
Comments	by	the	Save	Princes	Parade	Campaign	on	the	Council’s	response	to	the	
Objec;ons	to	the	Stopping	up	of	Princes	Parade.	

Introduc;on	

The	Save	Princes	Parade	Campaign	has	considered	the	Council’s	response	to	the	objec;ons	
to	the	stopping	up	of	the	highway	under	the	Planning	Act	and	wishes	to	maintain	the	
following	objec;ons,	as	the	severe	adverse	impacts	of	stopping	up	the	highway	and	its	
diversion,	do	not	outweigh	the	benefits	the	Council	has	iden;fied.	

Princes	Parade	was	opened	by	the	Prince	of	Wales	in	1881	and	provided	a	straight	link	
between	Sandgate	and	Hythe.	.	It	s;ll	serves	that	purpose,	and	provides	a	scenic	coastal	
route	between	Sandgate	and	Hythe,	and	enables	people	to	gain	easy	access	to	the	beach	
and	Canal.	

It	also	acts	as	an	alterna;ve	to	the	main	A259	Seabrook	Road	between	Sandgate	and	Hythe,	
which	drives	the	need	to	retain	a	road	link	in	the	corridor	between	the	sea	and	the	Canal.	

Background	

In	developing	the	applica;on	the	Council	consulted	Design	South	East	who	commented	on	
the	road	alignment	in	2016,	and	stated;	

	Road	alignment		

	We	understand	that	Princes	Parade	needs	to	remain	open	as	a	highway	because	it	provides	
emergency	relief	for	the	A259	Seabrook	Road.	One	of	the	major	design	moves	proposed	is	to	realign	
Princes	Parade	so	that	it	follows	the	northern	boundary	of	this	site,	close	to	the	Royal	Military	Canal.	
A	wider	pedestrian-only	promenade	would	then	be	created	incorporaGng	the	current	promenade	and	
part	of	the	current	Princes	Parade.	There	would	therefore	be	direct	pedestrian	access,	without	
crossing	a	road,	between	the	residenGal	development	and	the	promenade	and	beach.	While	we	can	
admire	the	ambiGon	of	this	plan	and	see	its	benefits,	it	is	a	very	expensive	move,	adding	costs	to	the	
development	which	might	be	beKer	spent	elsewhere,	and	potenGally	creaGng	as	many	problems	as	it	
solves.	It	brings	an	intrusive	roadway	close	to	the	scheduled	ancient	monument,	and	to	the	series	of	
trails	and	paths	which	run	along	side	it,	urbanising	it	and	creaGng	the	need	for	it	to	be	protected	by	a	
bund.	There	is	currently	on-street	parking	along	Princes	Parade	and	this	would	have	to	be	moved	to	
the	north	of	the	site	with	visitors	then	walking	through	the	residenGal	closes.	There	would	be	
problems	of	parking	enforcement	in	the	residenGal	areas	as	visitors	would	want	to	get	closer	to	the	
beach.	The	character	of	this	site	is	of	a	vibrant	sea-front	and	a	quiet	canal	area.	The	realignment	
proposal	does	not	respect	that	character	bringing	a	busy	access	and	through	road,	which	will	be	hard	
to	calm,	close	to	the	canal.	The	strength	of	the	straight	road	and	the	straight	canal	would	be	diluted.	
We	understand	that	this	decision	was	based	on	advice	from	property	consultants	that	homes	with	
direct	access	to	the	beach	would	command	much	higher	values	than	homes	with	a	road	between	
them	and	the	beach.	We	would	quesGon	the	brief	that	was	given	to	these	consultants.	Princes	Parade	
is	currently	a	fast,	straight	road.	A	home	with	that	type	of	highway	between	it	and	the	beach	would	
clearly	be	less	valuable	than	one	without.	However,	there	is	an	alternaGve	approach	which	calms	
Princes	Parade	through	a	series	of	public	squares,	tables,	broad	pedestrian	crossings,	build-outs,	
parallel	or	perpendicular	parking	areas,	etc.	There	are	plenty	of	sea-front	roads	around	England,	
which	are	not	parGcularly	radical	in	their	street	design,	but	which	achieve	slow	traffic	speeds	because	
they	provide	access	to	perpendicular	parking	spaces	and	are	generally	busy	with	people	accessing	the	
beach.	Aside	from	these	sea-front	examples	there	is	also	plenty	of	experience	of	achieving	calmed	
streets	through	the	introducGon	of	the	measures	listed	above.	We	do	not	believe	that	such	a	



transformed	Princes	Parade	would	reduce	the	value	of	homes	located	behind	it.	Indeed,	it	might	be	
seen	as	more	aKracGve	than	the	widened	promenade	proposed,	which	at	certain	Gmes	of	the	year	
could	feel	very	desolate.		

The	comments	of	the	Design	Review	were	clearly	ignored	by	the	Council	as	they	pressed	ahead	with	
their	proposal	regardless.	Their	comments	do	however	reflect	the	objec;ons	that	local	people	have	
put	forward	to	the	stopping	up	of	the	exis;ng	highway	and	its	re	alignment.		

• For	the	full	Design	South	East	Report	see	aTachment	

Needs	Test	

The	High	Court	decision	states	that	the	relevant	authority	cannot	make	and/or	confirm	an	
order	unless	sa;sfied	that	a	planning	permission	exists	for	development	and	that	it	is	
necessary	to	authorise	the	stopping	up	(or	diversion)	of	the	public	right	of	way	by	the	order	
so	as	to	enable	that	development	to	take	place	in	accordance	with	that	permission	.	

	The	applica;on	for	the	leisure	centre	was	a	detailed	applica;on	so	the	posi;on	of	the	
building,	parking	and	road	are	fixed.	It	is	therefore	necessary	to	divert	the	road	to	enable	the	
leisure	centre	permission	to	be	implemented		

The	descrip;on	of	the	development	also	includes	hard	landscaping,	which	includes	the	
widened	promenade	for	its	complete	length.	If	it	is	desirable	to	maintain	a	road	link	in	the	
corridor	between	the	sea	and	the	Canal	then	it	is	necessary	for	the	highway	to	be	diverted	
to	enable	the	widened	promenade	to	be	provided,	and	this	permission	to	be	implemented.	

Whilst	the	stopping	up	of	the	highway	may	meet	the	need	test	the	route	of	the	realigned	
road	has	a	number	of	significant	disadvantages			

Merit	Test.			

Whilst	it	may	be	necessary	to	divert	Princes	Parade	from	its	current	alignment	to	enable	this	
specific	development	to	take	place,	the	stopping	up	of	the	road	should	not	create	
disadvantages	if	it	is	to	meet	the	Merit	Test.		

The	Council	says	the	stopping	up	of	the	road	does	not	have	disadvantages.	The	stopping	up	
of	the	road	is	a	direct	result	of:	

• The	need	to	maintain	a	through	road	in	the	corridor	between	the	Sea	and	the	Canal	
• The	crea;on	of	the	promenade	
• The	si;ng	of	the	leisure	centre	building	and	its	associated	access	and	infrastructure	

on	the	line	of	the	exis;ng	Princes	Parade.		

The	si;ng	of	the	buildings	on	the	residen;al	part	of	the	site	are	unknown	as	that	part	of	the	
hybrid	applica;on	was	in	outline	with	all	maTers	reserved.	

As	a	consequence	of	the	si;ng	of	the	leisure	centre,	and	the	crea;on	of	the	widened	
promenade	on	the	line	of	the	exis;ng	highway,	it	is	necessary	to	stop	it	up,	and	if	a	route	is	
to	be	maintained	between	Sandgate	and	Hythe	divert	Princes	Parade	for	the	length	of	the	
site	so	that	it	runs	parallel	to	the	Canal.		However,	there	is	liTle	merit	in	stopping	up	Princes	
Parade	as	there		are	a	number	of	disadvantages	stemming	from	this	ac;on	which	are:	

Loss	of	Sea	front	Parking.	

The	Transport	Study	submiTed	as	part	of	the	Planning	Applica;on	iden;fies	that	there	are:	

• 187	parking	spaces	along	the	south	side	of	Princes	Parade	within	the	site	boundary,		



• 23	spaces	in	the	car	park	adjacent	to	the	canoe	centre	of	which	2	are	disabled,	

• The	30	spaces	at	BaTery	Point	will	be	retained		

It	is	proposed	to	replace	the	210	spaces	along	the	south	side	of	Princes	Parade,	and	next	to	
the	canoe	centre	with	103	spaces.	Of	which	32	will	be	on	the	realigned	road	adjacent	to	the	
Canal,	and	71	spaces	at	the	western	end	of	the	site,	about	half	way	along	Princes	Parade	
towards	Hythe.	

The	present	arrangement	means	that	parking	is	well	distributed	along	the	road	to	meet	the	
visitors	needs.	

At	present	users	of	the	promenade	and	beach	have	easy	access,	they	can	park	parallel	to	the	
promenade,	or	in	the	parking	area	adjacent	to	the	Canoe	Centre	and	easily	move	
themselves	and	their	equipment	(be	it	fishing	equipment,	or	beach	paraphernalia)	onto	the	
promenade	or	beach.	Addi;onally	there	are	those	who	like	to	park	parallel	to	the	beach	and	
look	at	the	sea.	

The	proposed	parking	arrangements	are	significantly	less	convenient	than	the	present	
arrangement.	The	provision	of	32	spaces	by	the	Canal	will	mean	that	people	using	those	
spaces	and	wan;ng	to	access	the	beach	will	have	to	walk,	and	carry	their	equipment	
through	the	new	housing	estate.	Addi;onally	by	concentra;ng	71	spaces	at	the	western	end	
of	the	site,	means	that	that	anybody	seeking	to	use	the	beach	towards	Sandgate	has	to	walk	
and	carry	their	equipment	for	up	to	1	km	back.	Clearly	a	very	inconvenient	arrangement	
compared	to	the	present	si;ng	of	the	car	park	spaces.		

Highway	Safety	–	At	present	Princes	Parade	runs	in	a	straight	line	from	Sandgate	to	Hythe	
and	whilst	the	traffic	study	that	accompanied	the	applica;on	indicated	that	at	;mes	drivers	
exceeded	the	speed	limit,	there	is	no	record	of	any	accidents	where	speed	is	a	contributory	
factor.	

The	Highway	Safety	Audit	that	accompanied	the	applica;on	showed	a	number	of	highway	
safety	problems	rela;ng	to	the	re	aligned	road.			The	diverted	road	which	is	necessary	
because	of	the	stopping	up	of	the	exis;ng	road,	has	a	sharp	lea	hand	bend	adjacent	to	a	
drop	to	the	Canal	bank	where	the	Audit	iden;fies	that	there	is	a	possibility	of	vehicles	
leaving	the	road,	and	crashing	on	to	the	footpath	below,	or	into	the	Canal	itself.	This	created	
sufficient	concern	in	the	Highway	Safety	Audit	for	the	Kent	County	Council	Highway	
Engineers	to	require	crash	barriers	on	this	bend,	which	will	increase	the	visual	intrusiveness	
of	the	road	adjacent	to	the	Canal	a	Scheduled	Ancient	Monument.	

The	stopping	up	of	the	exis;ng	route	of	Princes	Parade	results	in	a	road	the	alignment	of	
which	is	less	safe	than	the	exis;ng.	The	issue	of	highway	safety	has	not	been	addressed	in	
the	Councils	response	at	all.	

	Impact	on	the	Royal	Military	Canal	–	The	stopping	up	of	the	road	in	this	applica;on	results	
in	the	realigned	road	running	adjacent	to	the	Canal	which	is	a	Scheduled	Ancient	
Monument.	Historic	England	objected	to	this	development	which	includes	the	re	sited	road	
because	in	their	view	it	has	a	substan;al	adverse	impact.	The	Council’s	own	specialist	
Consultants	agreed	that	this	development	has	an	adverse	effect	on	the	sedng	of	the	Canal.	
At	the	Local	Plan	Inquiry	in	2004	the	Planning	Inspector	refused	to	allocate	this	land	for	
development	because	moving	the	road	alongside	the	Canal	would	‘compromise	the	quiet	
sedng	of	the	Canal’.	



It	is	clearly	the	view	of	Historic	England,	the	Council’s	own	Consultants,	and	a	previous	
Planning	Inspector	that	the	realignment	of	the	road	caused	by	the	stopping	up	of	the	
exis;ng	highway	and	its	realignment	adjacent	to	the	Canal	causes	significant	harm	to	the	
sedng	of	the	Scheduled	Ancient	Monument.		

Impact	on	Habitat	and	Wildlife	–	The	Canal	is	designated	as	a	Local	Wildlife	site.	The	
stopping	up	of	the	road	results	in	the	realigned	road	running	in	close	proximity	to	the	Canal	
in	this	development.	This	results	in	the	destruc;on	of	important	habitat	along	the	Canal	and	
the	disturbance	of	wildlife.	The	Environment	Agency’s	original	specifica;on	was	for	a	buffer	
zone	of	‘at	least	25	metres’	wide.	The	re-aligned	road	does	not	allow	for	this	and	FHDC	asked	
the	EA	to	reconsider.	In	a	leTer	to	FHDC	dated	10	April	2018	the	EA	agreed	a	relaxa;on	to	20	
metres	just	in	those	places	where	25	metres	was	unachievable.	But	the	diagram	on	p195	of	
the	ES	Addendum	(FHDC	Consulta;on	on	revised	drainage	scheme,	Y17/1042/SH,	June	
2019)	shows	that	for	about	340	metres,	the	width	of	the	canal-side	buffer	zone	will	be	
substan;ally	less	than	the	minimum	of	20	metres	specified	in	the	EA’s	condi;on.	At	one	
point	it	is	reduced	to	a	mere	13.3	metres	while	averaging	about	16	metres	elsewhere	–	and	
this	includes	the	non-habitable	tow-path	about	4	metres	wide.		The	proposed	re-aligned	
road	eliminates	the	possibility	of	an	effec;ve	ecological	buffer.	Leaving	the	road	on	its	
present	alignment	would	enable	an	undisturbed	buffer	to	remain	along	the	Canal	side.	

	It	also	results	in	the	introduc;on	of	urban	features	such	as	street	ligh;ng	into	an	area	where	
there	is	none.	The	Council	say	that	these	effects	can	be	mi;gated.	Mi;ga;on	does	not	mean	
that	there	are	no	adverse	effects	or	disadvantages.	It	just	means	that	the	adverse	impacts	
can	be	reduced	but,	in	reality,	a	level	of	harm	remains.			

Impact	of	Noise	and	Pollu;on	on	the	Canal	–	The	si;ng	of	the	diverted	highway	which	is	
necessary	because	of	stopping	up	of	the	exis;ng	highway	will	introduce	a	noise	and	
pollu;on	source	next	to	the	Canal.	The	Council	say	that	the	Council’s	Environmental	Health	
Officer	raised	no	objec;on	to	the	development	on	these	grounds.	This	is	disingenuous.	The	
Council’s	Environmental	Health	Officer	in	responding	to	the	consulta;on	said	they	required	a	
noise	survey	and	iden;fied	that	traffic	on	the	realigned	highway	would	be	the	primary	
source	of	noise.	(See	aTached		‘Consultants	Responses’	pdf	for	EH	Memorandum	dated	
17/11/17).	The	Environmental	Health	Officer	amended	their	comments	on	the	21/11/17	and	
stated:	

‘Aaer	receiving	further	road	plans	and	taking	into	considera;on	the	proposed	speeding	
restric;ons	the	amount	of	traffic	using	the	road	is	unlikely	to	cause	a	significant	noise	issue	
to	future	residents.	Therefore	a	noise	acous;c	report	is	not	required.’	

	It	is	clear	from	this	comment	that	the	Environmental	Health	Officer	is	referring	to	future	
residents,	he/she	is	not	referring	to	users	of	the	Canal	footpath.	Clearly	no	acous;c	
informa;on	had	been	submiTed	to	the	Environmental	Health	Officer	to	enable	him/her	to	
consider	this	issue.	There	is	therefore	no	evidence	that	these	issues	have	been	properly	
addressed.	

The	Council’s	Open	Space	Strategy	in	para	3.26	iden;fies	The	Royal	Military	Canal	as	‘a	
popular	and	aTrac;ve	area	designated	as	a	local	wildlife	site	offering	visitor	ameni;es,	
heritage	and	wildlife	value	and	good	access’.	It	iden;fies	(para	4.31)	that	sites	such	as	the	
Royal	Military	Canal	‘are	considered	to	be	the	best	open	spaces	within	the	District	offering	
the	greatest	value	and	quality	for	the	surrounding	communi;es’.			

The	Transport	study	submiTed	with	the	planning	applica;on	carries	up	to	4838	vehicles	in	a	
24	hour	period.	The	TRICS	data	submiTed	as	part	of	the	applica;on	iden;fies	that	the	



development	will	generate	1422	vehicles	onto	the	realigned	road.	The	projected	flows	when	
combined	with	the	exis;ng	flows	will	give	a	total	flow	on	the	realigned	road	of	6260	vehicles	
per	day.	

At	present	there	are	no	vehicles	in	close	proximity	to	the	Canal.	The	si;ng	of	the	diverted	
highway	which	will	be	at	a	higher	level	than	the	footpath	adjacent	to	the	Canal	which	is	a	
Green	Corridor	will	introduce	up	to	6260	vehicles	which	will	be	a	source	of	noise	and	
pollu;on	into	an	area	where	none	exists	now	destroying	the	tranquillity	of	the	environment	
to	the	disbenefit	of	the	users	of	the	Canal	side.	

Conclusion	

Whilst	it	may	be	necessary	to	stop	up	the	road	to	enable	this	development	to	take	place	a	
number	of	significant	disadvantages	flow	from	that,	and	there	is	liTle	Merit	in	stopping	up	
the	highway.	The	significant	disadvantages	that	the	stopping	up	of	the	creates	are:	

• A	less	convenient	parking	arrangement	than	currently	for	the	users	of	this	area.	
• A	less	safe	and	convenient	highway		
• The	need	to	realign	the	road,	the	impact	of	which	significantly	damages;	

- The	sedng	of	the	Scheduled	Ancient	Monument,	

- Harms	important	habitat	and	wildlife	

- Destroys	the	tranquillity	of	the	Canal,	and		

- Introduces	a	source	of	noise	and	pollu;on	immediately	next	to	a	highly	valued	
Green	Corridor	

The	stopping	up	of	Princes	Parade	is	not	necessary	to	enable	the	Council	to	achieve	the	
advantages	they	seek	on	this	site.	The	advantages	they	seek	could	be	achieved	by	leaving	
Princes	Parade	on	its	present	alignment,	but	traffic	calming	it	for	its	complete	length	and	
turning	over	to	a	shared	pedestrian/vehicular	surface.	This	would	enable	the	Council	to	

• Provide	access	to	the	development	from	the	exis;ng	Princes	Parade	
• Provide	all	the	uses	they	propose	served	from	the	exis;ng	highway		
• Retain	a	safer	road	alignment	
• Remove	the	adverse	impact	of	the	realigned	road	on	the	Scheduled	Ancient	

Monument	
• Remove	the	adverse	impact	on	the	realigned	road	on	the	habitat	and	wildlife	

adjacent	to	the	Canal.	
• Remove	the	poten;al	source	of	noise	and	pollu;on	from	adjacent	to	the	Canal.										


