking sites blight the appearance of some of the historic centre, and take 

up high value land that could be more intensively used for leisure, shopping or recreation, or remain 

simply as green space.  It is clear that, as recourse is made to alternative travel modes, these 

extensive parking areas within the city need to be progressively diminished, and if necessary P & R 

facilities should consider evening opening times.  

 

With regard to air pollution, since 2006 growing areas of the inner city have been declared as Air 
Quality Management Areas (AQMAs), i.e. having excessive nitrous oxide (NO2) pollution from road 
vehicles, and the AQMAs have now been integrated into one large area. Map 2 shows that the AQMA 
extends around the inner ring road and out along some main radial routes, mostly the A28. The 
problem is mainly caused by too many vehicles emitting exhausts in narrow crowded streets, but also 
by the fact that the city lies in the Stour Valley and pollutants often become trapped here. The 
Council sees little chance of meeting their legally imposed NO2 reduction targets before 2016.  

The present situation in Canterbury with respect to alternative forms of transport is that the Council 
has recognised the environmental benefits of cycling and walking, and efforts have been made to 
promote them. Some major cycle/pedestrian routes are now proving popular, and cycle use is slowly 
growing. However, cycle usage remains low partly because of major access impediments. Insufficient 
attention has been given to route provision and connections in the inner city areas. This provision 
must be addressed in order for bicycles to be a viable alternative to cars. The Vision’s 
recommendations for Transport are shown in Box 7. 
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Conclusions 

In order to tackle transport related problems, the Council needs to raise its ambitions, be bolder in its 

approach, and work toward a total solution that enforces a change in habit away from the primary 

use of the private motor vehicle and towards more sustainable means of transport. As with any 

aspect of public policy, this will involve the use of both carrots and sticks, e.g. the Council must 

increase the costs of car usage while giving people genuine alternatives to the car for all or part of 

their journeys. This will require courage and determination. However, as successive surveys indicate, 

there is widespread public support for a balanced and integrated transport system in the city. 

Progressive measures will come up against considerable resistance from those who consider car 

usage an automatic right, free of social costs. The Council must have the courage to make the 

opposite case. Change is always resisted at first but, once the benefits are appreciated, change may 

be accepted without question. Who now would seriously consider opening up our high street to 

cars? We can see that larger cities such as Manchester, London or Birmingham thrive, plus many 

smaller towns here and on the continent, e.g. Brighton, Exeter, Lancaster, and this is mainly because 

Box 7.  Transport Recommendations 

1. That all the recommendations of Lynn Sloman’s (2012) “A Sustainable Transport Blueprint 
for Canterbury” in respect to promoting bus and cycle use must be given serious 
consideration. 

2. In order to attract people away from private car use, the Council must work with bus 
providers to ensure both a wider choice of bus routes and cheaper fares, e.g. with stops at 
train stations and on new estates. This may incur financial subsidies. 

3. Small electric (or hybrid) buses should operate on additional routes to provide frequent 
services to a wider range of city and out of town destinations. 

4. Better coordination of public transport, with integrated time-tabling of bus and train 
services, should be a continuing issue. 

5. Public inner city car parks should only be multi-storey in nature (such as Rosemary Lane), 
and they should provide access to holders of residential parking permits. There should be a 
phased reduction of surface level car parking. 

6. In conjunction with neighbouring Districts, small rural Park & Ride facilities should be 
established adjacent to main roads leading towards the city, e.g. at Brenley Corner. This 
would remove more road traffic and help support additional bus services. We see no need 
for a Park & Ride facility at Harbledown. Some Park & Ride schemes should open in the 
evening. 

7. To relieve traffic in Wincheap the Council should re-investigate an underbridge (tunnel) 
under the rail line embankment near to the Aldi supermarket, allowing for a possible 
gyratory road system through the Wincheap Industrial Estate. 

8. Setting up sustainability forums to involve local citizens in air quality and traffic 
improvement measures (very successful in the Netherlands), and with a remit to attain 
legal limits of NO2 before 2016. 

9. A ‘Boris bike’ cycle hire scheme should be established, with docking facilities around the 
centre and, crucially, at the railway stations and universities and at all Park & Ride facilities. 
Normal cycle parking facilities should be improved. 

10. Inner city cycle lanes to be increased and appropriate route interconnections made. 
11. “Informal pedestrianisation” and/or “Shared space” needs to be legalised in many inner city 

roads not yet so designated, and expanded to cover parts of Watling and Stour Streets, Best 
Lane and the Friars. Moveable bollards would allow for essential vehicle access. 

12. Electronic time displays at bus stops, plus smart ticketing schemes (e.g. Oyster cards) or 
carnet type tickets, should all be deployed on buses and their routes. 
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they have done what it takes to prize people from their cars. Many of these towns have an ambience 

that we can only envy. 

HERITAGE AND URBAN CONSERVATION 

 

 

Introduction 

Canterbury is one of the most important historic cities in Britain. The urban fabric of the city, 
clustered around the Cathedral, is the physical embodiment of a 2000 year history of occupation and 
is a rich and complex mixture of both ancient and modern structures, with an arrangement of streets 
dating back to at least the 11th century. Because of this heritage the city enjoys an international 
reputation, out of proportion to its relatively small size, and thus it is known throughout the world. 
Tourism is a major factor in the city’s economy and the Cathedral is one of the most visited historic 
sites in the UK, and indeed the wider world. The city is also attractive to the educational sector, with 
three major universities, several public schools plus foreign language colleges. And recent surveys 
have shown that a significant proportion of local shoppers, visitors and students choose Canterbury 
precisely for its historic character and ambience. 
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With respect to heritage and conservation our vision is that all listed buildings are obliged to 
maintain their integrity, and in order that this is possible the Conservation section of the City Council 
must be reinforced. Many parts of the city have recently suffered marked aesthetic deterioration 
from inappropriate signage, from a proliferation of A-boards, from poor quality street furniture 
(mainly tables and chairs) and from a general feeling of scruffiness. These problems must be speedily 
addressed so that the second rate does not become the norm. 
 

The Historic Context and Present Situation 

Despite the depredations of the last war, when over 10 per cent of the historic core was destroyed, 
the city still has a rich heritage of buildings.  There are about 1600 listed buildings in the old city, one 
of the highest concentrations in the country. Buildings in the city are extremely varied, and about 
580 of them are timber framed buildings of 14th and 15th century origin. Many of these are hidden 
behind 18th century applied Georgian façades with their sash windows and mathematical tiles.  
 
The city centre was designated a Conservation Area in 1968 and most buildings within the historic 
core were listed in 1973.  A grants scheme was then established, drawing in money from English 
Heritage to assist with repairs to historic buildings and this work carried on through the 1980s and 
1990s. The city is now left with only a small Listed Building grant scheme funded by the City Council, 
though this must serve all of the Canterbury District. Past funding schemes have resulted in major 
improvements to the condition of city buildings, securing some spectacular restorations of buildings 
in serious disrepair.  

By the 1990s, the Council’s Conservation section had achieved an acknowledged national reputation. 
Additionally the importance of good shop front design and signage was also recognised which over 
the years resulted in an enhancement of the city’s shopping streets, with over 150 new and 
traditional shop fronts being reinstated. Other achievements were the encouragement of high 
quality building design; the commitment to conservation with the establishment of the Canterbury 
Conservation Advisory Committee (CCAC); and the concept of developer contributions to the repair 
of historic streetscapes. Despite these conservation and heritage gains some more recent 
developments, e.g. the Tannery and Whitefriars Shopping Centre, have resulted in disappointingly 
designed “pastiche” developments. 

At a national level, there has been a swing away from conservation based policies in favour of the 
encouragement of economic development and an apparent enthusiasm for accommodating 
development regardless of the impact of their proposals upon the character of historic cities. 
Modern design is again in the ascendant and several new developments in the city bear witness to 
this change of emphasis.  The change of mood is reflected in the attitude of the City Council and its 
current enthusiasm for “grandes projets” that sometimes disregard the historic character of the city. 

We are concerned that a series of reorganisations within the City Council in the last 15 years, 
together with budget cuts, have reduced the ability of the Planning Department to influence and 
change the design of development for the better. The Conservation section no longer exists and 
currently the conservation expertise available to the Department is limited to a single half-time 
member of staff. There no longer appears to be any positive management of the Conservation Area, 
i.e. with a view to preserving or enhancing its character (as required by the Planning Acts), and there 
is little ability to offer detailed specialist advice on proposals to alter or extend historic buildings. Of 
particular concern is the inability to oversee ongoing works to listed buildings, resulting in instances 
where major alterations to the interiors of historic buildings have been completely unmonitored, 
thus leading to irreversible damage. We are also concerned with the apparent lack of action to 
secure the repair of several derelict city centre historic buildings, and a general unwillingness by the 
Council to get involved in enforcement to remove unauthorised signs. In particular, shopping areas 
such as St Peter’s Street are becoming scruffy and down at heel. 

One bright spot in the picture is the thorough restoration of the Beaney Institute, where the 
restoration work is of the highest quality. This work has only been possible as a result of external 
grant aid from the Lottery Fund. Recommendations for Heritage and Conservation are in Box 8. 
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Conclusions 

It needs to be widely recognised that the historic character of the City is fundamental to its wellbeing 
and that the conservation of buildings, streets and spaces is of central importance to Canterbury’s 
continued prosperity. The Council should compare Canterbury with other cities in the ‘big league’ of 
historic towns, such as York, Chester, Bath and Bruges, to see how well-managed historic 
environments underpin the success of these places. The skills shortage within the Planning 
Department needs to be addressed urgently, either by the employment of new, suitably experienced 
staff, or by outsourcing the requirement to the private sector. In these difficult times, resources are 
limited but nevertheless priorities need to be considered, and the above recommendations must be 
addressed, even if these are at the expense of other Council concerns. The longer term benefits 
would be immense and, in our view, increased investments in city conservation and protection will 
be essential if Canterbury is to retain its position as a pre-eminent city.  

Box 8. – Heritage and Urban Conservation Recommendations 

 

1. The City Council must take urgent steps to acknowledge the primary importance 
of having a good looking, well maintained city, and to understand how this 
contributes to the education and tourist businesses that power the local 
economy.  

2. The City Council should employ suitably qualified staff to advise on matters of 
conservation, policy, design and the assessment of proposals, including shop 
signs. An inspectorate should ensure works are carried out as approved and to a 
high standard.  

3. The Council should give planning enforcement a higher priority to ensure that 
problems are dealt with as they arise, and to devise a programme to deal with the 
backlog of eyesore cases.  

4. The City Council should produce a series of simple design guidance leaflets that 
are accessible to local businesses and the public. The Local Plan includes 
Supplementary Design guidance reports, and these need to be more widely 
publicised.  

5. The Council has, in the past, produced excellent development briefs for many 
sites in the City. Unfortunately the as-built end results do not always live up to 
these briefs. There is a continuing need to listen to public views, and to ensure 
that the quality of built development is followed through in the construction.  

6.  
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OPEN SPACES AND PLAY PLACES 

Introduction  

We are concerned about open spaces and play places because they are essential elements in 
maintaining health and in enhancing the quality of city life.  Parks and gardens, sports grounds and 
playgrounds become even more important if parents cannot afford to give their children holidays 
and days out. This is relevant because recent evidence from End Child Poverty (2012) suggests that 
there are serious levels of child poverty in Northgate Ward, where 44 per cent of children live in 
poverty compared with a national average of 20.9 per cent.  

 
The term ‘open space’ in the context of Canterbury includes: 

 Parks and gardens, such as Dane John Gardens, Westgate Gardens and St Mary de Castro. 

 Green corridors, such as along the River Stour. 

 Amenity green space, such as Beverley Meadow in St Stephens or the Kingsmead Field and 
Sturry Road Community Park in Northgate. 

 Children’s play spaces, such as Toddlers Cove, Thanington play area, Wincheap playground 
and many others. 

 Smaller semi-natural and natural open space, such as Bus Company Island. 

 Outdoor sports facilities, such as the Victoria and the Thanington Recreation Grounds (but 
not including private access sport venues – see Culture and Leisure chapter).  

 Allotment gardens. 
 

Larger areas of natural vegetation and conservation are included in the chapter on the natural 
environment. 
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The present situation 
Map 3, showing open spaces in the SE quadrant of the city shows that there are many gaps in 
provision, especially in South Canterbury.   In particular, Barton Ward and the inner city portions of 
Northgate and Wincheap wards are seriously short of public open space. The map shows that, even 
compared with the city centre (top left of map), Barton and Wincheap wards have little open space. 
Across the city there are many sports fields for schools and colleges, but this educational land has 
few rights of public access. The University of Kent does allow public access, but most schools do not. 
The demand for allotments in Canterbury considerably outstrips the provision, and given the huge 
advantages that gardening type activities provide, allied to the lack of garden space in many recent 
developments, this problem must be addressed. 
 
National targets exist in terms of the amount of different types of open space which should be 
provided. For example, Fields in Trust (formerly the National Playing Fields Association) recommend 
a minimum standard for ‘outdoor playing space’ of 2.4 hectares per 1000 of population. This is sub-
divided into 1.6 hectares of sports facilities and 0.8 hectares of children’s play space per 1000 of 
population.  The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) has removed the status of the Planning 
Policy Guidance 17 Planning for open space, sport and recreation, and currently a new set of national 
standards is awaited. In the meantime the PPG 17 Planning for Open space, sport and recreation and 
the Fields in Trust 2.4 hectare standards are regarded as best practice. 

Box 9. Open Space and Play Places Recommendations 

 

1. Develop the riverside walk so that it is continuous from Chartham to Sturry and 
gives access to the river at many points, creating an accessible green corridor. 

2. Expand play provision in the city so that every child is within easy walking 
distance (400 metres) of a playground or open space. 

3. Expand provision of open space facilities for teenagers and young adults, 
following consultation with these groups . 

4. Work with educational establishments to open up more sports facilities for use 
by the public and to ensure free access to playing fields .  

5. Protect all existing open space within the city, with controls on any further 
building and with a particular concern for accessibility for disabled people.  

6. Designate green space and play places in any new development, using funding 
from the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

7. Ensure that existing parks, gardens and playgrounds are properly maintained, 
with clear commitments to do this being built into the contracts of those 
responsible. 

8. Maximise urban greening as a means of increasing and purifying rainwater 
infiltration, preventing direct storm water discharges to the Stour, recharging 
the aquifer, and increasing areas of flower meadows and natural habitats. 

9. Urgently tackle the considerable under-supply in allotment provision as recorded 
in the Council’s 2009 survey, i.e. so that the 2 year waiting time is reduced. 
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The city lacks open space by comparison with these standards, and also by comparison with other 
parts of the local district: this may reflect the lack of provision in much of inner Canterbury.  In terms 
of hectares per 1000 of the population, the figures are: 

Parks and gardens: 0.12 in Canterbury, 0.31 for the whole district 
Green corridors: 0.19 in Canterbury, 0.22 for the whole district 
Amenity open space: 1.09 in Canterbury, 1.29 for the whole district 
Semi-natural: 3.29 in Canterbury, 25.30 for the whole district 
Outdoor sports facilities: 0.21 in Canterbury, 0.41 for the whole district 

Best practice guidelines produced by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment 
(CABE) recommend that every child should have a playground within 400 metres of his or her home 
and that there should be green open space within 1000 metres of each household.  Again many parts 
of the city, especially south Canterbury, do not meet these standards. 

Other issues of concern with regard to open space in Canterbury include: 

 Safety, and issues related to anti-social behaviour, litter, vandalism, graffiti. 

 The quantity and quality of provision, including the provision of toilets. 

 Accessibility and inclusiveness of facilities for people with disabilities. 

 The lack of any open or play space in many recent housing developments. 

 The standards of maintenance of parks, gardens and play spaces. 
 

We very much welcome the current initiative to develop the Westgate Park and the work that is 
going into getting support from the Heritage Lottery Fund. Box 9 summarises the main 
recommendations in this area. 

 

Conclusion 

It is important not to treat open space as an isolated issue, but to see it as inter-connected. This 

means that decisions about the location of housing should protect green corridors and areas of 

natural vegetation in order to give as many residents as possible easy access to green space. The 

design of new housing developments should always allow some open space for residents to sit in the 

sun and for children to play, and the Council should make it a priority to see that open space is 

‘delivered’ by developers. Debates about the environment must include open space and play places 

as keys to supporting biodiversity and encouraging understanding of the natural world: new ideas in 

playground design encourage this approach. 
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THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Introduction 

The importance of this chapter lies in the fact that, following continual processes of population 
increase and urban sprawl, the city fringe is driven relentlessly outwards, with green gaps between 
urban areas diminishing in size and in their natural offering. The local environment is also under 
threat from a range of activities carried out completely within the rural areas, e.g. woodland and 
other vegetation clearance, intensive farming monocultures, new communication routes, new leisure 
activities, landscape modifications as well as from traffic, agro-chemicals and various other sources 
of pollution. In the longer term these threats to the natural environment are not sustainable, and 
indeed in the shorter term we are now witnessing severe collapses in biodiversity, collapses that will 
soon lead to local extinctions. Thus most amphibians and reptiles, bees, butterflies and other insects, 
many bird species and some mammals are already threatened in Canterbury’s hinterland. Our basic 
concern is that resource depletion is happening at an unsustainable level and there is no evidence 
that the city’s ecological footprint on the planet is reducing. And there is also a feeling that there is 
insufficient appreciation of the value of the local environment in terms of food supplies, recreation 
and exercise areas, a source of refreshed air and pure water, and that the fauna and flora it contains 
form essential components of our biosphere. Rural areas may also be the source of tranquility and 
aesthetic satisfaction and these areas provide for the landscape setting of the city. 
 

The present situation 

We are fortunate to have the Blean Woodlands to the immediate North and North West of the city. 
The Blean is ancient woodland and its value for wildlife is recognised at a national level with much of 
the Blean being designated as either a Site of Special Scientific Interest or as a Special Area of Nature 
Conservation. To the south of the city much of the land is part of the Kent Downs Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty or comprises of areas having High Landscape Value designations. Dotted 
around the city are individual sites that are respected for their natural or semi-natural environments, 
e.g. Old Park, Bus Company Island, the Vauxhall Lakes, Bingley Island and the Hambrook Marshes. 
Most of these semi-natural environments are nowadays highly managed. Through the centre of 
Canterbury runs the River Stour with its associated flood plain. The City Council’s existing Local Plan 
includes a Riverside Strategy that aims to put the River Stour at the heart of the Regeneration of the 
City. It outlines a plan to develop a co-ordinated system of open spaces, which include safeguarding 
the wildlife and biodiversity interest of the river and riverside. 
 
Legislation has been generated at national, county and local level that is supposed to give all sorts of 
protection to the natural environment. A concern that residents have is that this protection appears 
to be ineffective. Thus, despite the fact that much of this legislation has been in place for several 
decades, Canterbury’s urban expansion goes on almost unheeded. This is because the natural 
environment, or indeed the agricultural environment, has no real or absolute protection, i.e. contrary 
to urban conservation areas. The natural environment is treated as though it is infinite and few 
considerations are given to its longer term sustainability. This problem is particularly pronounced in 
Canterbury where the Council has economic growth at the core of its long and short term strategies, 
e.g. a previous report on the future of Canterbury (2006) saw the future simply in terms of “an 
experience economy, a knowledge economy and a green economy”. 
 

Within Canterbury there are organisations and initiatives that are attempting to bring the 

environment further towards “increased public consciousness”. Examples vary from national and 

international groups such as Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and a Transition Towns group, through 

to specific local campaigns such as the Canterbury for Clean Air group and the Blean Heritage and 

Community group. Although residents are encouraged to see recent local initiatives such as the 

Canterbury to Chartham cycle route and the Hambrook marshes, that are taking forward 

environmental measures, a perusal of all groups and initiatives reveals a wide range of 

environmental factors in need of further consideration. A bright spot with respect to resource use in 

Canterbury is the recycling rate, which at 44% of all household waste is far higher than the Kent 
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average of 32%. With a new recycling collection system about to be introduced it is hoped that rates 

can be even higher. Box 10 suggests actions that should be taken to promote the residents’ Vision for 

enhanced sustainability of the natural environment. 

  

Conclusions 

The large number of environmental problems might be thought of as being on a scale that the 
citizens of Canterbury, or indeed of anywhere else, have almost no chance of working effectively to 
resolve. However, most large-scale problems can be broken down into numerous constituent parts. 
For instance, the problem of climate change is partly caused by hundreds of millions of motorists 
driving their oil dependent cars too much, i.e. a large proportion of Canterbury’s citizens are 
contributing to global warming. So, as a saying goes, we need to “Think globally; act locally”. Already, 
at national and local levels, there are countless small and local initiatives that are directed towards 
what might generally be thought of as “sustaining the environment”. People realise the desperate 
plight of the planet and are “doing their bit”. However, despite these efforts, many environmental 
matters just keep on getting worse. It has been shown in this chapter that it is principally our City 
Council that has a tremendous responsibility to rectify this situation, primarily through the 
development of robust and defensible green network policies in the Local Development Plan. 

Box 10. Natural Environment Recommendations 

1. Through the emerging Local Plan, the strongest level of protection must be given to all 
areas of natural vegetation surrounding Canterbury, plus areas designated as high 
quality agricultural land, selected areas having a high landscape value and other rural 
areas that can contribute to connected and coherent green corridors. These areas 
should collectively form a designated “Canterbury Green Belt” – with the exact areas 
being determined by consultation between the City Council and representative 
environmental organisations. This Green Belt will contribute to biodiversity 
conservation and to preserving the setting of the city. 

2. The city to publish regular assessments of its ecological footprint, and take necessary 
measures to ensure that it quickly and constantly attains reductions. 

3. The Council seeks agreement with conservation authorities on selected land that will 
contribute to linkages between presently fragmented areas of high value habitat. 

4. The Council should implement a scheme where householders can get free energy 
audits of their homes; this could help the local economy through additional jobs in 
supplying and fitting energy saving measures. 

5. Have a targeted urban tree-planting programme, including planting along roadsides in 

the City, as part of the strategy to improve air quality and reduce noise pollution.  

6. Promote renewable energy schemes in the District, including undertaking a feasibility 

study into the potential of wind generation on high points along the ridge immediately 

north of the city, i.e. mostly on university and Council land. 

7. As part of the Canterbury in Bloom initiative, raise awareness of the need to increase 

biodiversity and encourage wildlife into parks, gardens and other open spaces, e.g. 

through developing wild flower areas in places that are presently regularly mown. 

8. Canterbury should introduce a Canterbury Environmental Business Awards scheme. 

9. Canterbury should aim to surpass the EU Waste Framework Directive of 50% of 

household waste being recycled well before the 2020 deadline. 

10. The Council should give priority to their providers who are social and environmental 

enterprises that demonstrate a clear commitment to the environment. 
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CULTURE AND LEISURE 

Introduction 

What do we mean by culture? It can be seen as a limited elitist matter of string quartets, high art, 
heavy weight novels and Shakespearean plays, things which are not everyone’s cup of tea. Here we 
prefer to think of it as something broader and more inclusive, embracing a whole range of 
experiences extending to pop music, film, stand up comedy and many other activities. In other words 
we think of entertainment and leisure being involved.  And, with respect to leisure, we think of sport 
and recreational pastimes as being particularly important.  
 
Why do we think that culture and leisure matter to the future of Canterbury, alongside questions of 
housing and heritage? Visits to cinemas, concert halls or sporting events make a major contribution 
to individuals’ quality of life. Some of us take part to satisfy our desire for creativity, relaxation and 
exercise. Culture and leisure can also help produce civic pride, community spirit and trust, through 
attendance and participation, and they matter economically because they help to provide jobs that 
replace those lost in manufacturing and in attracting people to Canterbury. After all KCC believes a 
third of visitors to the county come for cultural reasons, and this must be very true for Canterbury. 
So, for us culture and leisure are not merely marginal matters but essential for the city’s future.  

Our future vision is of a city which continues as a major centre for culture and leisure, not trampling 
on existing facilities, but which builds on its strengths and develops new activities, which will appeal 
to an even wider range of people and pockets and which makes culture, leisure and sport more 
accessible than today. Canterbury should be a city that inspires people, helps to unlock their creative 
potential and provides educational value while, at the same time, bringing the community together 
through its cultural and leisure activities.   

The Present Situation 

Canterbury is presently a major cultural centre for its residents and the surrounding districts. 
Alongside the Cathedral it offers a variety of facilities: the Marlowe and the Gulbenkian theatres 
offering music, plays and other kinds of entertainment; the Odeon, the Gulbenkian and occasionally 
the Westgate Hall and St Augustine’s showing films; St Gregory’s and now the Colyer-Fergusson 
centre serving as specialist concert halls. The Westgate Hall is also emerging as an important 
entertainment centre. Moreover, there are various museums, notably the revamped Museum of 
Canterbury and the Roman Museum, plus the enlarged and modernized Beaney. The City Council is 
to be congratulated for being willing to organize the funds for the Marlowe and the Beaney.  
 
Thus the city provides an active cultural life. At the heart of this is the nationally respected 
Canterbury Festival, which is an unparalleled resource for both audiences and artists, plus the 
‘Sounds New’, ‘Wise Words’ and ‘Lounge on the Farm’ music programmes, alongside several concert 
series in churches, cafes and halls throughout the city. Nor should we forget Kent Cricket Week. 
Canterbury is also home to a crop of cultural and leisure societies and a number of art galleries. 
These are brought together and financially supported by an active local Arts Council which sponsors 
events throughout the District, and all this is encouraged by the Council’s ‘Creative Canterbury’ 
programme.  However, while much of this serves and attracts a high proportion of the more 
educated, prosperous and often retired people in the city, other groups, notably the young, are 
nowhere near as well provided for. And, given how much culture and entertainment now comes 
from the Internet, the city does not always offer uniform and high broadband speeds.  
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Where young people are concerned, the older element is well provided for by pubs and night clubs, 

albeit sometimes with unfortunate impacts on other residents, but not by any public provision. For 

teenagers there are a limited number of youth clubs although one of these is under threat. Nor does 

the city offer many facilities for younger children. It thus lacks a full scale skate board site, not to 

mention a bowling alley and a BMX track. Developers have been loath to live up to promises to 

provide these even though their absence can sometimes contribute to public misbehaviour.   

With respect to sport Canterbury has a municipal swimming pool and leisure centre, plus some 
school sports centres and university facilities that are open to the public. There are also venues for 
high quality cricket, hockey and rugby, but not for football. While there is support for the principle of 
remedying the latter, the proposals so far made have been widely opposed and are seen as 
inappropriate because they involve inserting a new stadium into a largely residential area. Moreover, 
as the Open Spaces chapter makes clear, Canterbury does not offer sufficient public parks and sports 
facilities, and indeed some of what there is, such as Thanington and Kingsmead, are threatened by 
development. Box 11 gives our recommendations for Culture and Leisure. 

 

Box 11. Culture and Leisure Recommendations 

1. An increase in smaller green spaces must be available for informal games.  
2. Enhanced council, private sector and general support for existing cultural and 

leisure activities and for organizations such as the Canterbury Arts Council. 
3. The Council must prioritize the use of the remainder of the brownfield land on 

the Kingsmead Regeneration site (as opposed to the greenfield elements) for 
leisure facilities, possibly including skateboarding provision.  

4. A more diverse leisure offer from the private sector and from the Council, to 
provide an enhanced range of leisure facilities, especially venues for young 
people and families, a quality health and fitness centre and an upgraded 
swimming pool.  

5. Preservation of the Westgate Hall as an open provider of varied cultural and 
leisure activities. 

6. In order to reduce the late night impact on inner city residents from a range of 
leisure activities, night time venue owners (or organisers) should contribute 
towards “controls/patrols/monitoring” of city streets.  

7. Increased high speed broadband provision, which means putting pressure on BT 
and on the government to supply adequate funding. Better mobile telephone 
coverage and cable TV provision should also be sought.  

8. The cancellation of the Ridlands Farm stadium and its relocation elsewhere, 
perhaps in collaboration with Polo Farm or Canterbury Christ Church University.  
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Conclusions 

We want Canterbury to continue to be a regional centre for leisure, culture and sport in order to 
enhance creativity, prosperity and the quality of life for all residents. This means defending existing 
facilities against the threat of budgetary cuts and inappropriate residential development without 
facilities. We think this would help any future application for recognition as a European City of 
Culture. Moreover, we want the city to be a place that inspires people with civic pride and provides 
an environment where things happen. This means encouraging, where necessary, the provision of 
new facilities, sporting and other, and indeed enacting the London Olympic Committee’s vision “to 
see culture and recreation jointly developing as part of the Olympic Games legacy”. Some of the 
additional recommended facilities should be for residents to take part in and not just watch. In other 
words we want to protect existing strengths and liberate creative energies.  
 
Our vision will mean rebalancing the provision of facilities so that they become more inclusive, in 
terms of price and other criteria, and also less threatening to green spaces and established 
residential areas like south Canterbury. Respondents to our questionnaire, in fact, often mentioned 
the need for appropriate sports facilities near the city centre. Equally, as part of increased public 
involvement we would like to see Canterbury playing a significant role in the Kent Strategy for 
Culture and its annual Cultural Conferences. All of this means a willingness on the part of the Council 
to rethink its priorities; it requires developers to live up to their promises of facilities to go with new 
housing, and it needs residents to reconsider some of their ideas. This is difficult but it could open 
the way to a yet more vibrant, prosperous and attractive city. 
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COMMUNITY SAFETY 

Introduction 

Community safety refers to the actual and perceived safety existing in any community.  ‘Actual’ 
safety is measurable and is usually expressed as ‘a rate of crime’. This differs from ‘perceived’ 
community safety which is derived from interviews and attitude surveys, and which provides a 
measure of how relatively safe a whole community may feel at a given time. Most of the time 
Canterbury is a relatively safe place.  However, there are regular reports of anti-social behaviour and 
disturbance.  When the public in Canterbury is asked “What makes a place good to live in?”, feeling 
safe and having a low level of crime are always among their top priorities.  So our vision is that more 
attention is paid to their feelings and hence more action taken by the police and City Council so that 
people are not merely safe but that they feel safe. 

 

The present situation 

According to the Canterbury Community Safety Partnership “crime figures have fallen 10.16 per cent 
in the two years since March 2009, from 9,473 to 8,511 incidents. Currently there are on average 
approximately 23 crimes reported daily across the whole of the Canterbury District. There have been 
increases in reports of non-residential burglary, theft and handling stolen goods, and fraud and 
forgery. And there have been significant reductions in reporting of drug offences, criminal damage, 
violent and vehicle crime.” However, there seems to be a growing problem with violence and 
disorder arising from late night consumption of alcohol, with alcohol being a factor in nearly half of 
all crimes. 
 
People have a real fear of a small number of people who hang around in parks and other public 

places drinking alcohol, acting aggressively, verbally abusing passers-by and generally disturbing the 

peace. Equally some parts of the city are troubled by drug misuse and abuse, resulting in syringes 

and other drug paraphernalia being abandoned where children could find them; hence an underpass 

at the St George’s roundabout has had to be closed. Other forms of anti-social behaviour that may 

lead to negative feelings of a place include excessive graffiti, often leading to the defacement of  

attractive murals or pristine paintwork, blatant littering, vandalism and fly tipping.  We also know 

that there have been issues with people who cannot control their potentially dangerous (or actually 

dangerous) dogs in public places. Some of these problems have their roots in the present economic 

downturn and to other longer term social circumstances. We are aware that collective efforts are 

being made to try and deal with some of these problems. There is much evidence to suggest that if 

we put more of our efforts (including funding) into services for disadvantaged children under the age 

of five and their parents, then we would be investing to save on very costly intervention needed to 

tackle social problems.  
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Canterbury has a Community Safety Partnership and a Community Safety Unit Team. The Partnership 
comprises various statutory and non-statutory agencies, community and voluntary groups including 
Canterbury City Council, Kent Police, Kent Fire & Rescue Service, Probation, Neighbourhood Watch, 
Crimestoppers, Primary Care Trust, Education and the Youth Offending Service. The mission of the 
Partnership is ‘to make the area safer by reducing crime, disorder and anti-social behaviour… and to 
improve the quality of life for everyone living, working or visiting here’. The Community Safety Unit 
Team comprises 14 ‘officers’ who represent the partnership with each having different areas of 
responsibility. Its remit is to deal with most of the problems already identified and to restore public 
confidence. The city also has a number of Neighbourhood Watch schemes which provide parts of 
Canterbury with information on instances of crime and scams.  There is also a Crimebusters service.  
We would like to see more done to support and publicise these initiatives. 
 
Every citizen of Canterbury deserves and is in need of regular undisturbed sleep at night – this should 
be a basic human right. In addition to fatigue, sleep deprivation can have acute physiological and 
health problems. When residents are routinely awoken in the middle of the night it is a breach of this 
basic right. Throughout the city there are areas where residents are awakened on a regular basis. The 
cause is inebriated customers leaving licensed premises. The licensing team can control what 
happens inside clubs and pubs, but the disturbance on the streets should be the responsibility of the 
police. Unfortunately they have limited presence after 11.00pm on the grounds of budget restraint. 
This leaves the only remaining solution in the hands of the city council: reduce the disturbance by 
limiting the hours for the consumption of alcohol. Community Safety recommendations are shown in 
Box 12. 

 

Conclusions 

Community safety remains a top agenda item for both the public, civil society organisations and local 
authorities. It affects the quality of life of people, communities and organisations. People want to 
feel safe, which means not only reducing crime but also developing stronger, confident and more 
cohesive communities. This requires citizens, public authorities and civil society organisations to 
work in partnership and share information. It requires all of us to get involved in our local community 
and take notice of what is going on around us. And as well as trying to control antisocial behaviour, 
which means better funding for preventive measures, we need to consider the causes of anti-social 
behaviour which may need other forms of action. Partly this is the task of Council, Police and other 
services, but we ourselves as citizens also need to develop our own civic pride and take what action 
we can. 

Box 12. Community Safety Recommendations 

1. The authorities must work towards reducing late opening hours within the City Centre, 
particularly in predominantly residential areas.  

2. Steps must be taken to more effectively police the Alcohol Control Areas and the city centre, 
especially at night. 

3. Additional measures should be taken to reduce risks to the general public from drug misuse 

(e.g. disposal of needles and other drug paraphernalia). 

4. Authorities must be able to deal more effectively with dangerous dogs and their owners 

(including those not listed as banned under the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991).  

5. It is important to obtain better support and to publicise both the Safety Partnership and 

Neighbourhood Watch Schemes.  

6. Action should be taken to provide more facilities for young people so as to provide them with 

new and more positive outlets.  

7. Additional funding should be concentrated on early years' intervention and prevention 
services, i.e. as these usually provide real success stories in terms of preventing social 
problems later on. 
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CITY GOVERNANCE 

Introduction 

The German writer, artist and politician Johann Wolfgang von Goethe once observed that ‘To rule is 
easy, to govern difficult’. According to the Oxford Online Dictionary to rule is “to exercise ultimate 
power or authority over an area or its people”, whereas to govern is “to conduct the policy, actions 
and affairs of a state, organization or people with authority”. This is an important distinction because 
in a democracy the authority to govern is derived from the electorate. Governance is therefore 
concerned with the manner in which the local authority is carrying out its obligations to the 
electorate. Obviously this must be done within a set of rules or laws and minimum standards should 
be obeyed. The Audit Commission exists to ensure that rules and standards are adhered to.  

 
Locally, Canterbury City Council is responsible for ensuring that its business is conducted properly 
and that public money and assets are safeguarded and correctly accounted for. In discharging its 
responsibilities, Canterbury City Council is required to put in place proper arrangements for the 
governance of its affairs and the Council has approved a local code of conduct that can be inspected 
on its website (www.canterbury.gov.uk/assets/finance/localcodeofgovernance.pdf). This chapter 
focuses on some of the problems and solutions that should be considered to ensure that, in the 
future, the electorate can have greater trust and confidence in elected councillors and appointed 
officials to fully reflect their views and priorities when making decisions on their behalf.  

The present Situation 

One of the issues, said by some observers to undermine the authority of local political leaders (not 
just in Canterbury), is the lack of engagement by residents with their local authority in terms of 
electoral turnout. In the May 2011 local elections in Canterbury only 44% of the electorate voted, 
meaning that 56% failed completely to engage in the democratic process. Of those who voted, 45% 
did so for the present administration, which leads to the disturbing fact that the majority party in the 
council was elected by only 19.8% of the total electorate. Whilst of course this is legally permissable, 
in many countries and organisations it would be considered odd to say that at least 80% of the 
electorate did not support the present administration.  
 
Canterbury’s Council has taken the decision to operate under the Executive (or Cabinet) System. This 
has the effect of concentrating decision making into a small group that is, due to its composition, 
effectively a “one-party government”. Thus, in Canterbury all Executive members are from the single 
party representing less than 20% of the electorate. Furthermore, 90% of this Executive committee do 
not represent Canterbury City wards and thus what happens within Canterbury City itself may not be 
of much concern to them. This concentration of decision making might soon be made worse as the 
Council has recently applied to review its ward boundaries with the effect of considerably reducing 
the number of councillors in the District. A fundamental pre-requisite for democracy is local 
representation, which is why electoral representation is based on Wards, Districts or Constituencies, 
and this is accepted on the basis that local concern and knowledge best informs decision making. So, 
important decisions about the City are being made on the basis of almost no representation. This 
arrangement too is in accordance with the rules and regulations; but is it good enough?  
 
A further point of considerable concern is the manner in which development briefs are managed and 
implemented. It is clear that city residents believe that the production of a development brief is an 
essential pre-requisite to any larger scale development. Such a brief might be developed by the City 
Council or by private consultants. Development briefs have usually been successfully agreed and 
compiled after extensive consultation with the public. However, once the brief has been adopted and 
the development enters the construction stage it is allowed to be changed without any prior public 
consultation. The recent Kingsmead open space case is a good example. The clear statement in 
section 3.12 of the Kingsmead Development Brief with regard to the continued provision of open 
space has been reversed, and this despite the firm commitment in section 4.12 to meet and deliver 
public expectations. Thus after nearly 9 years of consultation and development what will actually be 
provided “on the ground” will not reflect what was agreed in the brief. Clearly the council executive 
has taken a decision to change the brief without proper prior notice and then been forced to engage 

http://www.canterbury.gov.uk/assets/finance/localcodeofgovernance.pdf
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in the lengthy, costly and undignified process of defending that decision against the wishes of their 
own electorate. This is an example of poor governance and disregard for public opinion which is one 
of the causes of residents’ lack of confidence in their elected representatives. 

Residents are concerned that any single party monopoly on power means that a small elite in the 
Council is taking decisions on party political lines that might suit their party interests but would not 
necessarily be appreciated by the majority of local citizens. People generally think that councillors 
should be representing the views of residents, only to find that councillors invariably vote on party 
lines. Indeed, councillors within the majority party may speak in support of opposition views then 
proceed to vote against them, even though the opposition views often reflect the views that local 
residents have expressed.  Examples of this include the proposed sale of the Kingsmead playing field, 
the plans for 1,300 homes on the Wincheap Industrial estate, and the proposal to allow up to 4,000 
homes to be built in south Canterbury. Top down decisions are not always the case but it is certainly 
a strong perception in people’s minds and this may be one reason why so many people have 
disengaged from the democratic process. The question arises as to whether local authorities and 
elected councillors need to find new and better ways of encouraging people and community 
organizations to be more pro-actively involved. We suggest that new ways of working are needed 
and this may require a culture change on the part of both residents and the local authority.  

Our Vision for city governance looks forward to a time when party politics can be taken out of local 
decision making.  Until then the Council will need to justify that their actions have been taken in the 
best interests of all the community. An important way of achieving this is through the provisions of 
the Localism Act 2012 (see Box 13) which gave new rights and powers to local communities. Our 
hope is that the Council and local residents groups will embrace the spirit of Localism and work 
together to make Localism work in Canterbury. Governance recommendations are given in Box 14. 

 

Box 13. The Localism Act: 

1.   Makes it easier for local people to take over the amenities they value and keep them 
part of local life, such as community buildings or playing fields. 

2.   Ensures that local social enterprises, volunteers and community groups with good ideas 
for improving local services get the opportunity to change how things are done. 

3.   Enables local residents to call local authorities to account for the careful management of 
taxpayers’ money. 

4.   Places significantly more influence in the hands of local people over issues that make a 
difference to their communities. 

5.   Provides appropriate support and recognition to communities who welcome new 
development, and allows them to develop Neighbourhood Plans for their own areas and 
communities within the Local Plan framework. 

6.   Reduces red tape, making it easier for local authorities to get on with the job of working 
with local people to draw up a Vision for their areas future.  

The Act has the potential to effect a significant change by passing power down to local 
communities and creating space for local authorities to lead and innovate by giving local 
people the opportunity to take control of decisions that matter to them. This Act could 
facilitate the culture change that is needed to re-engage local residents with their local 
authority and civic life generally, but it will require the City Council to show leadership in 
taking this forward.  
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Conclusions 

It is hoped that, following the Localism Act (2012), the City Council will consult with local residents to 
develop new and innovative ways of engaging with the electorate, e.g. by setting up a formal 
working group with key members and officials from CCC, together with a number of local residents 
groups, to prioritise issues of concern to local residents and to produce a policy document to be 
adopted by the Council alongside the emerging Local Plan. This document would set out how 
Localism will operate in Canterbury between now and 2031. The Council also needs to see a return to 
the committee decision making structure so that residents feel that their councillors are able to 
properly reflect the views of local people in the decisions that the council take. We think this would 
do much to reconnect local people with the City Council and its functions and to instigate more of a 
democratic form of governance. These initiatives are part of a movement away from a top down 
approach to decision making towards one where genuine consultation is the order of the day.  
Finally, we wish to see a substantial reduction in the role of party politics in council decision making, 
with all parties setting aside narrow party considerations in the interest of outcomes that benefit the 
wider community. If these governance changes can be made the electorate can hope to regain its 
trust and confidence in councillors and officers. 

Box 14. City Governance Recommendations 

1.   As provided for in the Localism Act and within the framework of the Local Plan the 
Council should encourage and assist communities to prepare Neighbourhood Plans. 
Decision making must not emanate in a top-down manner and, as recommended in 
the East Kent Local Strategic Partnership, decisions must be “taken as close as possible 
to communities”.  

2.  The Planning Committee should go back to 16 members and the former quorum. 
3.  On all major development applications, a  4 week consultation period should be 

allowed (instead of 3 weeks), and advertising of applications must be made more 
prominent. 

4.  When major applications go to committee, 5 minutes per speaker should be allowed 
(instead of 3) and officers should respond immediately to the points raised.  

5.  All Development Plan documents should be considered when dealing with planning 
applications, i.e. not just the Local Plan. 

6.  Public Consultation meetings should allow for discussion beyond the pre-set menu.  
More egalitarian dialogue between all parties must be encouraged. At present the 
consultation process is pro forma with no real exchange of views between parties. 

7.  With respect to the Executive structure versus the Committee System, the former  
system should be disbanded and the City should return to the committee system of 
decision making. Failing this then the Executive committee should at least be 
proportionately representative of the District as a whole and of the parties. 

8.  A consultation should be initiated to see if local Canterbury residents wish to have  
      a Canterbury Town Council.  
9.  In arriving at policies the Council must achieve a better balance between social, 

environmental and economic considerations. 
10. Development briefs, once adopted, should not be varied or changed without further 

public consultation taking place. 
 11. When important (key) decisions are being made on planning applications or on 

matters affecting the future of the city and the District, councillors should be allowed a 
free vote rather than be encouraged to vote on strict party lines. 

12. Planning applications by the Council for development of its own land should not be 
decided by that same authority (as recommended by “Fields in Trust”).  
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CONCLUSIONS 

What has been written is a detailed attempt to think about what Canterbury is like now and what 
concerned residents would like it to become in the future. Rarely have so many citizens thought so 
much about their City! The Vision has been written by a few (see Acknowledgements page) but 
commented on by many more. And indeed, because it has been designed as a “perpetual 
document”, hopefully it will always be open to residents to make their thoughts known. Future 
access to this Vision document will be obtainable via the Canterbury Society website 
(www.canterburysociety.org.uk). 

It is impossible to place an exact date when any aspects of our Vision may materialise or be acted 
upon and brought into fruition. However, the Vision has been designed to encapsulate ideas over 
perhaps a 20 year period. Given this length of time then immediate results cannot be expected, and 
indeed given the present and possibly longer term decline in the economy, it could be many years 
before benefits actually materialise. Having said this, because our recommendations vary greatly in 
their scope and practical viability, it is hoped that once public expectations have been raised about 
potential improvements, then progress will quite quickly happen. The Canterbury Society intends to 
work with the City Council to deliver as many of the recommendations as possible, and in future this 
should be a continual and mutual process. 

 

It has been our intention to make most recommendations fairly specific, measurable, realistic and 
achievable. Having grounded them in a degree of objectivity it is hoped that residents of the city will 
continue to monitor the Vision’s progress. Through monitoring it should be quite easy to quantify 
improvements in matters such air quality, the number of bus services, traffic volumes, social housing 
provision, home energy audits, amount of protected Green space, open space provision per resident, 
allotment waiting lists, and incidents of night time disturbance. This might be done in terms of actual 
achievements or movements towards a particular goal, and it is our intention to measure changes 
against baseline reference information. Thanks to provisions in the National Planning Policy 
Framework we should also be in a position to monitor progress towards various aspects of 
sustainability. And we might hope that some of our recommendations can be helped to fruition via 
legal measures announced as part of the recent Localism Act, e.g. perhaps through Neighbourhood 
Forums. So, we are extremely hopeful that the Vision will see progress. 
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This is not to say that there will not be challenges. On some of the fundamental problems that 
Canterbury faces, e.g. traffic congestion, air pollution, impacts from the huge Higher Education 
provision and the generally restricted area of Canterbury’s historic setting, it cannot be imagined that 
easy or rapid solutions will be found. Nevertheless, other cities both in the UK and abroad have faced 
similar challenges and progress has been made. Added to this the city will change over time in 
response to factors such as climate change, technology progress, design vogues, the need to reduce 
our ecologic footprint, etc, all of which are bound to affect the character and form of the urban area. 
This is where we hope that the political will is there to make things happen. Thus it may be up to the 
Canterbury Society and Canterbury residents to push their local Councillors a little harder than may 
have been the case in the past, and to keep a watchful eye on their real achievements. The price of 
liberty is eternal vigilance! 
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Appendices 

Appendix A. The questionnaire 

 

THE CANTERBURY SOCIETY 

The Canterbury Society is in the process of developing a Vision for the future of the city. Fundamental to this 
Vision are the views of residents of Canterbury on a number of different aspects affecting the city itself as a 
place to live and work. Based on previous work, we believe that the issues listed below show the main areas of 
concern. For each issue listed please indicate (with a tick) your degree of concern. 

 
Main issues in Canterbury 

Very 
concerned 

Quite 
concerned 

A little 
concerned 

Not 
concerned 

Provision of private housing     

Provision of affordable housing     

Traffic congestion     

Parking provision near the centre     

Park and Ride facilities at city edge     

Public transport provision     

Air pollution     

Retail provision in city centre     

Retail provision at city edge     

Conservation of heritage     

Provision for visitors and tourists     

Provision of public access open space, e.g. parks     

Areas designated as “Green Belt” or similar     

Jobs in the city     

Cultural facilities e.g. art, music, theatre     

Sports facilities in/near the city     

Cycling and pedestrian provision     

Activities for younger people     

Provision and care for older residents     

Higher educational provision     

Infrastructure, e.g. schools, water, gas, etc     

The visual quality of the city     

Natural environment around edge of city     

Security in the city     

Council planning procedures for the city     

Participation in local democratic processes     

Other?     

In the following space, please tell us anything (good or bad) that you feel strongly about concerning Canterbury 
and its future: 

 

 

 

 

If you are interested in being informed on the progress of the Vision, or you wish to offer any expertise, please 
leave your name and contact details here............................................................................................. 

................................................................................................................................................................... 

Please complete the sheet and hand it in, or return it to Jan Pahl, 18 St Dunstan’s Terrace, Canterbury. Thank 
you for your ideas. Please ring Geoff Meaden (01227 752275) for further information on the Vision. 
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Appendix B.The Vision creation process 

For members of the Canterbury Society and those associated with the project, the creation of the 
Vision has been an enlightening and stimulating process. Although most of the Society’s committee 
were collectively well versed in the history, geography and ethos of the city, and thus had views on 
what they wished to retain or indeed to improve, putting this down in a straightforward and 
comprehensible manner was a new challenge. A number of members had read Visions produced by 
other towns or cities, so there were some ideas on the product that they were trying to achieve.  
 
An early decision was to decide on exactly whose vision this should be. With current political ideals 
moving towards localism, participatory action and bottom-up approaches to civic action, and in view 
of the remit and nature of the Canterbury Society as a citizens’ group dedicated to the betterment of 
the area, it was decided that a vision should best seek that which would be for the good of local 
residents. Therefore this was to be a residents’ vision for Canterbury. This means that other groups in 
the city would also have legitimate justifications to develop their own visions. 

To commence the Vision creation process it was decided to get professional advice and this was 
achieved by gaining the services of Glass House, a London based community support organisation. 
This group had obtained funding from the Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG), i.e. some of which enabled the Society to organise whole day learning events free of charge. 
Glass House came to Canterbury on two occasions and ran workshops (in December 2011 and 
January 2012) aimed at explaining the varied but essential ingredients for compiling a Vision. All 
known Residents groups in Canterbury received an invitation to send a delegate to the workshops, 
and Box15 lists the Associations that attended. During the workshops the process was started by 
establishing what it was that Canterbury citizens most wanted to change (or to improve) with respect 
to their city. Workshops continued with a varied range of creative activities. The Society later 
organised several events (including a major public meeting – May 22, 2012) at which questionnaires 
were completed whose aims were also to establish the issues that were of major concern to most 
residents (see Appendix A). Having collected nearly 100 responses from residents of the city it was 
possible to identify their main concerns.  

 

Box 15. - Residents’ Associations contributing 

to the process of creating the Vision 

 
• Hackington and Tyler Hill Residents’ Association 

• Hilltop, Iffin, Merton & Newhouse Lanes Action 

Group  

• Langton and Nackington Residents’ Association 

• Market Way Residents’ Association  

• Oaten Hill and District Society 

• Protect Kent (CPRE)  

• St Mildred’s Area Community Society (SMACS) 

• South Canterbury Residents Association 

• St Michael’s Road Residents’ Association 

• St Stephen’s Residents’ Association 

• Westgate Community Trust 

• Whitstable Road Residents’ Association 

• Wincheap Society 
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At the same public meeting we asked for volunteers to join a “Residents’ Vision Committee”. This 
was set up and comprised of 10 residents. The committee met on a number of occasions, with their 
main tasks being to define themes for the Vision, to allocate members to small groups for writing up 
themes that interested them, and then to participate in various editing procedures. The Vision also 
underwent a standardising process in order that it read uniformly with chapters mostly following 
similar formats. Draft copies of the Vision were read by volunteers from a number of Residents’ 
Associations, from which valuable feedback was provided. The Vision was ready for an initial 
appraisal on 10th October 2012, to which the public were invited to give additional feedback. All the 
feedback was perused by the Vision committee and where appropriate edits were fed into a final 
version. The first presentation to the Council was to their Canterbury Area Members Panel on 
November 19th 2012. Subsequent presentations to a range of organisations including the City Council 
will be given.  During the final stages of drafting the Vision illustrative material was collected and 
added as appropriate. 
 
Compiling and writing the Vision has not been an easy task. There are thousands of residents in the 
city who will all have their own ideas and perhaps visions on the future development of Canterbury. 
All of these will be different in one way or another. Even among the small committee that 
volunteered to create this Vision, there have been a wide range of opinions, and thus considerable 
compromises had to be made in order to produce a single document. Because the city is inevitably 
going to expand, difficult decisions need to be made, especially in respect to dealing with traffic in an 
already congested urban setting, and with respect to the building on greenfield land that will 
inevitably occur. But these are difficult choices that the City Council also has to make. It is our hope 
that the Vision can help those with the ultimate responsibility for Canterbury’s future to come to a 
better balanced and more informed perspective. 
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