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STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

1. Introduction

1.1. Prior to submitting a planning application for an intermodal freight terminal at Junction 8 of the M20, Kent International Gateway organised a community consultation programme on its outline proposals.

1.2. The programme took the form of:

· The distribution of a Newsletter to over 6,000 households in Bearsted

· A Public Exhibition at the Marriott Tudor Park Hotel on Friday 20th April (11.00am – 5.00pm) and Saturday 21st April (10.00am – 5.00pm). The Exhibition included ten exhibition boards and a 15 minute DVD presentation on a continuous ‘loop’ which explained the details of the project; the reasons why it was needed and the benefits that would flow. The Exhibition was staffed by members of the Kent International Gateway professional team throughout.

· The Newsletter included a Freepost Comments Card and the Public Exhibition included the opportunity for visitors to record their comments in writing.

1.3. This report by Quatro Public Relations summarises the main issues raised by the local community and Kent International Gateway’s response.

2. The Public Response

2.1. Over 2,000 people visited the Public Exhibition. Comments forms were completed by over 400 people.

2.2. In addition, over 200 Freepost Comments Cards were returned.

2.3. General Comments

There is no doubt that the Kent International Gateway proposal is not supported by the vast majority of local residents. For many residents, the proposal represents a further reduction in the quality of life which they perceive as having declined over recent years as a result of the implementation of successive residential and other developments in Bearsted and the surrounding area. Typical comments included;

“During the last 20 years we have seen Bearsted decline from a desirable residential community to become a noisy congested routeway through to London. The Bearsted area is now congested and noisy throughout the day”

(Residents, Yeoman Lane, Bearsted)

“The village of Bearsted has suffered from inappropriate over-development for the last 20 years which has led to great pressure on local schools, doctors, dentists and resulted in appalling traffic congestion”

(Resident, Spot Lane, Bearsted)

“Kent is no longer the ‘Garden of England’ and is fast becoming a concrete jungle which we do not want”

(Resident, Yeoman Way, Bearsted)

“Bearsted is a very pretty and until recently unspoilt village. We have already had numerous house built where sometimes single properties stood, diminishing open spaces, the countryside has already been ravaged by the Channel Tunnel link”

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted)

2.4. The Main Issues Raised

There were seven main issues raised by visitors to the Exhibition and via the Comments Cards;

2.4.1. The intermodal freight terminal should be elsewhere

Typical comments included;

“Right idea, wrong place. This road-rail interchange should be much nearer the entry ports (Dover-Folkestone-Eurotunnel)”

(Resident, Tower Lane, Bearsted)

“Yes, heavy freight does need to come off Kent’s Roads and on to rail but we do not feel the proposed site at Bearsted/Thurnham is ideal at all. Surely the site would be better placed much nearer a port of entry e.g. Dover or Folkestone.”

(Residents, Birling Avenue, Bearsted)

“Not suitable for historic village. Try Ebbsfleet instead and spend a bit of money on new rail infrastructure rather than using ours”

(Residents, Pimpernel Close, Bearsted)

“There are more appropriate tracts of land available in Ashford – already designated a development area”

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne)

“If a distribution park with road and rail transfer facilities is needed it should be north of London”

(Resident, Egremont Road, Bearsted)

“Your ideas for taking lorries from Kent roads and transferring them to rail is a good idea, but you are targeting the wrong site. Between Junction 8 and 9 of the M20 coast bound, there are acres of empty land which would be much better suited to this scheme.”

(Resident, Shirley Way, Bearsted)

“Most people would be in favour of transferring freight from road to rail, but this should be done close to the port of entry, not half way across the county. Why not site the facility close to the Channel Terminal at Cheriton, or better still at the Calais terminal?”

(Resident, Birling Avenue, Bearsted)

2.4.2. The scale of development proposed is too large and would have a  negative impact on Bearsted

Typical comments included;

“This development is far too large for the area and completely out of keeping with a rural village”

(Residents, Crosskeys, Bearsted)

“This proposal completely dwarfs and would take over Bearsted, which is a sought after place to live at the moment”

(Resident, Birling Avenue, Bearsted)

“The destruction to the rural environment of Bearsted/Thurnham will completely change the character of a village”

(Residents, Caring Lane, Bearsted)

“I have chosen to live in a village because of a lifestyle and community spirit which is not available in towns. This project will affect our community and our 

security by attracting a great number of lorries which will have to go through the village when the M20 is closed”

(Resident, Ashford Road, Bearsted)

2.4.3.  The environmental impact would be damaging

Typical comments included;

“The extra pollution will be excessive, as will 24 hour noise pollution”

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne)

“The area selected for this interchange at Bearsted is currently a rural buffer at the eastern edge of Maidstone, which is cherished by all who live in the area, as well as many tourists who visit local attractions such as Leeds Castle.”

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne)

“Leeds Castle is further away from Bearsted than your planned area and we are all able to hear concerts. How will you be able to manage to control your noise?”

(Residents, Bodsham Crescent)

2.4.4. The impact on the landscape would be negative

Typical comments included;

“This plan will devastate our countryside, an area of natural beauty”

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted)

“The view across the downs will be lost, spoiling an area of outstanding natural beauty”

(Residents, Crosskeys, Bearsted)

“The area is an area of outstanding beauty and the KIG proposal would totally destroy the landscape”

(Residents, Roseacre Lane, Bearsted)

“It is a special landscape area and near a beautiful village. No amount of landscaping will reduce its impact”

(Resident, Crosskeys, Bearsted)

2.4.5. The additional jobs which would be created are not required

Typical comments included;

“The sort of jobs this will bring will be low paid, low skilled and attract people to the area who will not be able to afford the cost of housing – where are they to live?”

(Resident, Coltsfoot Drive)

“Who will get the jobs? Cheap labour immigrants?”

(Resident, Winifred Road, Bearsted)

“Unemployment in Kent is at least half the national average. Who will want to work here?”

(Resident, Plantation Lane, Bearsted)

2.4.6. There would be additional traffic on the M20 and local roads which are already congested

Typical comments included;

“Any minor problem on the existing M20 network creates absolute havoc to Maidstone and surrounding villages. This will add to these already existing problems”

(Resident, Whiteheads Lane, Bearsted)

“You will not be able to prevent lorries using roads other than the motorway”

(Residents, Birling Avenue, Bearsted)

“Which route do the lorries take when the M20 is closed by Operation Stack?”

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted)

“It is already a nightmare getting on the M20 in the early morning from junction 7 – we will be trapped”

(Residents, The Orchard, Bearsted)

“No consideration appears to have been given to the inevitable increase in commuter traffic”

(Resident, Caring Lane, Bearsted)

2.4.7. The proposals will have a negative impact on property values

Typical comments included;

“Property prices will plummet and this will have such a detrimental affect on the area”

(Resident, Roseacre Lane, Bearsted)

“Your plans will destroy people’s homes and value of property”

(Residents, The Orchard, Bearsted)

“The inevitable ‘blight’ on local residential properties is of huge concern”

(Residents, Mallings Drive, Bearsted)

3. Kent International Gateway’s Response

3.1 As a result of the public consultation, Kent International Gateway has reviewed the outline proposals and has introduced a number of changes to the proposals, including:

· The enclosure of the western railway sidings in a steel clad structure in the vicinity of the residential area to the north of The Street on the edge of Bearsted, in order to ensure no noise harm to properties in Mallings Drive, Fremlins Road and the southern end of Thurnham Lane.
· Relocating the rail sidings serving the rail-connected warehouses within the buildings themselves, again to ensure no noise harm to residents in the area to the north of The Street.
· Providing a 3.5 metre high noise barrier at the northern edge of the land between Hunters Lodge and on-site road south of warehouse Unit D, and a 3.5 metre high noise barrier at the boundary around Chestnuts on Ashford Road.
· Full retention of Common Wood and its grassy foreground and the long term maintenance of all of the woodlands on site.
· Reduction in the scale of the buildings by around 20,000 sq ft to facilitate woodland retention, achieve a better relationship with the site edges and to enable landscape improvements.
· Creation of a strategic landscape corridor between buildings 1 and 2 
· New earth mounding and planting at the Thurnham Lane end of development.
· Lowering of the eaves height of the warehouse buildings 
· Reduction in the height of the cranes in the intermodal area from 30m to 25m. 
· Provision of lorry driver rest facilities within the development in order to ensure that there are no adverse external effects on the local area.
4. Conclusions

4. 1. There is clearly considerable local opposition to the Kent International Gateway proposal. Some of the opposition relates more to the perceived cumulative impact of development in the Bearsted area over the past decade or more since the building of the CTRL and the M20. Opposition from others relates to the concern about the scale of the development proposed and its impact of the development on the local community, particularly the visual impact.

4.2 KIG understands this concern and has made a number of changes (see section 3 above) which are aimed at ensuring that the visual and other impacts of the proposals on the local community are minimised as much as possible.
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