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Local Plan discussion – young persons disability
group
th
7 January 2016
Eight members of the young persons disability group attended a discussion
group to look at the Local Plan.
The group were asked what they thought the Local Plan was and what it
included. The group then discussed what was working/not working in areas
that they Local Plan covered before deciding on what the felt were the top
three priorities.

What is the Local Plan?
 I don’t know what the local pan is
 I don’t have a clue what this is
 Is it to do with making things better that are not good at the moment?
 Is it like a local newspaper?
 Is it a website like the Local Offer that tells you everything about the local
area?
 Is it what the short terms goals are for the local area?
 Is it the things that you are working towards such as building new schools
 I dint really understand – is it things for the future

What do you think is covered in the Local Plan?
 I don’t know
 Is it people you can talk to – ie the different services that are available in
the area
 Housing
 Children Services
 Local Services
 All the different services that are provided by Medway Council
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Areas in the Local Plan
Housing
What is working
What is not working
Housing services do get back to you The housing bidding site is really hard
wish your answers
to use and keeps crashing
Young people can not afford to move
out into a place of their own
You can not qualify for housing
benefit until you are 21, but you are
keep being told from 16/17 to become
independent. How can you be
independent if you don’t have help?
Solutions










Build more houses such as high rose flats
Build on old farm land (you would though need to consider the buying of
land)
Look at empty houses – could these be used?
What about empty shops/pubs – these could be converted into houses
What about the old Tesco building in Chatham – houses could be built
there
There does need to be a mixture of housing as people have different
wants/needs
There needs to be more help for young people to afford to move out –
maybe the council could give additional benefits to young people
Those people that are lonely and have a spare room could offer it out and
then the person living there could have discounted rent
What about house shares so spare rooms are filled?
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Economy


What do you mean by this?– I don’t not understand what this means

What is working
There are solutions for young people
who have a disability to go out and do
things. For example at the cinema
you can get a carer in for free
You can get disabled bus pass

What is not working
It is too expensive to go out and do
anything for example it cost almost
£23 for me and my sister to go to the
cinema
It is hard to get a job when you have
special needs/disability
There is lots of debt around
(nationally and locally)
There are not many jobs around

Solutions
 More jobs need to be created but I am not sure how this can be done

Town Centres
What is working
What is not working
In Rochester there are lots of events The towns are really dirty with lots of
such as Dickens Festival
rubbish. People don’t really pay
attention to fines
Rochester has a castle which is nice
There are lots of drug addicts around.
I found a heroin needle in the toilets
in Chatham once
Rainham has a nice high street,
which is small and has the essential
shops
Solutions
 Clean up the area and in addition to fines make people clean up the
rubbish. For example community clean up
 Offer more help to those that are drug addicts. For example a rehab
centre. This could be ran in an empty shop
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Environment
What is working
What is not working
The plastic bag charge is good as it People dropping litter
stops waste
Opening up the bus station has made People going to toilet in the street
Chatham nicer
A rodent problem as people leave
their rubbish out the night before
collection day
Solutions
 Enforce harsher punishments for those that litter
 Stop charging for the toilets - people won’t go to toilet in the street if they
are free
 Rubbish in streets on bin day is blown around. The recycling is collected at
7am and then the bins are collected at 11am. This means this gap allows
for the rubbish to be blown everywhere and to smell. Maybe the collections
could be closer together

Rural issues
What is working
What is not working
Living out in the rural areas means Traveling out to these areas can a
less people, it is quiter and not as long time. For example getting to
messy
Grain there is only the tunnel.
Its like living in the countryside

Solutions
 What about another bridge or tunnel further in Medway which means you
don’t have to drive the whole way out to Grain?
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Social and community
What is working
What is not working
There is a high amount of security at Not many people know what
clubs and pubs which makes you feel community services are out there
safe
Youth clubs and community services
are not well advertised
There is a lack of communication of
what is going on
Sexual health services really need
improving – this is as a result of the
sexual health mystery shopping
Public toilets need to made more
sanitary

Open spaces
What is working
Some of the parks are easy to access
(Gillingham Park,
Chatham Waterfront and Lower
Lions)
There are nature parks around

What is not working
Some parks are not closed in so
children could run into the road

People vandalising play equipment
means that it gets taken away

The council do check on the play
equipment at the parks

Sports
What is working
What is not working
Events on in sports halls such as a It is too expensive to use sport
free taster session in basket ball
centres such as Medway Park
You can get student discounts on
using sport facilities
The leisure centre meets my needs
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Transport
What is working
Rochester train station has a new
train station
The bus drivers do tend to help
people who are disabled
The bus drivers do ask people to
move out of the sections which are for
disabled people

What is not working
Bus timetables have changed
Transport is expensive
Disabled access to transport is really
difficult for example the access for
Strood train station is really difficult
for someone who is in a wheelchair
Also to get onto a train you have to
call ahead to arrange ramps to get
onto the trains

Top three priorities
It was decided by the group that the top three priorities are:
 Transport
 Housing
 Environment
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Planning Policy, Regeneration, Community & Culture,
Medway Council,
Gun Wharf,
Dock Road,
Chatham,
Kent, ME4 4TR
Sent by e-mail

rd

23 February 2016

Dear Sir,
Medway Council Local Plan : Issue and Options 2012 – 2035
This letter represents the response of the City of Rochester Society to the Local Plan Issues and Options
consultation document. We have not sought to suggest answers to all the specific questions posed in the
document, nor even to try to address all the complex issues raised; rather we have sought to present some
thoughts on the way forward.
Clearly the projected growth in its population and the concomitant demand upon housing, employment and
services are the key issues which any strategy for Medway's future must address – a vision which aspires to
meet these challenges needs to be exactly that – a VISION, as opposed to a more or less coherent
collection of separate, pragmatic objectives.
The Society would, then, like to see a Local Plan which is informed by a forward looking, coherent, confident
and imaginative vision of what Medway will be like in 2035.
An example might lie in the latent potential of the river and its environs, widely accepted to be a poorly
utilised asset. The River Medway touches the different towns which, with their interstices, comprise Urban
Medway – it connects what are perceived to be (and have been characterised in local policy as) separate
areas, each of which has own identity.
The options report recognises the difficulties faced in realising a Medway with Chatham as its 'civic and retail
heart'. It seems unlikely that Chatham will be able to develop into the fully fledged urban centre which local
policy has, heretofore, been oriented towards. An alternative vision is, perhaps, needed of a Medway
without hierarchy, in which the different local centres collectively make up a balanced whole, with future
policy identifying their respective strengths, qualities and characters and seeking to reinforce the ways in
which they develop in mutually beneficial and complementary ways. It would, we suggest, be better to
accept that all the towns contribute equally and in their unique ways to the whole, rather than being
secondary to an urban centre. And through this collection of diverse neighbourhoods runs an accessible,
well used and connecting river.
A clear and simple vision such as this, in tune with the intrinsic way in which the towns have developed
would, we suggest, provide a frame of reference in which to answer the questions which the options report

raises for some specific areas of policy; the location, distribution and density of future housing, as well as
retail and business accommodation; how to realise the potential of our heritage assets and what new tourist
attractions might complement and supplement them; where to locate new any open space and how to
promote the use of existing assets; promotion of sustainable modes of development and movement
infrastructure.
Among the strategic issues to be addressed in the Local Plan, the Society has identified as being of
particular importance the balance of infrastructure to population growth and the need to protect the
towns’ unique but diverse heritage and character.
So far as infrastructure is concerned it is vitally important for the planners to keep this issue fully in their
sights. In this context ‘infrastructure’ includes the full range of services which modern civilisation deems to
be essential, including: health (physical and mental), education (especially primary and secondary), social
services, highways and transportation, water, sewerage, waste collection and disposal, power supplies and
telecommunications. Already, most of these are fully stretched and a 20% increase in the population during
the period of the new Local Plan will surely take them beyond breaking point unless some radical solutions
are found. There must be a very careful balance between, on the one hand population growth with its new
housing, and on the other hand the development of local infrastructure and services. The one must not be
allowed to go forward without the other.
The protection of the towns’ heritage and character must also feature strongly in the new Local Plan. The
towns have developed in the way they have thanks to:
-

their situation on the banks of the river;

-

centuries of involvement with the nation’s defences; and,

-

(at least in the last 150 years) industrial innovation and development.

Whilst in no way seeking to fossilise the towns and turn them into a theme park, we must continue to
celebrate that history and heritage. It is by our history, and of course through the writings of Charles Dickens,
that the Medway Towns and the surrounding area are known throughout the world; it is what brings most
visitors here and what contributes a substantial amount to the local economy. There is scope for improving
the presentation of our heritage and for diversifying our ‘offer’. The Local Plan must have that as one of its
aims; it must be a means of protecting the uniqueness of the Medway Towns as a whole, and the
uniqueness of the individual towns and communities within. It must not seek to re-mould the towns into a
single ‘super-city’ – a carbon copy of many other large towns up and down the UK.
In its housing and economy chapters, the Issues and Options document invites thoughts on the location of
new homes and businesses. The number of potential sites beyond those already under consideration is very
limited if the cost to Medway’s urban and rural environment is not to be a heavy one. However, the Society’s
view is that there is likely to be increasing scope for such development within parts of the existing town
centres. The traditional retail function of our town centres is declining and the time may have come, through
the medium of the Local Plan, to encourage the reduction of the retail area and the introduction of other
forms of development within what has previously been considered to be shopping areas. This would of
course need to be carefully controlled, especially in designated conservation areas. However, such areas
could provide space for starter homes and new businesses, with scope for innovation in design.
The river itself must not be overlooked when it comes to business development. This is potentially one of
our greatest assets and the opportunity of the Local Plan should be taken to encourage the development of
businesses which can make use of the river. It would, in our view, be a grave mistake to allow more
riverside sites to be developed for entirely land-based uses, such as housing or offices. Encouragement
should be given to businesses which can make use of the river, such as those already in place using the
wharves at Medway City Estate, or the ship repair businesses. Better road links to the riverside would also
be helpful. There is a great opportunity here for the development of water-borne businesses; let’s encourage
it!

Tourism is of course very important to the economy of modern Medway, and the Issues and Options
document rightly focuses on the need to develop this element further, especially the need to attract more
staying visitors. More good quality hotel accommodation is vital. Those new hotels which have been built in
recent years have tended to be on the periphery – Bridgewood, Rochester Airport, Medway Valley Park, etc.
The Local Plan should encourage the provision of more, good quality, accommodation in the areas which
people want to visit. In Rochester, for example, there is scope for such development on the riverside, close
to the new railway station, and/or on the former Civic Centre site in Strood, with its views across to the castle
and cathedral.
There is also scope for further diversification of Medway’s tourism offer and this could include greater
emphasis on our industrial heritage. The pioneering work of the Short Brothers and Aveling & Porter are
among those which are under-represented at present.
The Issues and Options document rightly points to the river and the countryside as having important roles to
play in the development of Medway’s tourism offer. Unfortunately, so far as the river is concerned, the
opportunity is limited by poor access. The Local Plan should encourage provision of more landing places.
For boat-owners or day-trippers to be able to come ashore in the heart of the medieval city, as well as at the
historic Dockyard, would be a great experience.
The Society’s views on the retail and commercial development of the Medway town centres are touched on
elsewhere in this response. Suffice to say that we do not believe that in the light of present day shopping
trends it is in Medway’s best interests to try to re-establish Chatham as the retail hub of the towns. We
believe that the time has come to reduce the area dedicated to retail uses within the town centre and make it
available for other uses such as business and residential. It is a fact that most comparative shopping activity
is now carried out on-line or in the out-of-town centres, such as Bluewater. We believe it would be better for
the town centres to develop as local shopping facilities with a mix of both convenience and specialist shops.
We certainly believe this to be so in the case of Rochester where the small units are better suited to
specialist outlets. Strood, on the other hand, has a somewhat different environment with, currently, a wider
mix of types of retail units. Here there is greater opportunity for some larger retailers – as evidenced by the
number of supermarkets currently trading there. Strood Retail Park is a useful asset to the area and,
although visually unattractive, it has the advantage that its units can be used – and adapted – more flexibly.
As in Chatham and Gillingham, there are in Strood a number of unused, or under-used, sites within or near
the town centre which could be considered for alternative uses.
The built environment is enormously important to Medway from both the historic and the economic points
of view and new development in sensitive areas must be carefully designed to blend with the old. Nowhere
is this more important than in Rochester’s historic city centre. We entirely endorse that part of the Issues
and Options document which addresses the need to deliver quality in design, to which might be added
‘maintenance’, which is equally important, especially in conservation and other sensitive areas. It is to be
hoped, moreover, that Medway Council will have at its disposal the resources necessary to promote and
police this worthy aspiration.
Medway is fortunate in having a wealth of open spaces. It is pleasing to note that they are, for the most
part, well maintained. So far as those within the Society’s area of interest are concerned, we would not wish
to see any changes, or rationalisation. Any new development should ideally incorporate some open space
or, at the very least, some landscaping to soften the often harsh appearance of new buildings.
Transport will always be a difficult issue to address, particularly in historic centres such as Rochester.
There is conflict between the need to preserve the historic fabric of the city centre, the needs of the travelling
public and those of the shopper and trader. Car parking is a particular problem in Rochester. We feel that
the Local Plan should encourage some short-term free parking to give shoppers with cars an incentive to
come into town, even for short spells, and patronise the local shops. Without it they will be more inclined to
abandon the town for out-of-town centres where all parking is free.
As stated elsewhere in this response, we feel that the river is a grossly under-used resource and that the
Local Plan should encourage greater use of the river for both commercial and leisure activity. This pre-

supposes that the necessary landward infrastructure will be there in the form of piers, wharves and access
roads. Again we would hope that such provision will be provided for in the Plan.
The development of Rochester Airport is a contentious issue, especially with those who are affected by
aircraft noise. However, new aviation technology and the careful management of flight paths, runways, etc,
should mitigate the nuisance and, subject thereto, the Society welcomes the continued existence and
development of the airport.
This response by no means answers – or attempts to answer – all the questions posed in the Options and
Issues Consultation Document, but it is intended to make a small, and hopefully constructive, contribution to
the debate.
Yours faithfully,

Alan Moss
Alan Moss
Chairman
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Maidstone Borough Council
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Ms C Smith
Planning Policy
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
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Maidstone House
King Street
Maidstone
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t 01622 602000
Minicom 01622 602224
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(BY EMAIL: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk)
29 February 2016
Dear Ms Smith
MEDWAY ISSUES AND OPTIONS LOCAL PLAN 2016
Thank you for consulting Maidstone Borough Council on the Medway Issues and Options Local Plan (2012-2035).
The Council has a number of comments which are set out in this letter.
The Duty to Co-operate
The Issues and Options Local Plan sets out that the Medway Council is currently engaging with partner
organisations and Maidstone Borough Council welcomes the opportunity to discuss matters under ‘The Duty’ in
respect of both Maidstone Borough Council’s emerging Local Plan and during the preparation of Medway
Council’s new Local Plan.
Housing
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of housing needs calculated for
Medway over the plan period?
We note that the Issues and Options Local Plan sets out the objectively assessed housing need of 29,463
(paragraph 7.8) to meet the development needs of the Medway area. Maidstone Borough Council is supportive of
the approach set out in paragraph 7.10 that Medway Council is committed to planning positively to meet its own
full objectively assessed housing need within Medway’s administrative boundary.
It should be noted that we are currently out to consultation on our Regulation 19 Local Plan and that we will be
able to meet our objectively assessed housing need of 18,560 dwellings in full and we are not seeking assistance
to do so from any neighbouring planning authority.
5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for Medway?

www.facebook.com/maidstoneboroughcouncil
www.twitter.com/maidstonebc

Medway Council will be aware of our previous concerns in regards to the Medway Draft Kent Strategic Housing
and Economic Needs Assessment (SHENA) as set out by email on 27 October 2015.
Paragraph 2.105 and 2.106 of the SHENA recognises that whilst there are strong relationships between Medway
and Maidstone, they are however not consistent across the full local authority area. We welcome the recognition
in the SHENA that the strongest relationship is with the north of the borough.
MBC has undertaken its own SHMA (in 2014/2015) in partnership with Ashford and Tonbridge & Malling Borough
Councils. This work identifies a Maidstone HMA which includes the majority of the borough with the exception of
the easternmost wards of the borough which fall within the ambit of the Ashford HMA. Additionally the HMA
extends to the west to include the Medway Gap area of Tonbridge & Malling. In contrast to the Final Medway
SHENA, it does not conclude that the Medway area forms part of the same HMA. The analysis which leads to this
conclusion is set out in paragraphs 2.39-2.43 of the Maidstone SHMA:
(http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/44656/Strategic-Housing-Market-Assessment2014.pdf ) and can be summarised as follows:
•
There is a functional relationship between the northern part of Maidstone and the Medway towns
(and Swale) indicated, in particular, by commuting and migration movements;
•
Analysis of the housing market characteristics (nature of the stock and cost) however, identifies a
notable distinction between the Medway area and Maidstone; and
•
Overall, there is not the widespread market integration to include Medway and Maidstone in the
same market area.
Table 14 in the Medway SHENA illustrates a considerable difference in median house prices between the two
local authority areas; the 2013 median for Medway is £160,000 compared with £210,000 for Maidstone.
Furthermore, taking the proposed HMA as a whole, the median average house price ranges from £160,000
(Medway) to £249,000 (Tonbridge & Malling).
The Medway SHENA also identifies indicators which point to Medway having a high degree of self-containment in
its own right:
•
Tables 7, 8 and 9 identify the highest level of containment in terms of migration moves when the
Medway area is considered alone.
•
51% of Medway residents work in Medway (table 11) whereas only 7% of Medway residents work in
Maidstone borough (the next highest proportion).
•
70% of people who work in Medway live in Medway, the next highest figure is Swale at only 6%. Only
5% of people who work in Medway live in Maidstone.
Whilst housing market areas are not necessarily discrete, the Medway HMA is considerably at odds with that
defined in Maidstone’s SHMA and is also understood to be at odds with the HMAs defined in both Swale and
Tonbridge & Malling’s SHMAs. In our opinion, the analysis appears not to have given equivalent weight (as cited
in the guidance) to the signals from market factors. The wide area encompassed in the HMA, which extends to
cover Medway, Gravesham, Swale, Maidstone; and Tonbridge & Malling, does not appear to reflect the strongest
interrelationships. This council does not, therefore, agree with the Medway housing market area which has been
defined.
Inclusion of housing projection figures
The Borough Council also previously expressed concerns about the inclusion of household projection figures in
the draft SHENA. Table 46 (page 97) of the final SHENA document includes ‘updated’ household projection figure
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for Maidstone of 844 households per annum for the period 2012-2037. This differs, albeit marginally, from the
published DCLG household projections figures for this period of 836 households per annum and the reasons for
this are not transparent.

In addition two further projections are included for household and dwelling growth which have been calculated
using the consultants own methodology. These figures have been calculated using a methodology which has not
(and cannot) be endorsed by the borough council. The figures do not relate to Maidstone’s own assessment of
the borough’s OAN which takes account of, for example, market factors or to the housing need across the
Maidstone HMA.
The SHENA states that these figures are included to provide an understanding of wider housing needs in the sub
region but, in our view, this could be achieved equally as well by referring to adjoining local authorities’ own
OAN. In Maidstone’s case the figures are 928dpa (18,560 dwellings 2011-31). We must underline that this is the
confirmed position on the scale of housing need in the borough and is the clear evidential basis for the borough’s
Local Plan which has now reached an advanced stage of preparation. We strongly recommend that our identified
OAN should be the figure used in any future contextual or comparative analysis as the Medway Local Plan
progresses.

14)
What is the level and type for gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople’s accommodation in Medway
and what criteria should be used to identify appropriate sites?
It is noted that the scale of Medway’s need for Gypsy & Travellers pitches is yet to be confirmed in the light of the
revised definition and it is also understood that site assessment work is in train which could identify potential
sites for allocation. This Council’s position is that identified needs will be met through permanent consents, site
allocations, turnover the two public sites in the borough and an allowance for consents coming forward on
unidentified sites.
Economy
15) Where should such sites be located, considering opportunities in existing employment area and potential
new sites such as Lodge Hill or other developments?
It is noted that the employment land requirements are based on an employment forecast which is above what
might be expected from past trends and anticipates a future strengthening of the manufacturing and industrial
sectors in Medway. The supporting evidence in the SHENA identifies that the existing supply of sites may not be
able to cater for these future requirements and that additional allocations are likely to be required. The SHENA
suggests that this could include the allocation of new space in and at the edge of town centres, refining the uses
on existing identified sites and possibly mixed use allocations in locations such as Lodge Hill. As these sites are yet
to be identified, the Council simply notes the evidence at this stage and would welcome being consulted on more
specific details at future stages in the plan making process.
Transport
71)

What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the plan period?
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Maidstone Borough Council supports the ambitions contained within this chapter to increase sustainable modes
of transport. To accommodate the level of growth proposed, the Local Plan will need to promote significant
measures to further encourage modal shift to public transport and walking and cycling.
Maidstone and Medway has good public transport connections through both rail and bus services and we
welcome further discussions in future on how to enhance public transport provision between the two areas.
Thank you again for consulting the borough council and we look forward to on-going, productive discussions with
yourselves as our plans progress.
Yours sincerely,

Rob Jarman
Head of Planning & Development
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Comments on Medway Local Plan Issues & Options 2012 – 2035
Consultation Document
We have listed below our comments on the above document, they are not necessarily
against specific sections of the document as in many cases more than one section is
involved.
Overall Comment
From reading the plan this area seems to be lagging behind it's local neighbours in many
important criteria. All of which will be made worse by increasing the population. Open
space local standard of 3.25ha per 1000 population is nearly half that used by Tonbridge &
Malling and a third used by Gravesham. More dwellings are very likely to reduce the
available green space even further. Air Pollution is very high along the major routes,
without improved traffic management increasing the population will make matters far
worse. Whilst we accept the population is growing and more dwellings are required should
the Council be querying with government the level of dwellings required in this area, when
surrounding areas have more space etc.
The South East in general has less rainfall than other parts of the UK but a higher
population density. With more people living in our area, infrastructure such as water supply
needs to be addressed, a winter with low rainfall will cause water shortages. The plan
should address how a consistent supply can be maintained in all but a national water
shortage.
Medical facilities
With the increase in population proposed for the area is Medway Maritime Hospital going
to be suitable. Currently it is stretched, increasing the local population will cause more
problems. Building a new hospital on the Lodge Hill site which is well connected to the
road network would be a possible solution. The Lodge Hill new town development is as
mentioned in the document still under review, a hospital and some houses may be able to fit
in with the local wildlife etc. An alternative would be to expand the current hospital site
onto The Lines.
The current hospital site could be redeveloped for housing with a small walk in minor
injuries unit. St Barts hospital has just recently been declared not suitable as a modern
hospital, this site could also be redeveloped for housing.
With an ageing population more facilities will be required for Residential and Nursing home
beds, this will also reduce the pressure on hospitals from “bed blockers”.
Encouraging more GP's to the area is difficult as I am sure like everyone they like nice
surroundings and a good working environment. Until the area can be improved the task will
be difficult.

Comments by Mike & Hazel Smith
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Comments on Medway Local Plan Issues & Options 2012 – 2035
Consultation Document
Air Quality
Air quality particularly on New Road Chatham is bad due to the standing traffic waiting for
traffic lights. Much of this traffic is trying to get to or from Gillingham, since the bus station
has been placed by the Chatham Riverside this has meant all traffic must use New Road,
Union Street & Brook to make this journey. The bus station is a good investment in the area
but it's location has aggravated the local traffic / air quality issue. The local plan needs to
include a brave option to overcome this issue, such as tunnel under Chatham Riverside, or a
flyover.
Retail
To improve the quality of retail in the town centres there needs to be an improvement in the
disposable income of local residents. This comes back to the lack of skilled jobs in the area
and those that commute to London etc are only in the town centres during weekends.
Improved traffic flow within the towns would make it possible for workers to pop into town
during lunch to buy goods or pick up internet orders etc. Free 30 minute parking would also
make this more conducive. If traffic is always bad then it is not feasible as being late back to
work generally costs money.
Improved traffic flow may also attract out of town shoppers, if you know the traffic is
always bad, you do not go, you choose somewhere else.
Transport
Public transport in the form of non polluting buses need to be frequent and reasonably
priced. If busses run every hour there is less incentive to use it, if it's every 10 minutes
missing one is not a problem and they become an alternative to the car, providing they
continue to a reasonable time into the evening. Currently the busses are run by a company
which needs to make a profit. To achieve a good bus service that will pay for it's self will
take time and some initial loss leading investment. With shops open on Sunday and bank
holiday's the bus service needs to operate at these times as well and normal week days.
Increasing the number of cycle routes would make using a cycle more conducive. However
many of the cycle lanes in Medway are a narrow strip on the actual road which offers no
protection from passing vehicles.
Car parking is a requirement for all developments. In town developments for housing need
parking, personal transportation will be a requirement for the foreseeable future. The fuel
used may change but people will need personal transport. Parking is also required in town
for retail and leisure use.

Comments by Mike & Hazel
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Comments on Medway Local Plan Issues & Options 2012 – 2035
Consultation Document
Open Space
Medway's open spaces need to be preserved for the residents to use. The use of certain types
of trees along roads can improve the air quality and general feel of the area.
Social & Community
Large new developments should be encouraged to include the appropriate social facilities,
such as GP surgery, primary school, community centre, green space and local shop. Where
several small independent developments occur in an area the council needs to ensure the
facilities are provided by making a suitable charge on each development.
Housing
A mixture of housing development is required to enable all members of the population to
live in the towns, or rural areas. Town centre developments in the 5 main towns also needs
to be varied to encourage a mixture of social classes. Much of the recent development in
Chatham centre has been quality social housing, more owner occupier development is
required to lift the local area. The increase in more affluent residents will also encourage
quality retail outlets to the town centre.
Economy
Attracting skilled jobs to the area needs to be seen as part of the plan, skilled workers need
suitable dwellings and the company needs suitable business premises with good
communication links. With the local universities and technical college Medway should be
able to provide skilled local people to help staff new businesses.
With the majority of mass production carried out abroad the type of businesses needed may
be smaller niche operations using the expertise available at the universities and technical
college.
Bold moves may be needed to revitalise current industrial sites such as “Big Blue” on
Chatham Maritime which are the wrong size and shape for modern industrial use.
Demolition and either rebuilt in suitable size individual units or change of use to residential
should be encouraged. Empty buildings that are not suitable for modern uses are a blight on
the area and do not encourage new businesses to move in.
With good rail links to London it is unlikely that residents will stop commuting. London
wages are generally better than locally. Residents that commute often have a higher
disposable income, the plan should address ways to allow those residents to spend their
money in Medway and improve the local economy.

Comments by Mike & Hazel Smith
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From: Roy Freshwater
Sent: 28 February 2016 13:50
To: policy, planning; smith, catherine
Subject: Re: Local Plan 2012 to 2035

Good afternoon ‐ can you please include the following in the Local Plan responses ‐ Kind regards, Cllr Roy
Freshwater

I am aware that my comments below do not respond to 19 important areas of
consultation in the local plan including schools, health, services for the ageing population
and strategic issues. I have limited my views to housing because if we cannot get housing
needs adequately delivered for the people of Medway all other Council plans
and services will fall into crisis management.
Response to Medway Council Local
Plan- Housing Policy in Medway is
Controlled By Private Building
Companies for Profit
Medway Housing is being built for Profit
- Not For Communities - Although
Medway Council would like Medway
residents to believe Medway Council is
in control of housing policy , including
urgently needed affordable housing for
buying and renting , the truth is Medway
Council is not in any way in control. The
whole housing policy of Medway
Council is run by private building
companies behind closed doors who do
not care about the people or the lives of
residents in Medway. The private
building companies are driven purely by
profit and keeping shareholders and
banks happy. Behind executive office
doors the building companies
celebrate that Medway Council has no
money to build houses as they are able
to manipulate and maximise
house profits by drip feeding properties
onto the market for sale and ensuring
that demand is never met and that
ideally 20 people are chasing to buy or
rent the same property . They make it
perfectly clear that responsibility for
helping people to find a homes to rent
or buy is not their concern or
responsibility . So who is going to build
homes to rent or buy for Medway
residents ?
Medway 30,000 new homes target set
by the Government. Homes to
be built on Medway green fields for
2

London Commuters Not Medway
Residents
The Local Plan target
of 30,000 new homes is set by the
Government for Medway
Council will mean that large green fields
in wonderful Medway will be concreted
over as Medway Council has no land
bank of its own and developers will
choose greenfields sites to develop
to maximise their profits. Those many
brownfields sites in Medway that are
community eyesores and communities
are asking to be developed are
more expensive to develop for housing
and therefore not chosen for housing as
they will substantially reduce the profits
on each home built. London has run out
of homes to rent or buy and Medway
homes are being advertised with the
New Rochester Station in the
background on posters saying come
and live in wonderful Medway - homes
are cheap in Medway to rent or buy and
only 30 minutes by fast trains
to London. That is the reason why there
are no homes to rent for Medway
residents and house prices are
increasing by over £15,000 per year. So
who is going to build homes to rent or
buy for Medway residents?
Who is helping desperate families in
Medway
The private building companies
also make it clear that that they have no
responsibility for families living in
damp, overcrowded and unsatisfactory
home conditions trying to pay ever
increasing rents or saving for a
new mortgage where house prices are
increasing by £15,000 per year because
private building companies are
manipulating the number of new houses
built to ensure shortages.
They just consider it good business to
ensure there is a stark imbalance
between housing supply and demand
which will continue to push houses to
record highs and their profits.
Additionally, they make it perfectly clear
they are not responsible for providing
any homes for essential workers and
families in our society needing to rent
homes and only earning a minimum
3

wage who will never get a
mortgage. They are not concerned
about communities, they are not
concerned about the lack of decent
properties to rent or hardship of families
living in overcrowded house - the more
people that are squash into our
communities means greater profits on
a simple demand far exceeds supply
basis.
8 million people from europe and
elsewhere have already been squashed
into our communities.
In my view it is inevitable residents will
soon be living in UNICEF tents in
Medway
No one has answered the question on
what benefits such
mass immigration has added to our
communities in Britain, Kent
or Medway but we continue to see the
consequences on
our overstretched public services and
ever increasing housing crisis in
our communities. Why has the
government not given money to Medway
and other Councils to build 2 millions
new homes from the £20 billions extra
tax paid by the people who have made
homes in Britain. The Office of National
Statistics used by government and
Medway Council for projecting housing
need in the Local Plans are totally
inaccurate and do not reflect the
additional net 330,000 people
currently coming from Europe and
elsewhere to live in Britain per year (3
million people squashed into our
communities over the next 10 years).
The government has no control over this
and yet still continues to behave as if it
did. Public services are being
planned as if the population was not
being boosted by migration, with
continued huge and bursting pressures
on schools, hospitals and other public
services. Construction of new homes is
not enough to cope with expansion of
the existing population let alone with an
extra 330,000 people per year. New
countries wishing to join the EU have
populations of over 72 million who will
have the right to live in Britain, Kent and
4

Medway. How long will it be until
Medway residents are having to live in
warehouses or UNICEF tents in our
wonderful Medway parks.
This transmission is intended for the named addressee(s) only and may contain sensitive or protectively
marked material up to RESTRICTED and should be handled accordingly. Unless you are the named
addressee (or authorised to receive it for the addressee) you may not copy or use it, or disclose it to
anyone else. If you have received this transmission in error please notify the sender immediately. This
email has been scanned for viruses and all reasonable precautions have been taken to ensure that none
are present. Medway Council cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of
this email or attachments. Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender and not
necessarily those of Medway Council unless explicitly stated. Please be aware that emails sent to or
received from Medway Council may be subject to recording and/or monitoring.
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maryott, kyle
From:
Sent:
To:
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29 February 2016 16:56
policy, planning
Local PLan comments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Comments Below – do I get the prize for being last to submit?
Regards
Stuart Tranter

Local Plan Consultation ‐ contribution
I would expect most contributors have already discussed infrastructure, and where or what to build. Instead I focus
on what is not covered in the plan to any great depth.

The drivers of change
Throughout history change is not driven by politics or society, but technology, and the same is true today. Genetics,
Chemical Engineering, Quantum processors, Artificial Intelligence, high speed lower cost high bandwidth
communication, reduction in carbon emission are also the things which will directly or indirectly drive the shape of
Medway. During the life of this plan we will see:
Town centre Retail and Leisure continuing to merge, serving local population for ad‐hoc leisure, hobbies, last
minute shopping and convenience. Out of town shopping will grow less slowly, relative to population. But ALL
conventional retail will depend on linking via technology to market to the individual – eventually conventional
market segmentation becomes almost redundant apart from broad strategic planning. This means you will look at a
device at home or in your pocket which tells you what is happening locally of interest to you personally, and where
you can find the best deals. Retailers will increasingly work together to attract people. Businesses will work on and
off line; with physical sites becoming more like show rooms, demonstrations, and reasons to build relationships with
customers.
It will be so easy to get whatever we want at the best price, the ONLY reason to go to the local town is because we
want to enjoy the experience or it provides what we want more easily. This means Chatham town centre WILL be
smaller, more focussed, but must be enjoyable as opposed to utilitarian. This changes the whole concept.
Creating a ‘City Centre’ in any conventional sense will therefore become impossible except for places which have
heritage or natural beauty. Otherwise it will never be able to compete. We would do better to concentrate on
ensuring our key development areas are well served with high speed communications, and we might want to
consider providing help and support to local businesses – perhaps providing portals and other innovative initiatives,
as well as a pleasant environment.
Traditional working class jobs in decline: Medway has a fine tradition of a skilled workforce, not least due to the
dockyard and military, but many excellent engineering firms during the 19th and 20th century. That is no longer the
case, although much of the legacy is still available. Advanced technology and high minimum wages does not just
mean Eastern Europeans wanting to be here (a temporary phenomenon as other countries develop), it means more
will be built in developing countries. We urgently need to re‐skill our people over the next 20 or so years, so that
people can work in service industries, or in innovative niche markets, using technology to create whatever products
meet business or consumer needs.
This underlines how right Medway Council has been to encourage high tech education and business start‐ups. UTC
and the airport project should just be a ‘toe in the water’. We need far, far more – we need to have local
opportunities for the thousands of university students in our towns. Where will this be?

1

People will continue to work in London: London is arguably the greatest city on earth, and it is less than 40 minutes
away. It is strategically important globally and will continue to be so due to advances in technology mentioned
earlier, and the fact British people are possibly the most inventive in the world.
We need to work with that opportunity; we offer great value living accommodation. It makes perfect sense that the
best quality high density housing should be within easy reach of main line stations, and that each of those areas
become great places to live and enjoy leisure time. Increasingly people will work flexible hours, with more time
working from home, again made possible by technology. This re‐enforces the point that town centres close to these
populations need to be pleasant places for people to enjoy local leisure and basic retail. This needs to be for all ages
and interests.

Medway in 2035
The local plan is responding primarily to population growth. I do not believe we can cope with inevitable social
change driven by advances in technology and population growth without a bold planning initiative.
If we allow ‘ad‐hoc’ infill across the whole of Medway that will just put insurmountable pressure on all road systems
and infrastructure.
It is also perfectly clear that Medway Maritime hospital will not cope.
I would suggest three areas of development:
1. Create a new village/small town (15‐20,000 homes) complete with everything needed to sustain it with
shops, schools, leisure, roads, health, transport and so on. This must be far more cost effective than
attempting (and failing) to create several ‘lodge hill’ type developments all over Medway. Section 106
agreements could be used to provide the infrastructure.
2. Chatham town centre retail and leisure to be focussed in a smaller area nearer the bus station and up
towards the railway station, and near the river. Consider replacing the pumping station with lower profile
solution (I am told it is possible) and embrace the river views far more. Allow more higher residential
development, good quality apartments etc. in central parts within easy walking or cycling of the railway
station. Higher density will increase the incentive for public transport operators to invest. Most of these
markets will be for London commuters. I see no reason why the Rochester end of the Riverside
development could not also be high quality apartments, similar to the docklands, for those who would enjoy
river views and urban life, within a few minutes’ walk of high speed travel to London and Historic Rochester
for leisure.
3. There will still need to be developments in other parts – for example take a strip down the side of Capstone
Valley but protect once and for all what remains as valuable green area; this can be improved with section
106 agreements. The point is we must not allow never ending small developments spoil the whole of
Medway and unbalance the community. The last thing we want is urban sprawl.
The other key is to identify where SME businesses can be developed; high tech and innovative businesses prefer
being with other high tech businesses, and this also is greater economy of space.

Leisure
Historic Rochester and the Historic Dockyard are two quite different areas which must find ways to cope with larger
visitor numbers; balancing day and night time economies. Night time economies needs to be encouraged away from
residential areas. This will be a focus for consideration in the Rochester Neighbourhood plan.
We need to continue to re‐engage with the river. For hundreds of years it was a place of work and transport, now it
must be a focus for leisure.
Green spaces are essential parts of the mix; these must be preserved and (as far as possible) everyone in Medway
should be able to walk to a green space for recreation.
I believe that by making walking and cycling easier, and ‘joining the dots’, people will be increasingly choosing these
healthy and sociable forms of transport.

Summary



Far more consideration to ensuring provision and use of technology – especially high speed
communications. These are the roads of tomorrow.
Town Centres to be smaller, retail and leisure to merge.
2







High quality, higher residential density near all stations
Create a new small town/village to put all new major infrastructure in one place.
Concentrate on technical education and SME markets built around niche markets and new technologies.
Protect the balance of urban and green
Develop our river and heritage site to cope with larger population

Cllr Stuart Tranter
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15.03.1040
Local Plan Team
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
ME4 4TR
29/02/2016
Dear Sir/Madam,

Medway Local Plan - Consultation Response NaSCBA
This letter includes the formal comments from the National Custom & Self Build Association
(NaCSBA) to Medway Local Plan Issues & Options Consultation.
NaCSBA’s mission is to substantially increase the number of people able to build or commission
their own home and they believe that opportunities should arise for prospective self-builders
through the Local Plan process.
Policy Requirements
Paragraph 50 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the requirement for
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to plan for a wide choice of high quality homes to support
sustainable communities and provide greater opportunities for home ownership. It goes on to
state (underlining is our emphasis):
“Plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with
children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build
their own homes)”
In addition to the above, paragraph 159 of the NPPF considers the requirement for LPAs to have
a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. They should therefore ensure that their
policy documents:
“Addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of
different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with children, older
people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own
homes)”
Brandon Lewis MP, in his role as Minister of State for Housing and Planning made the following
comments in a letter sent to all Local Planning Authorities in March 2015:
“We all need to do more to address the lack of suitable plots of land being made available,
and we believe that local planning authorities have a vital role to play..”
The letter went on to say:

“National planning policy and guidance is clear that local planning authorities should
identify and plan for local demand for custom and self build housing. Planning inspectors will
want to see evidence that consideration of demand for custom and self build housing has
been taken into account when they examine Local Plans. Failure to provide sufficient
evidence may lead to plans being found unsound.”
This communiqué from the Department of Communities and Local Government could not be
any more explicit in its requirements for LPAs to plan for the needs of those that wish to build
their own home.
The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Bill received Royal Assent on 26 March. The Bill is now
an Act of Parliament. This Bill seeks to establish a register of prospective custom builders who are
seeking a suitable serviced plot of land and requires LPAs to keep an up to date register of
people within the plan area that wish to build their own home. It is understood that Medway
Council has yet to comply with the legislation and keep a register of those in the plan area that
wish to build their own home.
The above comments from the Planning Minister and the emerging Right to Build legislation
clearly demonstrate how the government intended LPAs to respond to the requirements set out
in the NPPF when drawing up new Local Plans. LPAs should take a proactive position to
providing land and should undertake rigorous and effective evidence gathering to measure
custom and self-build need in their districts. And LPAs that do not do so can expect their Local
Plans to be found unsound at examination.

Recommendations
NaCSBA would like to make the following recommendations with links to the salient parts of our
Custom & Self-Build Toolkit:
1. The council should assess demand for custom- and self-build in the plan area. In order to
comply with national policy the council needs to understand and plan for demand.
Custom- and self-build demand within the plan area must be properly assessed so that
policies within the local plan can reflect, and help to meet, demand. Medway Council
should establish a self-build register and attempt to offer self-build plots to those on the
register.
http://customandselfbuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/registers-and-assessingdemand/#
2. It is considered likely that an assessment of the demand for custom- and self-build in
Medway would identify a significant demand. If so, it will be important that the emerging
Medway Local Plan includes provision on large sites for self-builders.
A requirement for large developments to include the provision of a percentage of selfbuild plots (perhaps 5%) should be considered for inclusion in the emerging plan.
http://customandselfbuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/examples-of-how-councils-usethe-planning-system-to-encourage-opportunities/#

3. Medway’s location in the south-east of the country means that the local housing market
will have an issue with affordability. A policy should be considered which provides
opportunities for those that are struggling with the high property prices in the area yet
wish to build their own home. Such a policy would create a slew of self-build
opportunities and add to the council’s stock of affordable homes.
Consideration should be given to the development of an exception sites policy which
would allow ‘affordable self-build’ developments on sites that would normally be
contrary to policy. The plots could be made available at less than market value and any
future dwelling on the site would have its resale value capped at around 60% of market
value in perpetuity.
http://customandselfbuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/examples-of-how-councils-usethe-planning-system-to-encourage-opportunities/#
4. The Government’s new Starter Homes policy (announced 2 March 2015) provides further
opportunities for private homebuilding. It is considered that an exception site policy
allowing Starter Homes and self-build Starter Homes on exception sites would deliver
much-needed homes for first time buyers and provide self-build opportunities.
Consideration should be given to the inclusion of an exception sites policy which would
allow self-build Starter Homes on sites that would normally be contrary to policy. Plots
would have to be provided at a minimum of 20% below open market price and
available to first time buyers under 40 years old.
http://customandselfbuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/how-the-planning-system-cangenerate-more-opportunities/#

Please contact me if you require any additional information on this and if any hearings on
relevant matters are convened.
Kind regards,

Sally Tagg Technical Representative On behalf of NaCSBA
(Managing Director of Foxley Tagg Planning)
This representation has been prepared on behalf of NaCSBA and its supporters, who are listed
overleaf and comprise business and in the custom- and self-build sector.
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Gregory Gray Associates

CHARTERED TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANTS
Victoria House, 18-22, Albert Street, Fleet, Hampshire, GU51 3RJ.
E-Mail: info@ggassociates.co.uk

Planning Policy Regeneration,
Community & Culture,
Medway Council,
Gun Wharf,
Dock Road,
Chatham,
Kent,
ME4 4TR
28th January 2016
Dear Sir/Madam
MEDWAY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION AND LAND AVAILABILITY
Gregory Gray Associates is instructed to write on behalf of Wyevale Garden Centres Ltd in
response to your email of Wednesday 20th January 2016 which relates to both the publication
of the Council’s updated Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) Report and the
Issues and Options Consultation for the new Local Plan.
Our clients have an interest in Elm Court Garden Centre, Capstone Road, Gillingham, which
forms part of the Elm Court Estate, and Site No. 576 in the recently updated SLAA.
The Council are currently inviting comments on the Issues and Options document and
confirm that these may include further information relating to individual potential
development sites. The following comments are made within this context and relate to the
specifics of my clients’ site under the heading ‘SLAA Report’, and to the general principles
that should be adopted for the Local Plan, under the heading ‘Issues and Options
Consultation’.
SLAA Report
The Council’s assessment of the Elm Court Estate for economic development purposes states
“Whilst the site is subject to some potential development constraints, it is considered that
these could be resolved, subject to further assessment”.
In light of the Council’s recognition that any development constraints can be addressed, no
further information in respect of the site’s suitability for economic development is provided
at this stage and it is requested that the site be allocated for employment purposes in the new
Local Plan to meet the identified need as set out in the Issues and Options Consultation
document referred to below.

Director: G.W.R. Gray MSc. Dip.TP MRTPI ACI.Arb Secretary: C.J. Gray
Associate: A.J. Ayles BA(Hons.) BTP MRTPI
Gregory Gray Associates is the trading name of Gregory Gray Associates Limited. Reg. No. 4633530
Registered Office: Victoria House, 18-22, Albert Street, Fleet, Hampshire, GU51 3RJ

Issues and Options Consultation
One of the key challenges set out in the Issues and Options consultation document is the need
for the emerging Local Plan to balance the requirements for future growth within the District
with safeguarding the area’s valued environment and landscape.
In terms of employment development, the North Kent SHENA identifies a need for
49,943sq.m of office space, 155,748sq.m of industrial and 164,263 sq.m of warehousing over
the Plan period to 2035.
It particularly notes that there is a current misalignment between the demand for office
accommodation and that provided by the existing stock. Current office space provision is
largely provided within buildings with large footprints which are difficult and expensive to
convert into smaller units which are attractive to the SME’s, a sector with high growth
potential.
In order to support the economic development of the area it is considered vital that the
economic potential of such SMEs be secured by providing suitable accommodation in a
sustainable manner which does not exacerbate the need to travel or have a detrimental impact
upon the quality of the natural environment.
This should be done by the provision of individual, well placed sites, close to existing centres
of population. Priority should be given to previously developed ‘brownfield’ sites in order
that their use reflects existing patterns of movement and their occupiers can access existing
local facilities. Focusing such development on previously developed sites ensures that the
economic need can be met, whilst safeguarding undeveloped parts of the area from further
urban encroachment.
Such an approach is entirely consistent with national planning policy which makes clear that
the effective use of land by reusing land that has previously been developed and which is not
of high environmental value, should form one of the core principles of planning.
It is considered that this priority should be reflected within the emerging Medway Local Plan
and that appropriate weight should be afforded the re-use of existing brownfield sites close to
existing centres of population for economic purposes to provide small-scale flexible
employment floorspace to meet identified needs.
It is requested that the above comments be taken into account in the Council’s planned
review of the SLAA sites and in the consideration of the Issues and Options Consultation
responses.
Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Joanna Male
cc. Client
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Your ref: issues and options 160216
My ref: issuesandoptions160216
16th February 2016
For the attention of
Catherine Smith
Planning Policy Manager
Planning Policy Regeneration
by email

Dear Catherine
Medway Council Local Plan
Issues and Options 2012- 2035
Consultation document January/February 2016
Thank you for inviting us to comment upon your proposed Issues and Options. Kent Wildlife Trust
understands that this is early stages of consultation and welcomes the opportunity to contribute to
the process. As the document does not at this stage include any detailed policy or site allocations,
we would like to make some more general recommendations regarding biodiversity content. These
are given below:


Kent Wildlife Trust understands that a key driver to this plan is the projected significant
increase in population of 21.8% in Medway during the timeframe for this plan, alongside
economic growth. It is essential that in planning for this projected increase in population, the
natural environment is not compromised, in accordance with the NPPF Core Planning
Principles.i



The consideration of Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill Site of Scientific Interest as a
development site is of extreme concern to Kent Wildlife Trust. Whilst we appreciate that
the Council cannot pre-judge the outcome of the Public Inquiry into the Lodge Hill
application, however, we feel it is important to state that we oppose this proposed
development opportunity in the context of the Local Plan, considering its impact upon a
nationally important designated site (SSSI).



Kent Wildlife Trust welcomes the reference made to the North Kent Environmental
Planning Group in the Strategic Issues section, paragraph 6.7. We would recommend that
this continues to be supported at the next stage of plan preparation. At preferred options
stage, this policy should clearly refer to the support for North Kent Marshes Strategic
Access Management and Monitoring Strategy and its associated funding mechanism,
which aims to reduce the negative impact of development upon the areas of international
importance for nature conservation.



Kent Wildlife Trust welcomes the overview of environmental significance and value
provided in paragraph 11.2. This new plan should protect and enhance spaces of

Your living landscape.Your living seas.

international and national importance. We would recommend that Medway’s Local Plan
should have a specific policy in relation to this. The NPPF does emphasise that the planning
system should, “minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains in biodiversity
where possible.”ii


We would also recommend that Medway should have a specific, separate policy in relation
to the protection and enhancement of sites of county importance, such as Local Wildlife
Sites and Roadside Nature Reserves. This would better support development management
decision-making, where local sites in Kent are increasingly under threat, from both direct
and indirect impacts of development, including increased recreational pressure. The
importance of these are not emphasised in the current consultation document, although
reference is made to the local importance of non-designated sites in paragraph 11.12.



Kent Wildlife Trust commends Medway Council for the reference made in paragraph 11.8
to the importance of securing a wider green infrastructure network. National policy supports
making local policy provision for wider green infrastructure and this should serve the
function of maintaining connectivity and providing ecological resilience between protected
spaces and the broader countryside at a landscape scaleiii. We encourage the Council to proactively plan for a Green Infrastructure network, and the next stage of preparation of the
Local Plan should include a policy clearly stating that Green Infrastructure will be
provided. It should also follow through on early work described in paragraph 11.9, by
referring to a supporting Green Infrastructure Plan. Medway Council should ensure that an
appropriate financial mechanism is provided, supported by measures such as section 106
legal agreements and Community Infrastructure Levy.



The plan should also make policy provision for the protection and enhancement of
biodiversity within its allocated sites. This should include clear “development principles”
on sites of higher biodiversity value or adjacent to more sensitive sites for nature
conservation. Reference should be made to county Biodiversity Opportunity Areas and
Kent Wildlife Trust would recommend referring to these in the policy detail. Ashford’s
Local Development Framework and its Area Action Plans are a good example of where
biodiversity objectives have been included within site-specific “development principles”.

Thank you for involving us in the development of this Local Plan. We would be more than happy to
contribute to any further detailed discussion or future stages that may follow as part of your Local
Plan process.
Yours sincerely
Vanessa Evans
Planning and Policy Officer

i

NPPF reference, paragraph 17, Core Planning Principles “Planning should contribute to conserving and enhancing the
natural environment and reducing pollution. Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser

environmental value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework”.

ii

NPPF, paragraph 109, page 25.
The NPPF states in paragraph 117, that “planning policies should plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale across
local authority boundaries” and “identify and map components of the local ecological networks, including the
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and
stepping stones that connect them and areas identified by local partnerships for habitat restoration or creation”.

iii

Name: Richard Cooke
Reference
111

Organisation
Early Years Medway Council

On Behalf Of
Type of Consultee
Government/Public Body

Page 1

Medway Local Plan
Early Years Service Feedback

1. Early years education and childcare is a ‘growth’ area of public spending and is a
priority for the present Government. All the main political parties have committed
to expand the free childcare entitlement in one form or another, so it is likely that
the growth will continue for the foreseeable future.
a. NB: Nursery education/childcare is not compulsory, but it is a statutory
entitlement for each child. Consequently, all LAs are required by law to
ensure there is enough nursery education / childcare available for each
parent who wants to access their entitlement.
2. There are approx. 5000 3 and 4yo accessing their 15-hours per week free
entitlement across a mixed economy of school nursery classes and private,
voluntary and independent (PVI) day nurseries and preschools. This equates to
approx. 98% of each year group and is line with national take up; there is no
reason to believe this figure will change during the lifetime of the local plan.
a. NB: school nursery classes and preschools are usually only open during
school term time; day nurseries are usually open all year round and for
longer each day.
3. In addition there are approx. 1000 2yo children accessing a means-tested 15hour free entitlement which started a few years ago. Higher numbers of these
children are concentrated in the more deprived areas – Chatham Central, Luton
and Wayfield, Gillingham North, River, Strood South.
4. Spare capacity in the sector is very limited, and although the market is
responding to this (new day nurseries have opened in Rainham and Chatham
during the past 2 years) it is particularly difficult to find suitable property in the
more deprived urban areas such as Chatham Central, Luton and Wayfield.
a. NB: A typical day nursery needs to accommodate at least 50 children to be
economically viable, and this requires a building with at least 250m2 of
floorspace in order to meet DfE/Ofsted regulations and also provide office
space, rest rooms etc. In addition, an outdoor play area is required – there
are no regulations defining how much space, but a figure of 50m2 would be
a minimum considered acceptable these days.
5. Based on the projected total population increase of 17.7% between 2014 and
2035, and assuming an even growth in age groups, we will have a further 1062
children (885 3 & 4yo, 177 2yo) requiring access to the current free entitlement.

6. However, from Sep 2017 approx. 60% of 3 & 4yo will be entitled to a total of 30
hours per week free entitlement – this could equate to 3000 children depending
on take-up by parents rising to 3500 children by 2035. At this stage we are
assuming the % take-up rate will be in the high 90s in line with the current 15hour offer. If this is the case, it in effect reduces the current capacity for all
children by a similar number.
a. NB: we are assuming that nearly all these children will go to PVI day
nurseries as very few schools are able to accommodate nursery-age
children for a whole day.
7. Table below shows numbers between now and 2035 based on Government
policy. 1 place = 15 hours.
Current
5000 places

2017
2000 places

2035
2354 places

0 places

6000 places (30
hours = 2 places)

7062 places

2yo (15 hours)

1000 places

1000 places

1177 places

Total
Difference vs
notional 2016
capacity

6000 places
0

9000 places
-3000 places

10593 places
-4593 places

3 & 4yo (15
hours)
3 & 4yo (30
hours)

If we assume that any new schools that are built will be able to accommodate all the
3 & 4yo only needing 15 hours (354 places) then the PVI sector will need to provide
4239 places by 2035. This equates to 84 50-place nurseries.
This is a maximum figure and doesn’t take into account any expansion of current PVI
day nurseries and school nursey classes. In reality I estimate that 50 50-place
nurseries would be required by 2035, and that 25-30 would be needed by 2020
to ensure the LA can meet its duty to provide enough places in the short / medium
term.
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Medway Council Local Plan
Issues and Options 2012 – 2035
Please find below our response to some of the issues raised by the Consultation Document
January/February 2016.
GENERAL
It was pleasing to learn that the Rochester Airport Masterplan site has been granted
Enterprise Zone status in the Chancellor’s autumn statement. As this has national prominence
should form the backbone of the regeneration plans for Medway. The Thames Gateway
remains a national priority and a successful outcome to the Rochester Airport regeneration
could lead to further priority elsewhere in Medway. Para 4.4 should highlight Medway’s
strategic importance with its Enterprise Zone status in the Thames Gateway and not
Paramount and Ebbsfleet (as important as they are.)
STRATEGIC ISSUES
Medway is well served by both road and rail. It is hoped that it will also, uniquely, have a small
local airport to serve business and leisure needs. Two motorways are adjacent to Medway to
its South; their junctions and routes to the heart of Medway are overladen. If Medway wishes
to achieve the challenging targets its sets this must be revised. It is appreciated that the plan
looks to decrease the use of cars, but to achieve economic regeneration businesses will expect
ease of access for their staff, visitors and trade.
The motorway network and its junctions are outside of Medway Council’s direct control. It is
likely the Lower Thames Crossing will join the M2 at junction 1 and this will have a huge knock
on effect to junctions further down this motorway where traffic will seek to join from the M20.
It should be a priority for Medway to pressurise the appropriate agencies to ensure the
junctions and road network accessing Medway have the correct capacity. The road network
in Medway should be looked at critically and improvements made where appropriate in
particular to speed up traffic at busy times.
ECONOMY
Medway now has the springboard to effect largescale local regeneration at Rochester Airport
including the very successful Innovation Centre. This should be given top priority.
Medway has an expanding higher education sector. It is vital that partnerships are formed
with local businesses to aid both the business and students. Projects undertaken at Rochester
Airport have been disappointing due to the lack of continuity.
BUILT ENVIRONMENT
Medway has a huge aviation heritage which although acknowledged is not celebrated or
displayed. The Medway Aircraft Preservation Society (MAPS) whose Patron is Camilla, Duchess

of Cornwall has been awarded the Queens Award for Voluntary Excellence. This little known
group of highly skilled engineers have much to offer and have restored many aircraft now
displayed at RAF Hendon. MAPS should be supported and will hopefully be moving to a new
heritage centre on completion of the Rochester Airport redevelopment. There will be
opportunities for them to expand with the possibility of a working museum and with their
wealth of experience, potential for apprenticeships.
TRANSPORT
Aviation facilities are provided for in the Rochester Airport Masterplan together with ongoing
planning permissions and government grants. The airspace around the revised airport
footprint should remain protected.
Long term car parking remains an issue particularly on the closure of the park and ride at
Marconi Way. Rochester Airport currently offers, as a service to the community, long term car
parking for those taking coach trips around Medway and in some instances further, including
holidays abroad. This may not be possible on airport reconfiguration.
Leisure microlight flying at Stoke should be supported as an alternative to a base at Rochester
Airport where their use may be restricted.

Name: Stephen Hinsley
Reference
113

Organisation
Tetlow King Planning

On Behalf Of
Rentplus

Type of Consultee
Developer/Consultant

Page 1

32 High Street West Malling Kent ME19 6QR
E: info@tetlow-king.co.uk
W: www.tetlow-king.co.uk

Planning Policy Regeneration
Community and Culture
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
ME4 4TR

Date:

22 February 2016

Our Ref:

JO

M15/0715-31

By email only:
planning.policy@medway.gov.uk
Dear Sirs
RE:

MEDWAY COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTION 2012-2035 CONSULTATION

We represent Rentplus, a company providing an innovative affordable housing model aimed at
delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who are unable to acquire a property on the
open market but also trapped by ineligibility for existing affordable housing tenures.
Enclosed with this consultation response is an Affordable Housing Statement by Tetlow King Planning
setting out the model’s compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing and how this should
be incorporated into local plans to boost supply and meet local needs. We ask that this be read
alongside our representation so that the Council’s strategic approach to housing delivery takes into
account this innovative model which has the capacity to meet a significant level of need locally. Our
comments are aimed at supporting the new Local Plan into reflecting the emerging national policy
approach, to ensure it can be found sound at examination.
As set out in the accompanying Affordable Housing Statement, the Government has pledged to
deliver 400,000 affordable houses by 2020-21, with a clear focus on low cost home ownership,
including supply of “10,000 homes that will allow a tenant to save for a deposit while they rent.” As a
rent to buy model delivery of Rentplus will enhance the affordable housing mix in Medway. The
Strategic Issues (Question 2) should reflect the need to deliver affordable housing to meet local
needs and aspirations, reflecting the Government’s focus on home ownership as well as traditional
affordable housing.
In relation to Question 3 it is important to note, as recognised by the Issues and Options document,
the policy changes being proposed by the Government which should be taken into account in
reviewing how local need for affordable housing and aspirations towards home ownership can be
facilitated and encouraged. The Government’s consultation on proposed changes to the NPPF
proposes amendments to the affordable housing definition to incorporate innovative rent to buy
housing. Though this consultation does not yet form part of Government policy, its contents will need
to be thoroughly considered as these raise critical questions about the spectrum of products that can
be considered as meeting needs for affordable housing and how these can be delivered as part of the
overall housing mix.
We note that the Strategic Housing and Economic Needs Assessment has not yet been published. In
light of this, it would be useful to notify those who have provided comment on the consultation
document once this is published. Without this evidence, and an up to date viability assessment it has
not been possible to respond to Questions 4 - 6.
The initial findings set out in the Issues document suggest, as in the 2010 SHMA, a significant local
challenge to being able to provide the housing types and tenures to suit the changing needs of the
Borough. Need for 17,112 affordable homes over the Plan period is not an insignificant challenge,
particularly in the current financial climate with very limited public funding for affordable housing and
the planned rent reductions for housing associations. As recognised at paragraph 7.11 of the Issues
document, affordability is a critical issue, as many households are unable to access housing that
Chairman
R S J Tetlow MSc Dip Surv FRTPI FRICS FCIH FRSA
Tetlow King Planning Limited
Registered Office Unit 2 Eclipse Office Park High Street Staple Hill Bristol BS16 5EL Registered in England No. 2165802
Government Approved Constructionline Registered No. 8559

Directors
S Hinsley BA (Hons) MRTPI
J M Adams BA (Hons) BTP MRTPI
J Sneddon BSc (Hons) MRTPI
J Stacey BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI

adequately meets their needs without some financial assistance. Rentplus homes could make a
significant, valuable contribution to meeting those needs as part of the wider delivery of affordable
housing. The model enables those households not currently able to save for a deposit to rent at an
affordable level over a period of either 5, 10, 15 or 20 years before being able to buy their own home.
This model will extend the opportunity of home ownership to those in Medway otherwise struggling to
enter the housing market.
Given that the Council is at a very early stage of reconsidering its policies, and has not yet published
the baseline evidence on affordable housing it is important to consider the delivery of new forms of
affordable housing, including Rentplus rent to buy, which have the potential to improve overall
development viability. As recognised by paragraph 7.12, development must be viable to deliver
affordable housing; the delivery of rent to buy homes as part of the housing mix can improve overall
scheme viability; due to the ready availability of private funding for Rentplus there is significant scope
for early delivery on sites, including large-scale schemes where early delivery of Rent to Buy homes
would both improve overall site viability and encourage quicker development. The delivery of Rentplus
homes should be considered as part of a fresh whole-plan viability assessment. By planning for the
inclusion of this new model the Council will ensure the Plan is developed to be in conformity with
national planning policy, and plans more effectively and positively for sustainable development to
meet the full range of its residents’ needs.
This should be fully considered by the Council in relation to developing its new housing and affordable
housing policies. We recommend the following policy be included in the new Local Plan to recognise
the importance of Rent to Buy models which can make a valuable contribution across Medway:
Affordable housing in the Borough comprises affordable rented, intermediate and affordable
rent to buy housing. The Council will:
i. require residential developments on suitable sites to provide affordable housing which is
accessible to local people in housing need;
ii. state the threshold above which affordable housing is to be sought;
iii. state the amount of affordable housing to be provided on suitable sites above the
threshold;
iv. state the target tenure split between affordable rented, intermediate and affordable rent to
buy that will be sought;
v. allow for the negotiation of points ii-iv where viability is compromised, with the aim of
maximising the overall level of affordable housing to be delivered on individual sites.
These points would contribute towards boosting the Council’s affordable housing provision, as well as
supporting the Government’s ambition to extend opportunities for affordable home ownership.
Should the Council consider it useful, a meeting between relevant officers and Rentplus would assist
in discussing the practical implications of delivering Rentplus homes, in particular in relation to the
ongoing assessment of affordable housing deliverability, and the use of a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) to establish a working relationship to provide affordable homes across Medway.
We would like to be consulted on further stages of the above documents and other publications by
Medway Council, by email only to consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk. Please ensure that Rentplus is
retained on the consultation database, with Tetlow King Planning listed as their agents.
Yours faithfully

STEPHEN HINSLEY BA (Hons.) MRTPI
SENIOR DIRECTOR
For and On Behalf Of
TETLOW KING PLANNING
Enc.:

Affordable Housing Statement (Tetlow King Planning)
Rentplus Briefing Note
Rentplus Model – Compliance (Ashfords)
Rentplus Planning and Policy Review (Aecom)

Cc:

Richard Connolly
Susan Coulson
Anthony Eke
Richard Pillar
Yvonne Harrison
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Planning Policy Department
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
ME4 4TR

29 February 2016

By email
Planning.policy@medway.gov.uk
let.001.AP.SF.00030318

Dear Sir/Madam
DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2012-2035 - ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION
Indigo Planning act on behalf of Columbia Threadneedle Property Investment
(Columbia Threadneedle), the owner of Gillingham Business Park, who are
submitting representations in response to the above consultation. These
representations have particular focus on shaping proposed economic strategy
and policies.
We understand that current policy restricts uses at Gillingham Business Park to
B1 (business), B2 (industry) and B8 (storage/distribution) which is rigidly
adhered to. Columbia Threadneedle requests that future policy relating to the
business park allows for flexibility, so that businesses that are complementary
to those already in the park are able to locate there. This would increase
attractiveness and maximise potential of the business park, whilst ensuring that
integrity and employment potential is not negatively affected.
The consultation is still over broad issues and challenges at this early stage,
however our client makes this request to ensure that potential strategies
safeguard the existing function of Gillingam Business Park, and do not
jeopardise its future success in a local economic climate that is moving away
from traditional industry.
The consultation document outlines that there has been a decline in traditional
manufacturing/port industries, with the response being the intention to attract
new employment sectors such as financial/business and software development.
Paragraphs 8.3-8.5 state the intent to stimulate economic growth by capitalising
on established employment locations and the proximity to large markets of
London and the south east.
Paragraph 8.18 explains that to deliver this intent, the new Local Plan will seek
to secure sustainable growth, offering flexibility to enable buildings and sites to
deliver a mix of office, industry and storage space to meet changing occupier
needs.

Due to changing nature of employment uses in the area, Columbia
Threadneedle believes the business park should have the ability to adapt to
capitalise on opportunities in order to remain successful. Future policy should
allow scope for intensification of uses at the park and for flexibility on proposed
uses, provided they are complementary to existing occupiers and do not have a
detrimental impact on overarching integrity or employment potential. This will
help increase the attraction of the business park and contribute to encouraging
economic growth.
Gillingham Business Park is noted as being a good quality employment site.
Allowing flexibility and complementary uses would provide an excellent
opportunity to take advantage of such a site, helping to maximise the quality
and attraction of the business park.
The consultation document also states that economic growth is hindered by a
focus on lower value activities. Allowing flexibility at the business park would
provide opportunities for tenants with greater value to occupy the park, whereas
this may not currently be happening due to policy’s stringent restriction on uses.
In light of the above, Columbia Threadneedle believe there is a strong need for
flexibility on the uses permitted at Gillingham Business Park. This is so that
opportunities can be taken to capitalise on and optimise the potential of an
established, good quality employment site. This is in line with the council’s
vision of securing sustainable employment growth and would contribute to the
economic development of Medway as a whole.
We trust that these representations will be given due regard in the progression
of the Local Plan, however should you have any queries please do not hesitate
to contact us.
Yours faithfully

Aaron Peate
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Local Plan discussion – care leavers and MSCB group
21st January 2016
Six members of the care leaving group and the MSCB group attended a
discussion group to look at the Local Plan.
The group were asked what they thought the Local Plan was and what it
included. The group then discussed what was working/not working in areas
that they Local Plan covered. The group were then asked where they saw
Medway in 20 years time

What is the Local Plan?
 Is it to do with housing and where to build?
 I don’t know what this is
 I don’t have a clue
 Is it about making Medway better?
 Is it to do with council/private housing
 What is the local plan?
What do you think is covered in the Local Plan?
 Housing
 I don’t know what would be included as I don’t know what the local plan is
 As I don’t know what the local plan is, I would not know what is covered on
it

Areas in the Local Plan
Housing
What is working
What is not working
Rainham is a nice area to live
Private housing is expensive
Rochester is a nice place to live
Refugees are being given houses
I got housed very quickly by the When you go down to the council to
council when I had my child
say that you are homeless, they say
that social service will get involved
and your children will get taken into
care and you can ‘sofa surf’
The new housing at capstone look There was a case of someone who
really nice
came out of the army and they were
not helped
Solutions
 Knock down old pubs to build houses. There are lots of empty pubs
around. They could also be converted into housing
 Shared housing would also help
1




Build on the Great Lions – there is lots of space there
You could build houses on some of capstone park

Economy



What does that mean
I think it means about money

What is working
What is not working
Volunteering is good for your CV and There are no jobs around
to give you experience
Employers say that they wont take
you on as you have no experience
but I cant get the experience.

Solutions
 There needs to be more apprenticeships and traineeships to help people
get experience and learn about the job
 More volunteering opportunities
Town Centres
What is working
Rainham is very clean

What is not working
They are vial. They are dirty
(Chatham, Gillingham) and there are
drug addicts, alcoholics and groups of
young people hanging around
Young people ride the bikes up the
high street and get in everyone’s way
Chatham and Rainham are really
rough – they are vandalised and there
are young people in groups
I think Chatham could be intimidating
for older people – especially with the
groups of young people that hang
around outside Mcdonalds
People who cant be botherd to use
the stairs use the lifts so that there is
a que for those that need to use it
(people in wheel chairs, those with
buggies)

Strood is clean

Solutions
 You should not be having a needle exchange bank as this is promoting the
use of drugs

2



Move the place where drug addicts get there methadone out of the town
centre so that it does not cause disruption when they kick off (it is currently
outside Boots in Chatham)

Environment
What is working
What is not working
There are lots of recycling banks in People always steal the recycling
Medway
bags/boxes
I don’t have the time to recycle so I
don’t – I have children so its hard
Fly tipping seams to be getting worse
– round the garages in Castle Road,
Chatham there is lots of fly-tipping of
bulky waste items
You are only allowed one bulky waste
item collection a year before you have
to pay. People don’t want to pay so
this contributes to fly-tipping
Someone fly-tipped a sofa down my
road and it took the council two
weeks to remove it
Solutions
 Allow more free bulky waste collections. This would stop people fly-tipping
 Have more bins around so to stop people dropping litter.
 Have bigger bins for black sacks at the end of roads – this will help people
as some people forget to put their bins out and also the foxes can rip them
open during the night on bin day

Rural issues


What does this mean?

What is working

What is not working
There are not many shops in Grain
You can not get to Upnor easily
There is only one bus an hour out to
Grain
If you go out to Grain, the bus
company will not accept your Arriva
Medway Day ticket

Solutions
 There needs to be regular buses out to Grain

3

Social and community
What is working
What is not working
I have used the community hub in There is nothing for young people
Strood
(11-18 years) to do

Solutions
 There needs to be more community centres. You need to look at where
they currently are so that the gaps can be identified
 More youth clubs – you could use a closed pub and set one up there
 There needs to be fun days for children which don’t cost a lot

Open spaces
What is working
What is not working
There are lots of parks – capstone, Parks have needles in them
beechings green, Jacksons. Victoria
park and the lions
Needles/Crack pipes are left in the
parks. They are also around the play
equipment
The park in Twydall really needs
updating
The play equipment park at Bamorral
is aimed at older children. There are
no slides or swings
Solutions
 PCSOs need to patrol parks more to stop young people from smoking and
people using drugs
 Parks should be closed after a certain times. People vandalise parks at
night also drug addicts use the park at night
 There should be higher gates on parks that are locked. There is no point in
locking a park with low gates as people will jump over the gates
 You should pay people to monitor the park all the time it is open. You
could get young people to do this. This would give them experience and
also a job
 Clean up the parks so that they are less messy. Maybe have more needle
bins around (like the ones in Rochester car park)
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Sports
What is working
There is something on at Medway
Park it is £2.50 for three hours and
they have trampolining, bouncy
castles and activities for children

What is not working
There is no leisure centres in
Chatham. Gillingham and Strood
have them but it seems Chatham has
been forgotten. You either have to
travel to Gillingham/Strood to use
facilities

Solutions
 There needs to be leisure facilities in Chatham which are accessible
 There should be things like summer schools run throughout the year and
not just in the summer
 There needs to be things for younger children. You could have a hall
where different activities such as basket ball could be held
 Run things like Medway Challengers but for younger children
 You need to prompt the leisure centres more- maybe by using the big
screen in Chatham
 Run some free day sessions for children
 Make football grounds such as Chatham duel purpose

Transport
What is working

What is not working
The buses are always late
The bus has had to go on a diversion
due to a fallen wall and the road it
goes down means that there lots of
traffic
Access to the train station is really
difficult if you have a buddy

Where do you see Medway in 20 years?
In a big hole, with lots of debt due to there being no jobs
Better, cleaner and more modernised
Having a better reputation
Medway is going to be in more poverty
I would like Medway to be better for my children

5
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Hoo Saint Werburgh Parish Council
(Chairman: Cllr Lionel J Pearce)

___________________

__

Planning Policy Regeneration,
Community and Culture,
Medway Council, Civic Headquarters,
Gun Wharf, Dock Road,
Chatham, Kent,
ME4 4TR
Date: Feb 2016

Ref: New Local Plan Consultation Document
Hoo Saint Werburgh Par ish Council is taking an opportunity to lodge their
comments in respect to the above Local Plan Issue and Options 2012-2035
VISION
1) The document mentions establishing a vision to drive economic success at the same time
as addressing inequalities. Whilst not denying that careful planning may have to be
sought to achieve that vision however accommodating sustainability of the Hoo Peninsula
for example must avoid harm to its natural environment of which folk are attracted. It has
to be acknowledged that protecting the best of Medway’s heritage and its natural
environment is of paramount importance to the people it attracts. The Peninsula is not
such that major change can take place without some consequence for its historic
character and the way that character benefits the folk it accommodates.

STRATEGIC ISSUES
2) An important strategic issue would be the provision of an additional hospital perhaps a
cottage style hospital to the West of the river Medway to accommodate folk resident in
the outlying parishes who sometimes find it a challenge and a concern accessing the only
facility of its type at Medway Maritime.
3) No comment.
HOUSING
4) The increase and supply of suitable and affordable homes is believed to be too openended. More detailed information would be most welcome on how you define suitable
and affordable. It is quite often mentioned that the cost of housing is unaffordable for
many people and that there is a lower supply of social housing in Medway. Again please
explain affordable housing and how is it proposed to achieve such?
1

5) No comment.
6) 25% does seem reasonable but a developer providing suitable affordable housing on a

site of say 15 units or more is really down to the developer having the financial will in
creating a sustainable site for the future and its pressures therein.
7) Given the choice older folk generally opt for single storey or ground floor living with
easy access to transport, community facilities, surgeries and shops. Ideally they should
not be too close to noise and children’s recreation.
8) There are also needs for rural housing especially for the lower end of the market (starter
homes) for locally born and/or locally employed younger people. Again suitable
dwellings for the older or retired folk within rural parishes would also be most agreeable
where those folk have been associated and are comfortable with.
9) Development can make a positive contribution by creating open recreational space not
only for the younger element and family members but for the older element where it
tends to get forgotten.
10)
Any large potential development site could have an element of starter homes built as
part of the planning application.
11)
Infrastructure needs vary from urban and rural areas. Rural areas are in the main
remote from most major social attractions so better easy and reliable public transport
access to the towns where most facilities are situated is necessary especially during late
evening and at weekends.
12)
No comment.
13)
As Students are generally without personal transport they perhaps need to be
amongst amenities are easily accessible where they can congregate without feeling
isolated or threatened. There is belief that town centres can accommodate this type of
phenomenon.
14)
No comment.
ECONOMY

15)

There are many opportunities for employment within existing areas which allow for
growth. Office accommodation ideally requires good access with easy access to local
town centre facilities whether it is for local or commuted employees. Heavy industry has to
be located where space is available but again must have good road or river access.
Light industry also has to be located where space is available but because of the nature
of odd working patterns there must be allowances made for the use of private transport as
public transport is generally not available during odd working hours. As a new
employment site Lodge Hill was not the ideal area due to its rural remote situation which
would have encouraged potential employees to commute by private transport leaving
perhaps just service employees (shop staff etc due the nature of the work and poor pay)
to live locally.
16)
No comment.
17)
All plans are only estimates and a very large crystal ball would be required to
ascertain needs in 20 years time.
18)
The creation of more local upmarket jobs emanating from high-end employers
located in Medway may be attractive to those that already commute into London and the
South-East or Maidstone.
19)
Give employers an incentive to employ locally sourced college graduates.
20)
The attraction to the high-end businesses must be achieved otherwise people live
and work where it is financially practicable. These two do not necessarily go hand-inhand.
21)
It is noticeable that the river and its wharves are under-achieving and must be
addressed by enabling some businesses to be attracted to such. Unfortunately some
wharves can be quite remote from urban areas so perhaps reductions in business rates or
2

other financial inducement might help with relocation. It also mentions large sites on the
Hoo Peninsula being well positioned where it is assumed Thamesport and LNG fall into
this category. There is an opinion and therefore an assumption that large-scale industry
creating movement of either workers or goods or both are presently and generally
transported by road vehicles. The railway system to Grain is noticeably under-used and
could open up to all types of possibilities for movement of freight or even perhaps as a
passenger link to the main railway network.
TOURISM

22)

The major tourist attractions are well supported by various types of accommodation
around the towns but smaller sized of the more genteel type guest accommodation could
support those occasional tourists rather than the larger hotels. Riverside
accommodation could be most attractive to some tourists.
23)
The river has an appeal which is mostly under used either for commerce or for
tourism. Possibly connecting the Medway via the Thames with perhaps 2 or 3 day events
by way of Southend, Greenwich and the Tower all of which have piers and local
accommodation may perhaps be attractive to some.
24)
Developing the river for commerce will perhaps see tourism as a positive and natural
progression to Medway’s strength.

RETAIL

25)

Chatham is still Medway’s major retail centre but in some respects is rather tired with
too many charity shops. The new bus station is a large improvement on the old but can be
unpleasant to access from the Pentagon and High Street shops during inclement
weather so perhaps a covered in walkway? Chatham needs an injection of major
department stores to compete with out of area centres but unless it is financially viable for
those stores there is doubt that it will happen. Perhaps a need is there for a tram service
which could connect Rainham to Stood via Rochester, Chatham and Gillingham. This
could take in Gillingham’s centre and the University complex through to the Dockyard and
its retail centre then through to Chatham town centre then on to Rochester’s tourist
attractions by day and its culinary attractions by night. Parking facilities could be made
available at the Dockyard. Other parking facilities are already available at the Rochester
and Strood ends whereby combined parking and travel tickets could be made easily
and reasonably available.
26)
See above.
27)
See above.
28)
No comment.
29)
All of Medway’s out-of-town retail parks should be encouraged to flourish as online retail with its recently improved sale figures suggests it is not going away.

ENVIRONMENT
30)
The document mentions protection throughout the Hoo Peninsula for habitats and
species together with the many protected areas of different guise. It even mentions the
potential of a green infrastructure planning project. At this early stage it does seem rather
disjointed especially when we need to avoid inappropriate predatory development into
our pleasurable environment. Maybe now is the chance to pursue a policy to protect the
Hoo Peninsula by pushing for National Park Status which on the face of it seems a way
forward in protecting and developing a rare and historical area of national importance
which in time would encourage more visitors onto the tourist trail.
31)
Promoting the areas valued environment with possibly visual information display
boards in public areas but more especially around the rural villages. Urban areas could
have (if not already) changing information displays on bus information boards. At train
stations a similar stance might be apt. Perhaps ‘Medway Matters’ but still retaining its
3

usual information could have a makeover with likely finance coming from independent
advertisers would help pay for production. There are many free advertising magazines
which abound in and around North and East Kent which convey much article interest for
everyone. Why not Medway?
32)
No comment.
BUILD ENVIRONMENT
33)
A very careful approach is required to prevent mistakes being made which could
become costly for future generations. If riverside locations are to be developed they must
reflect the importance of its historic significance. Building high-rise buildings along or
close to the river foreshore hides one of the pleasurable things that attract visitors but
unfortunately high-rise living has already happened at the Gillingham Pier area.
Infrastructure must also be sound and safe reflecting the way folk wish to live.
34)
Homes with gardens perhaps suit most families and are preferable but homes
without gardens require communal recreational space even more so. Having
convenient and easy access to points of socialising interest could be an advantage.
35)
All areas within Medway especially those that fall into ‘of historic value’ must be
protected but not necessarily reflected within new development. Some run-down areas
call for improvement and revitalisation but not to the extent of extending low-density
suburbs closer to the many rural and semi-rural villages that have their own identity and
as such form part of Medway’s historic legacy.
36)
No comment.
37)
Developments need a distinct character for folk to be comfortable with however some
developments are just a compromise. Land is at a premium so developers tend to
squeeze in as many dwellings on a site as it is feasibly possible without trying to
displease the planning process. It has been observed that some new developments within
Medway are already becoming worse for wear such as the low-rise properties with
wooden cladding that are situated to the rear of ‘the Ship and Trades’ hostelry beside
the Dockyard Outlet. Is it perhaps ironic that most Architects do not reside in the
properties they design?
RURAL ISSUES
38)
Hoo Parish Council’s Village Infrastructure Audit has already provided much
information as to why Hoo St Werburgh cannot at present effectively act as a service
centre for the wider Hoo Peninsula as there are many concerns that need to be
addressed especially banking and better post office services, transport facilities,
community amenities and not forgetting police contact points.
39)
Additional leisure facilities in and around the Deangate complex could possibly bring
office, retail and service employment. Hoo Marina Park and its peripheral marine activities
has the space to expand its employment provision but although privately owned there
may be a need for some guidance in how to achieve such. Again Kingsnorth Business
Park has the potential to expand and is going ahead with expansion at present on ‘Plot 4’.
The whole site has ‘railway network access’ on its flank which for the site to be
sustainable to transport needs there must be utilisation of every option open to it. On the
wider aspect of the Peninsula alternative public transport provision must be made
available. To compensate for the loss of jobs perhaps the site of the now non-operational
Kingsnorth Power Station in conjunction with its German owners could be utilised for
other employment need.
40)
Access to services as already stated must either be with public transport or by
private car. With the former, urban type public transport because of its operational
limitations does not in some circumstances suit the rural area. The Hoo Peninsula as a
rural remote area may benefit from a system similar to the ‘Turkish Dolmus’ whereby a
series of mini-buses could be utilised on a ‘round-robin’ single fare basis located/centred
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in Hoo and used to access all areas of the Peninsula stopping and picking up on an adhoc basis. A small covered transfer waiting area in Hoo centre could possibly allow folk
access to the normal public transport to the urban areas of Medway and beyond if
required.
41)
Areas of rural Medway have witnessed tremendous development during the last local
plan period notwithstanding the Hoo Peninsula where it has seen more than its fair share.
The parish of Hoo has always welcomed a certain amount of infill but not to the extent
of what can only be classed as development over-kill as what is currently planned to the
West and to the North of Hoo off the Peninsula Way (A228). Within rural villages certain
types of infrastructure might well include nursing homes in addition to starter homes for
young folk. These types of homes should unquestionably be prioritised to favour local
residents.
42)
Strategic and local needs being addressed within parish areas working towards
Neighbourhood Plans with an aim to include a policy giving all parishes’ comparable
support is encouraged within the new plan.
INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES
43)
Not a change as such but an improvement on Medway’s existing leisure services in
particular the Hoo Leisure Centre is imperative because of its captive clientele. Whilst
trying to create a healthier lifestyle choice any reduction or removal to this type of service
would cause a disservice to those it facilitates.
44)
Healthy food options and therefore food growing opportunities can be achieved by
giving support and guidance to developers in creating allotment facilities especially on
larger developments where ‘garden’ space is now generally at a premium.
45)
Allotments can create a certain physical activity combined with in some cases
enjoyable social interaction. Leisure centres can also provide physical activities for the
older generation especially those which contain swimming pools and only if they are
realistically priced and are welcoming.
46)
Perhaps consideration could be given for complementary healthcare facility
provision to the west of Medway as access to the Medway Maritime Hospital is time
consuming for patients and visitors alike for those who are remotely placed to the west of
rural Medway. The provision of a cottage style Hospital could perhaps alleviate those
disadvantaged folk in remote rural areas by having a separate healthcare facility which
can be easily accessed.
SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASRUCTURE
47)
Schools or school places ideally have to keep up with new communities as soon as
they are created not after. In the case of rural communities (with the aid of section 106s or
CIL) those school places should preferably be ring-fenced for local children to prevent
excessive and cross-travelling.
48)
Community centres or village halls create health and social well-being across many
facets of the community and therefore financial contributions could be included as part of
the section 106 or CIL agreement. Some schools are already well used for extracurriculum use but those that do not could be tailored for community and social
facilities. To take pressure off major hospitals surgeries there is a need to keep up with
new communities with perhaps hours of activity increased and weekend working. As
mentioned in ‘46’ a supplementary healthcare facility/hospital could also take the
pressure away from the ‘A&E’ at Medway Maritime.
OPEN SPACE
49)
If rationalisation meant that green buffer zones shall be reduced allowing
development encroachment onto our rural villages beyond their present ‘envelopes then
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preservation of those open spaces are paramount to the multiple benefits that they
offer to the present incumbents of Medway.
50)
The document mentions that Medway has a low level of provision of open space
compared with adjacent council areas. To sustain the present level or to rise above, it
must surely be addressed as a policy alongside of any housing growth.
51)
No comment.
52)
All new development sites can incorporate on-site open spaces if the will of the
developer is strong enough. Reliance and therefore contributions into existing open space
is always a cheaper option for a developer.
53)
Management of open space provision can generally be a better option if controlled by
the authority even though this would have a cost whereby standards would be met and
delivered hopefully in the best interest of the community it serves. The mention of a multifunctional model of open space provision seems unclear at this stage but rationalising the
open space estate suggests using vacant sites for housing developments?
SPORTS FACILITIES
54)
All types of sport indoor or outdoor can be encouraged by extra provision either
through increased use of school facilities and existing facilities or from S106 monies
generated from new developments for new additional or enhanced amenities.
55)
A larger capacity new stadium for the Gills would be an asset to the Medway
Towns as the only major football club in the southeast so a new location would be ideal
but is there an area big enough for it to locate to? Redevelopment of the site could
possibly go somewhere in rejuvenating Gillingham Town centre.
NATURAL RESOURCES
56)
Medway has had a rich history of agriculture especially fruit and arable farming. Land
over the years has fallen foul of unwarranted development on Greenfield sites even
though the present local plan policies tended to protect such areas. Enormous weight
must be given to the retention of high quality land around Medway where it must be
protected against needless and predatory development especially on the Hoo Peninsula
particularly around our rural villages. Once this land is concreted over it is lost forever.
AIR QUALITY
57)
The document mentions 3 AQMA’s within Medway. Monitoring of air quality seems
minimal in comparison with the size of Medway. There is concern that additional
monitoring ought to occur in and around Medway with two areas coming to mind – the
tunnel area on the Frindsbury side and in and around Strood town centre. Another area of
concern would be in and around the congested Wainscott area (A228/A289) and
Brompton Farm Road. Any increase to traffic in particular HGV’s having access to the
Hoo Peninsula due to the prospect of more development may also exacerbate levels of
nitrogen dioxide along the A228 corridor.
MINERALS

58)

There is no denying that Minerals are a finite resource and are recognised as such
but if they are to be excavated then every effort must be made to either transport those
minerals wherever possible by the rail network or by wharfage. The Hoo Peninsula
although surrounded by water has access to the railway network whereby it ought to be
utilised. Any planning applications submitted must be conditional in prioritising mineral
movement away from the road network onto alternative transport if practicable.
59)
Again wharves and their suchlike are paramount in their importance of receiving and
transporting heavy aggregate. Maintenance of wharves ought to continue to have
adequate access and must not be allowed to be run down. The more minerals we import
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creates an importance in the upkeep and enhancement of existing infrastructure thus
sustaining safe movement of those minerals to their destination.
WASTE

60)

There seems to a disparity between what Medway produces in household waste
(120,000 tonnes – 2014) and what Medway handles in waste (650,000 tonnes – 2013). If
this is the case should Medway handle its own waste therefore by processing its own
waste that may perhaps go someway into reducing cross-border waste movements as the
mention of an option in relocating waste transfer stations to the wider region is not a
sustainable option. There would not be any mileage either in creating a waste to energy
disposal facility as there are no guarantees that this ‘Incinerator’ would facilitate only
Medway’s waste.

SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

61)

Social sustainability has to start by giving access to services, something that has
been an issue for some time. It is already mentioned that access from the Hoo
Peninsula to Medway Hospital can be and generally is abysmal. Because of the time
factor involved at present some folk are obliged to use private transport or Taxis. Both are
expensive in their own way (Taxi fares or car-parking charges). Secondly a reliable
broadband and mobile phone signal must also be available to all remote areas and not
just for urban communities.
62)
Inequalities exist not only in Medway but exist in other towns and other counties.
Inequalities exist with crime levels but unfortunately the level of visual policing to tackle
certain types of crime (anti-social behaviour) is governed by crime statistics. Employment
also has its own inequalities as those folk who have easy access to faster transport
(railway and commuter coaches) can often commute more easily and more quickly
therefore obtaining access to better paid jobs.
63)
There should be set standards with regard to energy efficiency whereby we agree
that those standards could be reflected within planning applications on all new
developments within the new plan.
64)
We also agree to existing developments business or otherwise being encouraged to
adapt to energy efficiency by way of useful and easily obtained information. Trees are a
useful adaptation for heat loss so again support could be provided to obtain and grow.
Everyone including children could be encouraged to grow food at home if a suitable
space is available or if not obtaining where possible an allotment which could either be
used solely or shared.
65)
Again all new developments should be water friendly. Water is another finite
commodity whereby new building regulations will be possibly imposed with regard to
water usage. Rainwater transfer facilities as a matter of urgency must be incorporated
not only on new sites but may well be encouraged on existing sites. Whether water
metering is perhaps the best way forward in using less water the water utilities can and
will increase the price of water as it suits but in practice does not generally restrict its use.
FLOOD RISK
66)
There are many examples and in hindsight where SuDs have been incorporated on
sites whereby some are adequate some are not but in general all drainage systems drain
somewhere and with respect to the parish of Hoo that means the ‘Brook’. Any increase to
this natural drain has a potential for flooding elsewhere (downstream). All SuDs should
be incorporated on new sites as conditional and not as an afterthought. It also mentioned
flood defences on a site may create the risk of flooding elsewhere therefore certain areas
at risk must be thoroughly investigated before any suggestion of development close to a
flood plain or a flood risk area.
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67)

Certain areas in and around Medway must be identified, if not already as being at
risk of flooding but within the Marsh areas of the Hoo Peninsula a compromise may have
to be sought with regard to continually defending against flooding.

ENERGY

68)

A substantial amount of productive agricultural land of Medway lies on or adjacent to
the Hoo Peninsula. It would be foolish not to protect this once only asset by the overprovision of wind farms. Without subsidies wind farms are far less attractive. The now
derelict River Medway’s Islands could have potential for a wind farm lying just offshore
between ‘the Strand and Hoo Marina’.
69)
Although Solar Farm technology is perhaps an alternative energy source it is also
land hungry and as such cannot be afforded to dominate the Peninsula landscape. It
deemed to be an attractive option but with Government subsidies now ending that now
may be not so.
70)
Taking advantage of waste heat from fossil fuel power stations is now history in
relation to coal-fired Kingsnorth that only leaves gas-fired stations which have their
limitations but whereby their waste heat perhaps could still be utilised to an advantage on
small developments.

TRANSPORT
71)
There are deficiencies in the transport network. At present bus services are without
competition allowing one company to dictate. There perhaps is a possibility that the bus
company could create selected routes to where its customers on the Peninsula desire to
travel without having to interchange at Chatham? Those routes could include e.g.
Hempstead Valley, Bluewater and more importantly Medway Hospital. Encouraging folk
away from their vehicles only tends to alienate which gives an opposite response. To
encourage people to use the towns firstly an alternative has to be applied, not less carparking spaces with increased charges.
72)
It could be considered to increase public transport usage and convenience that a flat
fare be introduced and associated with an Oyster Card type system something that has
already been suggested. Those folk living in the extremities of the rural areas because of
longer journeys they have to endure would not therefore feel penalised.
73)
More expansion within the towns potentially creates more vehicle miles. Those
vehicles need reasonable car-parking but perhaps with more park and ride facilities
particularly to the west of town as what was promised on the Medway City Estate may go
somewhere in reducing this phenomenon.
74)
There has always been concern with non-use of waterfront activities. There is
mention within the document of a reported demand for river usage of which it is believed
encouragement should be given.
75)
The two aviation facilities mentioned are surely poles apart but can both play a
major part for Medway one in leisure and the other in leisure and commercial. The latter
at Rochester could be encouraged as part of the towns integrated transport system to
allow e.g. business people an alternative for faster travel. The other at Stoke although
confined could be expanded for social and domestic pleasure.
DELIVERABILITY
76)
Surely local plan policies can only remain deliverable and sustainable if new
development infrastructure conditions and requirements are identified and made
available as soon as planning applications with associated Section 106 or CIL
agreements are finalised. This should be a foresight and not a hindsight requirement.
77)
The move to CIL on the face of it can possibly have an advantage rather than
collective Section 106’s only if that CIL is ringfenced to the local area especially within
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rural remote areas. We have seen in the past piecemeal infrastructure from various
housing developments proving to be abysmal and fortuitous and not accommodating the
local needs as one would expect.
78)
As mentioned nearly all infrastructure has to be recognised and prioritised before the
event and not afterwards principally those areas which would affect the wellbeing of the
community such as surgeries, expanded health and hospital facilities, sufficient school
places, sports facilities all with the potential for adequate access and public transport.
79)
Unlocking development potential should not alienate the need of adequate planning
process. There ought not to be any shortcuts to the planning process however attractive
a site may look to a prospective developer or to the planning authority. There is still a
need for public consultation on most important planning applications especially
controversial sites. Public opinion must be taken into consideration and the time factor
for consultation ought not to be reduced just to ease and speed up the planning process.
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
80)
There are five development principles mentioned in the document. The first may be
difficult to achieve. In an ideal world the permeability idea is perhaps workable but not all
people are mobile although to have a vehicle free neighbourhood in a shopping area is a
wonderful notion if it can be achieved. Of course bus-stops should be well planned and
therefore accessible to most people but private cars are still required to carry anything
larger than a carrier-bag from high street facilities. High density housing could be
considered futuristic and trendy and maybe a way forward but high-rise development is
not the way forward as the 1960’s witnessed. Firstly why not take advantage of all rundown empty property space above shops in High Streets and shopping areas. With a bit
of encouragement and financial support empty spaces could be developed into small
compact apartments.
81)
Again the development type options are fine as long as people can see the
advantage of shopping and socialising close to where they reside. Although it may be
the will of the authority it is the developer with the purse-strings that has to be convinced
not the people.
82)
Lodge Hill is mentioned that it was central to the Medway’s development strategy
but during the consultation process it was made quite clear from overwhelming public
response it was not the right development for that site. If the site instead of being
approved and then ‘called in’ had initially been compromised to accept a smaller
development of say around 1000 dwellings but without its peripheral nonsense it is
believed the site would have now been up and running and somewhere in achieving a
useful asset for Medway to be proud of and would have therefore had the advantage of
being close to larger existing free-standing settlements. Having said that it is clearly
mentioned that the Hoo Peninsula needs consideration to secure the sustainability of all
of its historic rural settlements which as suggested must be included within the new plan.
There is mention that growth is incremental whereby it can be more difficult to plan for
improvements e.g. roads. The only access and egress to the Hoo Peninsula the A228 at
Four Elms Hill has not seen any improvement since it was duelled even though many
hundreds of dwellings have been allowed to develop over the last few years on the
Peninsula and especially in Hoo. Even the ‘Sharnal Street Bypass’ was privately funded
by business. Four Elms Hill is the gateway to the Peninsula and when it is closed
(which is quite often) the Peninsula is closed to the outside world. With regard to
accommodating a level of future growth making Hoo into more of a ‘Market Town’ rather
than a village may be a step too far. Again it is mentioned that a larger scale of planned
growth would come with improvements to existing facilities and provision of new – that did
not really happen during the old plan and our members are sceptical with the suggestion
that it will happen within the new plan. There is also much concern where it is mentioned
‘there is scope for freestanding settlements on the Hoo Peninsula’. We are incensed that
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there is seemingly a determination to create at any cost free-standing settlements
within the countryside. Protection of the countryside is crucial in Medway’s vision
of the future.
83)
Redevelopment of existing employment areas for residential use is a radical step.
Those employment areas then have to be moved – where?
84)
If anything the green belt boundary needs to be extended to protect the over-spill of
urban areas otherwise towns and their villages will lose their identity entirely.
85)
Building high-rise/density developments on the riverside creates a loss of a
riverside vista which is the attraction for tourists. A riverside landscape is something we
need to develop and maximise if we are to build a high quality, urban style of living.
86)
Creating apartments in and around Chatham and the Waterfront is fine but there
must not be a tendency to over-develop to the extreme by perhaps creating areas that
may be regretful in the future.
87)
Again town centres other than Chatham possibly need a complete makeover so
they can become more attractive to the larger retailer with less emphasis on charity shops
which abound. Again as mentioned all the towns have similar problems as with some
areas there is much empty space above retailers that could be tidied up and utilised for
accommodation.
<End>

Signed
Cllr Lionel Pearce for and on behalf of Hoo Parish Council
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Medway Council Local Plan
Issues and Options 2012 – 2035 (Consultation Document January/February 2016)
Comments on behalf of Berkeley Homes (West London) Ltd.

Berkeley Homes (West London) Ltd. (BHWL) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the
most appropriate approaches and locations for supporting sustainable growth in Medway.
Developing the large regeneration site of Victory Pier, fronting the River Medway, we feel we
are well placed to make a contribution.
Berkeley Homes seek to create beautiful, successful places characterised by the quality of
their design, external spaces, transport and access to jobs and amenities. These are places
where people choose to live, work and spend their time and which directly encourage people’s
wellbeing and quality of life.

Housing

4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of housing needs
calculated for Medway over the plan period?
For Medway to prosper it must aim high and plan for a vibrant, diverse and successful borough.
Working towards this goal must be an overarching aim in which good quality homes in the
right locations plays an imperative role in delivering mixed and balanced communities.
The universities play an important role in attracting a highly qualified workforce to Medway
which historically has had a low skills level. The retention of the students once they complete
their education will be important for the prosperity of Medway. They will create demand for
good quality housing in Medway form smaller apartments to larger family homes.

5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for Medway?
People from South East London and neighbouring councils are attracted to settle in Medway
because house prices are cheapest in the region and rail links to London are excellent.

Berkeley Homes (West London) Limited
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Registered No. 2660063

Proud to be a member of the Berkeley Group of Companies
Registered in England and Wales

Registered Office: Berkeley House, 19 Portsmouth Road, Cobham, Surrey, KT11 1JG

5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for Medway?
People from South East London and neighbouring councils are attracted to settle in Medway
because house prices are cheapest in the region and rail links to London are excellent.
BHWL have found that there is demand from private investors for good quality apartments at
Victory Pier. However, in the future, this market is uncertain as it is subject to government
reforms in terms of taxation, stamp duty or other restrictions.

6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of affordable housing,
and what threshold should be set for the scale of development that needs to provide affordable
housing?
BHWL have found that build costs have risen much more sharply than house price at Victory
Pier. In addition to rising material costs, we have also experienced difficulty in attracting a
skilled workforce to Medway, as many commute to London where they can achieve higher
wages for the same work.
Many of the suitable development sites in Medway are brown-field regeneration sites which
require significant remediation to be suitable for residential development. In addition, these
sites often involve significant infrastructure costs to get the site ready for development and
potentially flood risk improvements if in close proximity to the River Medway.
To make these site viable it is therefore important that the level of affordable provision is
assessed on a site by site basis and if necessary a viability assessment undertaken
demonstrating the realistic level of affordable provision the site can carry to bring it forward for
delivery.
BHWL suggests that up-to 25% provision to be an appropriate level of affordable housing,
however we would promote a greater weighting of intermediate tenure housing.
The affordable threshold of site above 15 dwellings would seem reasonable.

7) What form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing population of older
people?
Berkeley Homes are committed to developing in a sustainable manner. This is done through
our company policies and “Our Vision” – our long term strategy to generate successful,
sustainable places where people aspire to live. Part of that vision is to create flexible homes
which conforms as far as possible to the Lifetime Homes Standards and which are able to be
adaptable as changes occur in the household. This mean that older people are able to remain
in their own home for longer.
BHWL have successfully completed an Extra Care complex at Victory Pier. It is very popular
with residents and considered highly suitable for the older population which value their
independence but has the reassurance of additional help should it be required.

8) What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Through selling the apartments in Victory Pier, we have found a high demand for smaller
apartments. This is both for one-bedroom apartments and “Manhattans” (a large open plan
studio apartment where the sleeping area can be partitioned off with sliding doors). These
appeal as starter homes, students, single people and down sizers and private investors.

9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and wellbeing of Medway’s
communities?
BHWL aspires to create great places where residents enjoy a good quality of life now and in
the future. Our developments conforms as far as possible with the Building for Life standards
which considers the external built environment. Our developments integrates with the existing
area and builds connections through it. We provide good quality homes with well thought out
layouts, access and beautifully landscaped external areas which are easy to maintain.
It is important that developers Section 106 contributions are utilised to improve the
environment in the locality in which the development is undertaken. This way development will
make a contribution to the health and wellbeing in the wider community.

10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites for starter home developments?
A diverse mix of dwelling sizes and tenures generally creates the most successful places.
BHWL therefore thinks that the starter homes should be integrated within the proposed
developments as far as practical.

11) How do you consider the infrastructure needs of starter home and self and custom build
developments should be addressed?
If starter homes are within a larger development, infrastructure needs will be borne by the
wider development site and be exempt from Section 106 contributions.
If the starter homes are on separate sites it is reasonable that the infrastructure costs are met
or subsidised by grants from local and central government.

12) How should the council provide for the demand for land and self-build housing? For
example, integrated with larger developments, on stand-alone sites, or linked to place making
ambitions to deliver highly sustainable and innovative design quality.
Development of this type would be best on stand-alone sites. Medway Council will need to
enforce strong control and ensure they are well managed. There could be a danger that plots
may not be progressed diligently and within an agreed timeframe, leaving neighbouring sites
and localities as blighted.

13) What is the demand for student housing and where would this be best located? For
example, would dedicated student housing be appropriate in Medway’s town centres?
BHWL built successful student accommodation as part of the Victory Pier development, ideally
located close to the Universities and local amenities. There is also good transportation links
in close proximity. With the proposed further expansion of the number of student intakes to
the Medway University Campus there will be additional demand for good quality purpose built

student accommodation. Similar locations to Victory Pier would be best suited to purpose built
student accommodation.
Dedicated student accommodation would potentially free up some of the traditional homes in
Gillingham which have been converted into student accommodation.

14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople’s
accommodation in Medway, and what criteria should be used to identify appropriate sites?
No comments.

Affordable Housing

Berkeley are committed to deliver affordable homes within the policy framework of the Local
Plan and Government legislation. To meet Medway’s target we believe that many different
types of affordable would be required. No two sites are the same and should not be treated
identically.
Many of Medway Council’s development sites are large brownfield sites next to the river.
However, they are costly to bring forward as they usually require significant remediation, flood
mitigation, new access arrangements and other utility and infrastructure costs. To be able to
deliver these sites the viability for delivering the affordable provision is not always possible.
In Berkeley’s experience of selling homes at Victory Pier we have found that the price of
housing in Medway have a glass ceiling. This means that for certain site, values would not be
achieved to be able to support the 25% level of affordable housing. It is therefore important
that Medway’s planning policy has the flexibility for assessing the affordable on a site by site
basis and that the affordable level of provision should be up-to 25%.
There should also be flexibility within policy for affordable tenure split of 60% rented, 40%
shared ownership and to consider other affordable models. We would welcome the principle
starter homes as a type of affordable housing, however clear guidance from central
government on this tenure is still unclear.
Medway should also consider the potential for exploring donor sites for affordable housing as
well as off-site contributions to ensure the production of affordable housing is maximised within
the borough and also delivered in the most suitable locations.

Development Strategy

80) Are the development principles right? Should other guiding principles be introduced?
Medway Council is likely to need to use all the outlined development approaches to deliver
housing in Medway if demand is to be met; (high density town centre and riverside
development; incremental suburban development; planned growth of existing settlements;
freestanding settlements; urban extensions; role of custom and self-build housing and
approaches to the town centres).

To create prosperous and attractive areas in Medway in which people would like to live, work
and spend time, it is important to make priorities and Berkeley thinks this should be done by
promoting the town centre and large river fronted regeneration sites. It would open up
attractive areas of the River Medway and mend connectivity in the urban fabric.
Medway has excellent rail connections which makes development in the borough attractive to
developers and residents. However, the topography of Medway is such that the inadequate
road network gets congested. This will be a deterrent for many developers. Medway Council
should consider how the network could be improved to accommodate the additional homes
required within the plan period and make funding available to achieve improvements. Unless
a strategic framework to adequately access to the many riverside regeneration sites are
considered, Medway’s vision of a growing, prosperous, attractive town will be difficult to
achieve.

81) Do you agree with the assessment of the advantages and disadvantages of the various
development type options set out above? Are there other advantages and disadvantages that
should be achieved?
Medway has a unique set of natural assets in the borough. It is important that they are retained
and enhanced. These are finite resources and are in part what attracts developers and
residents to Medway. However, there are opportunities in the borough which could include for
extensions to the existing urban conurbations without harming the environment or the setting
of the existing villages and they should be pursued. Developments should seek to integrate
and enhance the existing fabric of Medway where possible.

82) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best meets the identified
growth requirements for Medway?
To achieve Medway’s growth requirements, BHWL thinks that not one development type
would be adequate. A combination of all the development types would be required. This would
also attract a wider range of developers, increasing the level of delivery. However BHWL
believes that sustainable development through the reuse of existing brownfield sites. should
be prioritised but must include funding support for the larger riverside regeneration sites.
Greenfield release in fringe locations should also be considered to support the growth of new
and existing settlements.

83) Should we consider more radical approaches to meeting development needs, such as
significant increases in density, or large scale redevelopment of existing employment areas
for residential or mixed use?
The demand for accommodation for single and small households lends itself to higher density
development. They would be suitable for sustainable locations close to town centres where
transportations and local facilities are readily available and the need for car ownership less.
However, there is a profound need to maintain a high quality of design when considering
greater density larger schemes.
Planning policy should be flexible so existing employment areas could be reconsidered for
residential or mixed use redevelopment, particularly in river fronting locations or locations in
close proximity to major public transport links.

84) Should the green belt boundary be reviewed?
BHWL thinks it is a good idea to review the green belt boundary. However, it should not be a
prerequisite that it is with the view of decreasing the green spaces. It is the quality of the green
belt which is important and some areas within the current green belt is undoubtedly of such a
poor standard that sensitive development would be preferable to the current state.
It is important to keep the strategic green buffers between the built fabric of the towns and
villages. It retains the identity of the different villages and urban environments and contains
urban sprawl. It provides a sense of place for the communities in each area. Furthermore it is
of ecological value as green lungs and habitat corridors.

85) What provision should be made for mixed use in residential developments, both high
density and low density?
In Medway, BHWL have experience of delivering ground floor commercial accommodation on
the high density Victory Pier development. Despite the retail units having been available for
several years we have had very limited interest from operators in occupying the units.
Accommodation facing Gillingham Pier has remained empty since they were built. Demand
for commercial space has been for locations next to road frontage with high levels of footfall.
Where the commercial units are not visible from a main thoroughfare it is very hard to attract
visitors to the destination.
BHWL proposes that mixed use schemes should only be a requirement in suitable town centre
high density locations. We are not aware of any low density mixed use developments where
the commercial elements have been considered successful.

86) What approach should be taken to future development opportunities and mix of uses in
Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
The Issues and Options Consultation Document outlines three proposals for Chatham town
centre. BHWL thinks it is a good idea to increase the number of residential homes in the town
centre. The trend of retail decreasing has been seen over the last few decades and is unlikely
to change. To make a large and thriving urban neighbourhood, high residential densities in
Chatham town centre should be welcomed as sustainable development.
Sites looking on to the river would be especially attractive to developers provided it is not
blighted by adjacent unsocial uses (bus station and water pumping station).

87) Do you agree that the town centres require improvement in their existing roles, or should
we consider holistic review of any of them in conjunction with nearby waterfront regeneration
sites?
For Medway to be a thriving, vibrant place in which people are attracted it is important the all
of the town centres are reviewed holistically when new development is proposed. This is
especially relevant in relation to the large waterfront regeneration sites which is such an asset
and runs through the heart of the borough of Medway. Nevertheless, now is also the opportune
time to review town centre vision and improvements of all the Medway towns.

We hope Medway Council find our comments and suggestions helpful and will inform the draft
of the new Local Plan.

Yours Sincerely,

Helle Dorrington
Architect

Berkeley Homes (West London) Limited
Chelsea Bridge Wharf | 380 Queenstown Road | London | SW8 4PE |
Registered No. 2660063

Proud to be a member of the Berkeley Group of Companies
Registered in England and Wales

Registered Office: Berkeley House, 19 Portsmouth Road, Cobham, Surrey, KT11 1JG
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Environmental Health Comments on Medway Council’s
Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
February 2016
1. Air Quality
Currently, there is no statutory guidance on how to deal with air quality considerations
through the planning system. Most guidance concerns itself with technical modelling of
impacts with little information provided on how to mitigate against impacts. The Kent and
Medway Air Quality Partnership has developed a supplementary planning document (SPD)
which uses the approach developed by other councils in the West Midlands, Yorkshire and
Sussex that both simplifies the assessment of air quality for development schemes while
placing more emphasis on incorporating road transport emission mitigation as standard.
It is recognised that development will in the main inherently increase road transport
emissions, both during the construction and operational phases. However, it is also
recognised that sustainable development can be a positive force for change. The approach
in the SPD seeks to minimise road transport emissions wherever practicable to sustainable
levels, while also seeking to counter the cumulative impacts arising from all developments.
A key theme of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is that developments should
enable future occupiers to make green vehicle choices and it explicitly states that low
emission vehicle infrastructure, including electric vehicle re-charging, should be provided.
The SPD seeks to develop consistent EV re-charging standards for new developments
across Kent.
It is hoped that by securing reasonable emission mitigation on each scheme, where
appropriate, cumulative impact effects, arising from overall development can be minimised.
This new approach will provide greater clarity and consistency for developers, which should
help to speed up the planning process.

Medway’s Air Quality SPD
The Air Quality SPD uses the Major sized category defined by the Department for Transport
indicative thresholds for transport assessments to determine if a development should
provide an emissions mitigation assessment which is less onerous than a full air quality
assessment. The assessment uses a formula to calculate the emissions resulting from a
development or change of development use and produces a cost for mitigation measures
and/or compensation. Scheme mitigation equivalent to this cost would then be required to be
provided within the design of the development where possible.
Example mitigation: 






Electric vehicle charging points
Low NOx boilers
Cycle paths and cycle storage
Green infrastructure
Use of low emission commercial vehicles
Public transport subsidies for employees

However, those developments which are close to or within an AQMA will also need to
include a standard air quality assessment to determine the impact of the development on air
quality and to determine if mitigation measures (such as ventilation) are required to reduce
the impact on the health of the occupiers of the development.
For all developments that fall below the major sized category regardless of whether they are
inside of an AQMA or not, standard mitigation of electric vehicle charging points and low
NOx boilers will be required to make the development acceptable in terms of air quality.
Recommendations
Environmental Health recommends that a specific policy on air quality be included within the
Local Plan which supports the use of the SPD.

2. Transport and Parking
An efficient transport system is vital to the success of future developments. The proposed
high levels of growth in Medway should be supported by improved sustainable transport
links including the provision of Park and Ride services and initiatives to encourage a modal
shift towards more environmentally sustainable forms of transport, as well as encouraging
more walking and cycling which will have environmental and health benefits.
The Local Plan should promote development that reduces the need to travel, especially by
car and should promote sustainable travel by encouraging people to walk, cycle or use the
bus or train. All developments should seek to reduce the number of vehicle trips and deliver
appropriate mitigation measures to reduce congestion and improve air quality.
Higher density developments and those that generate significant traffic movements should
be located in the parts of Medway that have the best access to public transport alternatives.
Controlling the level and location of car parking is crucial to ensuring more sustainable travel
patterns whilst also increasing public health. There is currently a high provision of cheap car
parking in Medway’s town centres and without parking restraint the levels of growth
predicted would lead to unacceptable levels of traffic congestion and air pollution. The
provision of suitable Park and Ride sites would enable the levels of car parking within
Medway’s town centres to be reduced to reduce congestion and improve air quality.

3. Noise and Vibration
A noise and vibration SPD has been developed by the Kent Pollution Group and has been
approved by the Kent Planning Officers Group. It seeks to ensure that there is sufficient
mitigation for noise to prevent substantial loss of amenity at the development stage, and is
based on existing practice carried out within Medway Council.
Recommendations
Environmental Health recommends that a specific policy on noise be included within the
Local Plan which supports the use of the SPD.

4. Contaminated Land
A contaminated land SPD has been developed by the Kent Pollution Group and has been
approved by the Kent Planning Officers Group. It seeks to ensure that there is appropriate
protection from contamination at the development stage, and is based on existing practice
carried out within Medway Council.
Recommendations
Environmental Health recommends that a specific policy on contaminated land be included
within the Local Plan which supports the use of the SPD.
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Medway Local Plan Consultation, PHE South East response, February 2016
Issues


We would want to see the plan demonstrably link evidence of need in the JSNA and
Health & Wellbeing Strategy to plans for development and adaptions to the built
environment, services and facilities.

Housing


It would be helpful to see evidence of data linking seasonal excess deaths in older
people and respiratory conditions in infants and young children with plans to improve
the quality of private and social housing stock – particularly addressing issues of
damp and affordability.

Economy


With regards to future proofing the Medway Local Plan, we would encourage
consideration of the potential for local economic partnerships to build public health
outcomes routinely into plans to foster economic growth.

Tourism


We would welcome any actions which support opportunities for visitors and residents
to be more physically active and to spend more time in the natural and built
environment, in light of the evidence for benefits to physical and mental health this
can bring.

Retail, commercial leisure & town centres







We would encourage consideration of equitable access to commercial physical
environments that facilitate walking, cycling and mobility.
Consideration needs to be given to the impact of street furniture in such settings to
enable older people and families with young children to safely navigate through the
commercial space.
Consideration should also be given to regular opportunities for older people, young
families and people with disabilities to be able to sit safely in public spaces.
Ensuring that there are regular opportunities for people to access clean, safe toilets,
which is an important factor that can limit accessibility particularly for older people.
We would applaud any additional opportunities to extend leisure facilities which
encourage affordable active lifestyles, such as children’s play areas and skate parks.
This should be considered alongside opportunities through the build environment to
increase walking and cycling.

Environment


It is positive to see Medway’s recognition of the need to protect and enhance the
natural environment in light of the benefits it can provide in the form of providing
open space to relax, exercise and learn. We would support the suggestion in
s11.10 to consider opportunities to promote greater access to the river and would

encourage consideration of how to maximise opportunities for promoting active travel
whether through walking or cycling and greater use more generally of open spaces
by the whole population.
Build environment




With regards the characteristics that make a place good to live, in addition to the
promotion of active travel through enabling greater levels of walking and cycling and
the additional points raised under ‘Retail, commercial leisure & town centres’ section
above, we would note the importance of designing space that promotes social
interaction, considers walkability, promotes active travel, ensures adequate street
lighting to improve safety and the perceptions of safety and takes in to account the
value of of green space and natural light in fostering mental wellbeing.
New buildings should ensure public health considerations are born in mind such as
through designs that promote the use of stairs rather than lifts through lay out and
signage.

Rural issues


A key issue is ensuring families and individuals are connected with communities,
facilities and services. Therefore consideration should be given to supporting access
to regular and affordable public transportation, integrated with opportunities for active
travel elements where feasible.

Infrastructure and services




We commend the inclusion as a key objective for the plan the promotion of a
healthier Medway and opportunities to support healthier lifestyle choices through
access to nutritious food, walking, cycling and exercise as engagement in community
life.
Similarly we commend the intentions to provide secondary care services in
community and home settings and promote availability of telecare services.
Consideration should be given to ensuring equitable access for the whole eligible
community.

Social and community infrastructure


We would emphasise the importance of the insights and recommendations within
this section, particularly regarding the need to ensure plans take in to account
changing demographics and the implications of this to community needs.

Open space


It is positive to see Medway’s recognition of the importance of open space as a
community resources and the benefits that this can deliver and we would encourage
full consideration of opportunities to maximise opportunities for this through the plan,
for the benefit of local people’s physical and mental health.



Given the strong evidence of growing rates of childhood and adult overweight and
obesity, we could strongly encourage Medway to secure existing facilities which
support physical activity and to seek opportunities to address shortfalls.

Air Quality


The plan should consider traffic management in the AQMA to reduce NOx, such as
reduced speed areas, emission control for commercial vehicles, location of charging
points for electric vehicles and/or other similar controls.

Waste



We would support initiatives to increase the recycling rates both for household and
commercial streams.
We would encourage plans to manage the waste processing as close to its source
as possible, and to explore all options of waste treatment as well as relocation of
existing waste transfer stations

Sustainability and climate change/Flood risk


We would encourage the plan to consider the effects of localised flooding,
particularly surface water flooding.

Transport




We would support plans to enable regular and safe walking and cycling for local
people through development and adaption of pathways, cycle routes, signage and
traffic management that supports safer cycling throughout Medway.
We would also encourage plans which aim to reduce community severance through
traffic calming, and redesign of road systems in and around neighbourhoods.

Name: Alister Henderson
Reference
120

Organisation
Carter Jonas

On Behalf Of
National Grid Property Holdings

Type of Consultee
Developer/Consultant

Page 1

Name: Paul Sharpe
Reference
121

Organisation
Paul Sharpe Associates

On Behalf Of
Hillier Estates Limited

Type of Consultee
Developer/Consultant

Page 1

maryott, kyle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Follow Up Flag:
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23 February 2016 15:58
policy, planning
MEDWAY COUNCIL ISSUES & OPTIONS CONSULTATION DOCUMENT
Follow up
Completed

Dear Sir
We act for Hillier Estates Limited, the owner of SLAA site 0822 (Land at Robins & Day) Land at
197 High Street, Rochester. We comment selectively on Q80 – 87 in the context of seeking the
most appropriate form of development for what must be one of the most important
redevelopment sites in Rochester town centre identified in the Council’s “Star Hill to Sun Pier
Planning & Design Strategy SPD” as “Star Hill – Sun Pier Gateway”.
Q80 – We have no fundamental objection to the identified development principles set out in para
27.8. However, we would comment that this list implies an attempt to return to the higher
densities advocated by the last Labour Government and enshrined in, the (now superceded) PPG3
Housing. Generally, that experience shows that a blanket increase in density was not successful,
particularly in suburban locations where family housing with gardens, are much preferred.
In or near urban centres however, higher development densities are accepted but with the
relocation of industrial/employment uses to more peripheral locations and now the further decline
of retailing generally as a town centre function, (having suffered from first out of town retailing
and now internet retailing) the reintroduction of residential use should be further considered.
In Rochester town centre, the relatively limited development opportunity that site 0822
represents; its proximity to the railway station; its proximity to services and facilities and its
heritage location between the two conservation areas all point to the need for an appropriate mix
of uses for this site. We believe that a predominantly residential redevelopment scheme would
fulfil the sustainable development potential of this site.
Q81 & Q83 – We agree with the advantages of high density town centre and riverside
development. However, a further advantage displayed by site 0822 is the Thames Gateway role
that could be fulfilled in providing residential accommodation for London. The proximity of the
site to the railway station means that a predominantly residential redevelopment can also cater
for that need, ie a strategic objective of housing provision in Medway.
In the same way as Rochester Riverside (not considered an obvious or traditional location for
residential redevelopment) is now referred to as a potential location for such development, so too
should this High Street site be similarly considered. Site 0822 is currently in industrial/quasi
industrial use and its High Street and conservation area attributes mean that it presents a unique
redevelopment opportunity. A large comprehensive planned new neighbourhood is not required
but rather a sensitively designed sustainable development, enhancing the conservation area,
improving urban design, High Street frontage and a sense of place at the junction of two
conservation areas and providing residential accommodation that helps underpin existing services
and facilities and thus the heritage fabric of the wider conservation areas.
1

Q86, Q87 & Q27 – In the two questions posed here, and in paras 27.35 – 27.49, we feel that
the role of the town centres, other than Chatham, are being relegated. One size does not
necessarily fit all and these centres have an important role to play in the development strategy for
Medway.
As set out in para 27.50 a more detailed place by place analysis with an emphasis on finding the
best mix of patterns of development is required. Importantly, this approach must apply to the
town centre of Rochester.
Para 10.11 correctly identifies the specialist tourist role of Rochester town centre with limited
convenience retailing. The general lack of a convenience store (rather than a supermarket) tends
to confirm a lack of population/customers within close proximity. This observation tends to
underpin the case for higher density residential development and convenience retail space within
the centre of Rochester.
Historically, with urbanisation, the service function of town centres expanded, firstly by the
conversion of residential property to shops etc and later to be replaced perhaps by purpose
designed shops. With the advent of mass car ownership, out of town retailing and now internet
shopping, town centres are contracting and it is only logical that vacated space be replaced by the
return of residential uses in those town centres. In turn, the additional residential activity would
bolster the remaining retail uses and commercial viability.
The overriding conclusion therefore is the need to regenerate town centres (particularly Rochester
town centre) with mixed uses – with an emphasis on residential uses.
I would be grateful if you would kindly acknowledge receipt of these representations and please
be in contact if there are any further queries.
Yours sincerely
Paul H Sharpe

Paul Sharpe Associates LLP
The Old Rectory, Broad Blunsdon, Swindon SN26 7DQ

This email and any attachments are confidential and may also be privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the
contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from your system.
Em17/23.2.16
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1.

Summary and Conclusions

This report assesses the pace of delivery of large scale development in order to establish how these sites contribute to five year
housing land supply and the implementation of development plans. It considers firstly how long it takes for an urban extension to
progress through the planning system, and once construction has started, the rate at which new housing units are delivered.
The report tracks the progress of 84 urban extensions through the planning system over the last 25 years. On average across
all sites analysed, an urban extension site starts construction on the first phase of housing more than four years after the
submission of an outline application. There are however many exceptions to this timescale. Whilst it is not unusual for
sites to take much longer, in recent years urban extension sites have tended to progress more quickly. Considering only sites
coming forward since 2010, the average time taken to start on site drops to under three years after the submission of an
outline application.

Dark: All Sites
Light: Sites coming forward since 2010

Nevertheless, there are clearly significant risks of longer timeframes on these large complex sites. Delays can occur at any
stage of the process, and can be due to many factors such as problems with funding, infrastructure requirements or local
objections. However, the individual nature of these sites means it is difficult to identify absolute trends.
Some urban extensions have progressed through the planning process more quickly in established growth areas,
suggesting that the appetite of the local authority for development and the resource available for progressing major planning
applications plays a crucial role. Analysis of the the sites in the sample indicates that, once construction starts and in a strong
market, annual delivery can be anticipated to be around 60 units in first year of construction, picking up to more than 100
units per annum in subsequent years and increasing to around 120 units. The build out rate of each site will depend on
the disposal strategy of each developer, but the presence of multiple developers on site helps to drive higher annual completion
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rates.

We are aware of many urban extensions in the south of England where recent delivery rates have been

substantially in excess of 120 units per annum.
It should be noted that the above timescales do not take into account:
a)

Time taken between the allocation of the site and starting preparation of the planning application

b)

Pre application discussions/negotiations and preparation of the outline planning application

c)

The period between starting construction and delivering the first residential unit.

This study has not provided evidence in relation to these time periods. Whilst previous research estimated b) and c) at 2.5
years, it is also the case that outline applications can be made very soon after allocation, where local planning authorities
and a developer are working together to bring forward sites, allowing processes to run in parallel.
In simple terms the data reviewed for the study points to the following indicative timescales.

All
sites

Post
2010
sites

Not reviewed in this study
Allocation to first completions (years)

1

6.8
5.3

Data not
available

Outline application to start on site (years)

4.3

2.8

Build rate first year (homes per annum)

65

Not
analysed
separately

Allocation to start on site (years)

1

Reviewed in this study

Build rate after first year (homes per annum)

2

110

(1)

According to earlier study by Hourigan Connelly for Gladman Developments.

(2)

This rose to 120 per annum in 2013. Observed build rates in the south of England can be significantly higher.

The study indicates that, whilst many urban extensions have taken longer than four years to progress from outline application to
a start on site, it appears that these timeframes have compressed more recently, to less than three years on average. This
suggests that, if pre-application timeframes can be accelerated, it has become more likely that these sites can start to deliver
housing within the lifetime of a five year housing land supply plan.
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2.

Introduction

Barratt Homes are seeking to understand the pace of delivery of large scale development in order to establish how these sites
contribute to five year housing land supply and the implementation of development plans. This report will be used as evidence
for planning applications and Development Plan submissions.
The report references a study by Hourigan Connolly on behalf of Gladman Developments Limited, A Report into the Delivery of
Urban Extensions, published in February 2014, to provide case studies of sites of over 500 units that have been brought forward
in the last 25 years. These case studies have been analysed to determine the timescales involved for these sites to progress
through the planning system and start on site, and thereafter the rate at which housing units are delivered.

2.1.

Methodology

The Gladman study was supported by evidence provided by local authorities on 78 sites via a site specific proforma. We have
updated the study by reviewing recent planning activity recorded by Glenigan, adding in a further six sites for which an
application has been made since 2010. All sites in the sample are urban extensions, predominantly on greenfield land. For the
most part, the responses did not include sites on previously developed land which may require extensive remediation before
houses are completed, new settlements which may require significant infrastructure work, or sites which have received
government funding.
The regional spread of the sites is as follows:

Region

Number of Sites

South East

27

South West

12

East of England

6

East Midlands

14

West Midlands

5

Yorkshire and Humber

6

North East

1

Scotland

11

Wales

2

Of the sites in the sample, 64% are under construction, 6% have been built out, and 30% are yet to commence on site.
This data has been analysed in two stages. Firstly, we have examined how long it takes for a site to progress through each
stage of the planning system, from the submission of an outline application to beginning construction of the first housing units,
and sought to establish whether the size or location of the site influences this process.
The second part of the study examines the rate of delivery of units once construction has started, assesses how many units are
deliverable from these sites per annum, and investigates the relationship between delivery and housing market strength.
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3.

The Planning Process

To establish the length of time for a site to progress through planning, we have broken down the process into 5 stages:
submission of outline application to resolution to grant, negotiation of section 106 leading to the grant of outline permission,
preparation of first reserved matters application, consideration of reserved matters application, and discharging the pre
commencement conditions prior to the start on the first housing units. This study does not account for time spent on pre
application discussions.
We have used the dates provided for each stage in the site proforma, supplemented by data from Glenigan Planning Database
and local authority planning archives to establish when applications were submitted and determined for each site, and
calculated the time period between each month. Taking the median time period for each stage indicates that commencement
on the first phase of housing delivery is likely to be in the fifth year following the submission of the outline application.
This is shorter timescale than the seven years detailed in the Gladman report, which accounts for additional stages, such as the
preparation of the outline application (1 year) and the period between starting on site and delivering the first residential units (1.5
years). We do not have data covering these stages so have relied on the elapsed times of the schemes in question.
Table 1 – Median time taken from submission of outline application to start on site

Year 1
Q1

Q2

Q3

Year 2
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Year 3
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Year
5

Year 4
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q1

Outline
Application
Consideration

Section 106
Negotiations

Preparation of
1st Reserved
Matters
Application
Reserved
Matters
Consideration
Site
Preparation
including
discharging pre
commencement
conditions
Start on Site
(Housing)

Source: Savills using data from Gladman, Hourigan Connolly, Glenigan and local authorities
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Within the sample however, there are significant variations from this timescale. Figure 1 shows the maximum, minimum, median
and lower and upper quartiles of the time taken to progress through each stage.
Figure 1 – Range of timescales for urban extensions to pass through planning process

120

Number of Months

100
80
Maximum

60
Upper Quartile

40
Median

20
Lower Quartile

0

Outline Application
to Resolution to
Grant

Agreement of
Section 106

Preparation of
Reserved Matters
Application

Reserved Matters
Approval of
consideration
Reserved Matters to
start on site

Minimum

Source: Gladman & Hourigan Connolly
There are outliers over long time periods at each stage of the process, which highlights the complexity of bringing this type of
site forward. The median time for a site to gain a resolution to grant permission is just over one year, but the sample also
includes eight sites which took over 3 years to reach the same stage. Within each category there are also sites which are yet to
reach the end of that stage. Among these sites are Bronham Road in Bedford, Ladygrove East in South Oxfordshire and
Shawfair in Midlothian. All these sites are at the Agreement of Section 106 stage, having gained a resolution to grant in 2003,
2005 and 2006 respectively. The amount of time taken to agree the Section 106 or Section 75 agreement on these sites has
already far exceeded the current maximum in the sample of 71 months, likely due to the changing housing market affecting
viability following the economic downturn in 2008.
Each site has unique circumstances that may hamper its progress, from local opposition, statutory challenges, a call in for
determination by central government, to the strength of local housing market. This can be simply due to the complexity of the
application, as the size of these schemes often means there are multiple development partners involved. At Cranbrook in
Devon, the Section 106 took over 64 months to agree, well above the median time of 14 months, as multi-agency agreements
and clawback clauses, combined with difficult market conditions caused significant delay. Initial delays can also result in further
complications; Outline Permission was granted in 1991 for the 660 unit site at Branston, East Staffordshire, and although
several reserved matters applications were approved between 1994 and 2004, only 50 units were ever built. The site was sold
in 2010, and rather than continue to submit reserved matters applications for the 1991 permission, the new developer instead
submitted a revised outline application to reflect the changed housing market conditions in October 2011. The new application
has progressed much more quickly, gaining Outline Permission in 2013.

Report o Barratt Homes

31 October 2014

5

Urban Extensions
Assessment of Delivery Rates
3.1.

Infrastructure Requirements

A recurring hindrance to quick progress is the provision of infrastructure. This tends to slow down the delivery of urban
extensions at two key points, firstly in agreeing the Section 106, and secondly between approval of reserved matters and
starting on the first housing units. It took three years for the Section 106 for the 1,284 unit site at Sharp Lane, Leeds to be
agreed, as it was complicated by requirement for off-site highway works.
The timing of the infrastructure works is also key. Where is it planned to be delivered in line with the phasing of housing delivery,
the potential for problems is limited. At Hunts Grove, Gloucester, major off-site works have been scheduled in line with delivery
of later phases, allowing construction to start on housing four years after the submission of the outline application, and the site
to deliver 400 units since construction started in 2010. However, if the infrastructure works are not phased alongside the
housing delivery, it can pose problems; the site at Melton Road, Rushcliffe made smooth progress through the planning system.
The outline permission was granted a year after submission, and approval of the first reserved matters application followed 18
months later. Three years later however, construction is yet to start on site as major off site infrastructure is still required.
Similarly, the North Colchester urban extension gained a resolution to grant subject to the agreement of the Section 106 in
September 2013, but improvements to the Northern Access road are required before development can get underway and
consequently timescales for the submission of reserved matters and subsequent delivery of housing is undetermined at present.

3.2.

Site Size

There is little correlation between the size of the urban extension and how long it takes to progress through the planning
process. The median for 3000+ unit sites is slightly higher at 79 months compared to 50 – 60 months for the other size
bands. However, the maximum time taken for the 3000+ unit sites is lower than the maximum in all other site size bands. .
Figure 2 – Time taken from submission of outline application to start on site by site size
160

140

Number of Months

120

Maximum

100
Upper Quartile

80
60

Median

40

Lower Quartile

20
Minimum

0

500 - 1000 units

1000 - 2000 units

2000 - 3000 units
Site Size

3000+ units

All sites

Source: Gladman & Hourigan Connolly
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There is however some indication that sites are more likely to progress quickly through the system in local authorities with high
housing growth. Plotting the total time taken for construction to begin from the submission of an outline application against the
increase in dwelling stock in each local authority over the last decade shows rapid progression of sites of over 3000 units in the
established growth areas of Milton Keynes and Corby.
Figure 3 – Time taken from submission of outline application to start on site by authority delivery rates

160
140

Number of Months

120

500 - 1000
units

100

1000 - 2000
units

80

2000 - 3000
units
3000+ units

60
40
20
0
0%

5%

10%
15%
Growth in dwelling stock since 2004

20%

Source: Savills using DCLG, Scottish Neighbourhood Statistics, Gladman & Hourigan Connolly
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In these two local authorities, which have respectively seen a 16% and 18% growth in dwellings since 2004, construction began
within three years of an outline application being submitted. Conversely in the local authorities which have seen less than 10%
growth, all but two of the 3000+ unit sites took longer than the 5 year average outlined in Table 1.
Figure 4 – Time taken from submission of outline application to start on site by authority delivery rates: 3000+ unit
sites
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The rapid progress of these sites through the planning process in local authorities which were already delivering high numbers
of new dwellings suggests that the appetite for development and resource for dealing with major applications within the local
authority plays just as important role in bringing forward urban extensions as the characteristics of the site itself. Corby and
Milton Keynes were both recipients of funding through the 2003 Sustainable Communities Plan, which included grants totalling
£350 million across the country for Planning Delivery, enabling them to progress major development sites more rapidly.
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Assessment of Delivery Rates
3.3.

Recent Trends

The sites sampled in Gladman’s report have come forward over a thirty year period, reflecting a variety of market conditions. To
gain a clearer understanding of the progression of urban extension sites in the current climate, we have identified 24 sites for
which an outline application was submitted after 2010, 18 of which were identified in the original Gladman report. Compared
with the overall sample, these sites have progressed much more quickly, taking an average of 33 months from the
submission of the outline application to start on site, against the average of the whole sample of 60 months.

This

suggests that it has become more likely that large sites will progress through the planning system quickly enough to begin
delivering housing units within the lifetime of a five year housing land supply plan.
Figure 5 – Progression of urban extension applications submitted since 2010
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Urban Extensions
Assessment of Delivery Rates

4.

Housing Delivery Rates

The site proforma in the Gladman study detail the number of units delivered per annum on sites where construction has started.
Data is provided for 43 sites. On average, sites delivered 65 units in the first year of construction, although again there is a
wide variation in the numbers delivered.
Figure 6 – Delivery of housing in the first year of construction
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The sites which delivered high numbers in the first year generally did so due to their funding arrangements. The Lyde Road site
in Yeovil which delivered 226 units had a high completion rate as the majority of the units were affordable homes and had to be
completed within that financial year as a condition of government funding. The second highest delivery in the first year of
construction was 200 units at Cranbrook in Devon. This site benefitted from strategic restrictions on development elsewhere in
the borough, creating a positive climate for investment in the scheme, and competition between multiple developers on the site
has led to high build rates.
After the first year of completions, the number of houses delivered by a site rises to an average of 110 units, and remains at
or above that level until year six of delivery. After that point, delivery rates on sites in the 500 – 1000 unit band taper as they
near completion. We do not have sufficient data to comment on delivery rates on larger sites in the later years of development.

Report o Barratt Homes

31 October 2014

10

Urban Extensions
Assessment of Delivery Rates
4.1.

Housing Market Strength

To study the relationship between delivery rates and housing market strength, we have plotted the number of units delivered
three years after construction commenced against Hometrack house price data for the site’s local authority.
Figure 7 – Impact of site size and housing market strength on rates of delivery in three years following start on site
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This demonstrates that sites that struggle to deliver at high volumes tend to be in lower value areas. Every site that had not
delivered 200 units or more after three years of construction is located in a local authority where the upper quartile sales value
was less than £250 per sqft in 2013.
There is no overall trend of higher levels of delivery on the larger sites. There are very high rates on Eastern Development
Area at Milton Keynes (capacity 4,000 units) where 791 units were delivered after three years of construction. This is in an
established growth area, and was associated with high levels of competition between multiple developers on site. However,
volumes have been much lower on other sites of a similar size. Conversely, the Ravenscraig site (capacity 3,500 units) has
only delivered 116 units over the same period. Factors contributing to this include a weaker housing market, with upper quartile
sales values of £126 per sq ft, and only having one developer active on site.
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The influence of the strength of the housing market on delivery from urban extensions is further shown by looking at the average
total number of units, including affordable, delivered from the sites in the sample each year since 2002. In the years prior to the
economic downturn, average delivery never dropped below 100 units a year. The weaker market from 2008 resulted in reduced
delivery of fewer than 80 units a year from 2008 to 2011. As the housing market has strengthened in the last two years, delivery
from the sites in the sample has increased sharply to an average of 120 units in 2013.
Figure 8 – Average annual housing delivery on urban extensions
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At these rates, it takes a significant period to build out an urban extension to reach site capacity, but will see steady supply and
high numbers of delivery, over the build out period, especially when building out in a robust housing market. The sites in the
sample that have reached their first allocated capacity are:


Cortonwood Colliery, Rotherham – 529 units, eight years from construction start, 17 years from submission of the
outline application



Former Brymbo Steelworks, Wrexham – 700 units, seven years from construction start, 17 years from the submission
of the outline application



Marks Farm, Braintree – 1000 units, twelve years from construction start, 14 years from submission of the outline
application



North East Caterton, West Oxfordshire – 1500 units, twelve years from construction start, 15 years from submission
of the outline application



Queen Elizabeth Park, Guildford – 500 units, seven years from construction start, 8 years from the submission of the
outline application.

We are aware of many urban extensions in the south of England where recent delivery rates have been substantially in excess
of the 120 units per annum shown in the chart for 2013.
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Ref para 17.3
I would like to comment on Golf which is very close to my heart
Needless to say Deangate is at present my home club.
Deangate could be a gold mine if its present facilities updated and those under construction ie Par 3 course,
new bunker
facilities be completed.
Drainage is a problem during winter months the course is closed and have been so except for 2 days since
xmas.
More housing around the local area would increase possible members, providing the course was kept better
maintained.
Many visitors comment on a lovely course but could be better maintained .
When is the Par 3 course going to open for golf
yours faithfully
David Tough
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Questions and Responses
1. What do you think should be the key components of ambitions of and ambitions for the
Local Plan’s Vision from Medway?
2. 2. What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to address?
Any vision for Medway must begin with a strategic plan that ensures the infrastructure is in place
to support the development of housing, retail, business and tourism. For example, proposed and
potential housing developments along the A228, the opening of Peters Bridge and the proposed
Lower Thames Crossing will have a significant effect on those living on the A228. Medway
Council’s own traffic survey states that this road is already over capacity and Highways England
state that there is no possibility of adding more lanes to Bluebell Hill to relieve congestion.
Medway Council should be working with KCC campaigning for Highways England to create a
motorway link between the M2 and M20 that will link directly with the Lower Thames crossing.
Such a motorway link has the potential to reduce traffic congestions on local road and air
pollution caused by queuing traffic.
3. How should the Council respond to these issues?
Where communities are impacted by developments they must be compensated with more of the
monies secured through 106 agreements and not see large sums syphoned off to support
Medway Council projects such as Medway Park.
4‐14 Housing
In the context of Cuxton and the demographics of its population housing should focus on starter
homes/flats for young people and flats/bungalow suitable for older residents, especially those
needing supported housing. In terms of affordable housing 25% is too low and in some ways the
context (nature of site and local need) should dictate the nature of the housing.
The areas identified as potential development sites have included the flood plain opposite Station
Road, which seems totally inappropriate given issues surrounding building on flood plains.
The development of Cuxton station car park in to a housing development site seems sensible,
especially if it includes the restoration of the grade 2 listed station house and signal box and
incorporates a riverside walk from Station Road through to Medway Valley Park. This type of
development could be seen as making a positive contribution to the health of Cuxton community.
The proposed site at the top of Sundridge Hill would need careful consideration regarding its
access to A228 as traffic already exceeds capacity at peak times.
Cuxton already has a traveller site and so assume that this will not be expanded, especially as the
site seems to be a ‘no go area’ for police unless it is part of a large police action.
Oher issues
Developing dedicated housing for students within Medway would encourage students from
outside Medway to attend the Universities at Medway Campus BUT it would need to be secure
and within an area where sports and recreational activities are good. Medway faces significant
challenges here and the best advice on how to proceed will be best gained from university
students who do not come from Medway. The student union would be a good starting place.
15‐21 Economy
This is not an area in which I have expertise so my observations may be simplistic.
From my perspective the closure of the Dockyard had a significant impact on employment
prospects for those who seek employment as manual workers, engineers and draftsman.
Attracting businesses that will provide this type of employment should be a focus, and existing
businesses in this field supported in further development.
The expansion of Higher Education in Medway is exciting BUT in itself will not transform Medway
unless the progra
The Industrial estate behind the railway in Station Road needs improved access to expand.
22‐24 Tourism
The suggestion of using the river to enhance tourist experiences seems sound.

25‐29 Retail commercial leisure & town centres
I have not used Chatham for shopping for15 years or more and I’m not sure what would ever
tempt me back. Perhaps a greater emphasis on office space, small apartment accommodation and
sports/leisure activities would be better use than trying to fill empty retail space with more retail.
30‐32 Environment
Would like to see Medway Council support the re‐routing of footpath RS206 to enable a walk to
be established between Cuxton Station and Medway Valley Park and beyond. Residents could
then cycle or walk into Strood and Rochester rather than drive.
Where is Medway’s voice in the Lower Thames Crossing? If the Southern Eastern link is the
chosen route the traffic load will inevitably be on A228 and A229 that are already over saturation
level at peak times. There needs to be a motorway linking the LTC to the M20. Just emptying on to
the A2/M2 will have a significant impact on the environment adjacent to Junction1 of M2.
Did any money come to Medway Council from Peters Village? If not why not?
38‐42 Build Environment
Would like to see Cuxton Station and signal box rescued and put to use within a development.
The architecture in Chatham is harsh and grim. The Pentagon is such an unattractive building it
needs to be demolished‐ sorry.
43‐46 Infrastructure and Services
An application for a pharmacy in Cuxton has been refused despite current advice to consult your
pharmacist to reduce demand on Medway A&E and GPs.
47‐48 Social and Community Infrastructure
Cuxton has limited GP provision and no village hall. The school is popular but this has caused
problems with traffic congestion and inconsiderate driving and parking in the village at school
opening and closing times. Removing the requirement for Academies to have a traffic
management plan is not a good idea.
49‐53 Open Space
If the ‘multifunctional hub model’ means money from all 106 monies goes to Medway Park the
answer is no. Money obtained from developers should ALL go to the area effected. An example of
this is the 106 agreement at St Andrews Place Halling where a large amount went to Medway
Valley Park that should have gone to Cuxton Community as compensation for increased traffic
flow through the village.
Medway officers are being very helpful in helping defend Church Hill from development.
54‐55 Sports Facility
Supporting small local sports facilities would help promote local sport that does not involve
travelling to a specific centre.
66‐ 67 Flood Risk
On the plans made available at an information event the flood plain adjacent to Station Road was
clearly identified, yet it was identified as an area for building development.
71‐75 Transport
We have a village bus service but are in danger of losing it because of inconsiderate parking
making it difficult/impossible for buses to complete the route around the village. This raises the
issue of new housing developments having sufficient off road parking. In my experience garages
are seldom used for cars.
Developing footpaths and cycle ways mentioned elsewhere.
76‐79 Deliverability
I have real concerns if CIL will see less money coming to mitigate the impact on local
Communities. Cuxton faces several new developments along the A228 and if CIL monies do not
come to residents but go to a general Medway Council ‘pot’ I anticipate significant resistance from
the community to these planned developments.

80‐87 Development Strategy
Don’t believe there is a future for Chatham as a retail and civic heart, and believe that reducing
the scale of the retail and maximising the opportunity for residential development is the way
forward. I would also like to see investment in advice and informal education opportunities to tap
in to residents who might not otherwise engage in education or sport/health activities.
For example, walk in health centre, cooking demonstrations of easy everyday cooking and
activities to support seeking a job/careers advice.
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Development, Enterprise and Environment
Catherine Smith
Planning Manager (Policy)
Medway Council
Gun Wharf, Dock Road
Chatham
Kent ME4 4TR

Date: 3 March 2016
Our ref: LP/JP01

Dear Ms Smith,
Issues and Options – Local Plan Consultation
Thank you for giving the Mayor of London the opportunity to comment on your Local Plan Issues
and Options Consultation.
Your consultation raises a range of strategic issues, some of which may bear on the relationship
between London, the wider South East and Medway in particular. This response focuses on specific
issues arising from your consultation, which you may wish to consider further during the
development of your Local Plan.
The significant proportion of migration from London into Medway (one third of total migration)
and the significant proportion of commuting from Medway into London (also one third of total
commuting) underscore the importance of collaboration and the Duty to Co-operate.
The Mayor welcomes the Council’s approach to housing need set out in your Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and the intention to meet the objectively assessed need.
The Council’s employment land requirements have been identified within your Employment Land
Needs Assessment. In terms of land for industry and warehousing, given Medway’s good access to
the transport network (M2/A2 in particular), it would be useful to understand better your initial
thoughts on future policy considerations for these land uses specifically.
From a transport perspective proposals for the Lower Thames Crossing are strategically important
for Medway and London. In terms of public transport the HS1 route through Medway as well as the
proposed extension of Crossrail 1 into north Kent provide connectivity and capacity improvements
of the strategic transport links into London, and the Council may wish to consider related
development opportunities during the further preparation of the Local Plan.
I am pleased to work closely with the Council on the Thames Gateway Strategic Group promoting
the benefits of development and investment across the Gateway.

| City Hall, London SE1 2AA | london.gov.uk

If you would like to discuss the matters raised above further, please contact Jorn Peters
Yours sincerely

Stewart Murray
Assistant Director – Planning
cc:

National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Alex Williams, TfL
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Medway Council Local Plan Issues and options (2012 – 2035)
Introduction
ECC welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Consultation on a New Plan for Medway.
Whilst Essex County Council is not an immediate neighbouring authority to Medway Council it is
important that we are consulted on stages of the emerging Local Plan to ensure that we can
consider any potential common strategic issues that may arise during plan preparation.
ECC notes that Medway Council is preparing a new Local Plan to set out a strategy for Medway’s
development up to 2035. This Issues and Options consultation document represents the first
formal stage in preparing a new Local Plan for Medway. The Local Plan considers the
development needed in the area, and sets out a framework for directing sustainable development.
ECC supports the aim of seeking to secure a balance between meeting needs for housing and
jobs, infrastructure and services, and protecting and enhancing the natural and historic
environment.
ECC Response
Please find below officer comments that you may wish to consider in preparing future stages of the
Medway Local Plan. These comments are intended to be informative and will need to be
interpreted in relation to local circumstances within the plan area.
Question 2 - What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to address?
(Page 17)
Lower Thames Crossing
ECC supports the statement in paragraph 6.1 in that preparing the Local Plan Medway will
consider the wider context, to ensure that its policies align with strategic plans and are coordinated
with those of neighbouring areas. ECC acknowledges reference to the capacity for a Lower
Thames Crossing as a strategic issue. ECC will need to consider a range of potential Implications
/ Opportunities following the recent Highways England consultation containing three possible
routes within “Option C, which commenced on 26 January 2016 for 8 weeks to 24 March 2016.
The next stage will be a ministerial announcement in late 2016. All three proposals include a new
junction on the A13, however;
-

routes 2 and 3 proposed a new direct connection to the M25, between junctions 29 and 30;

-

route 4 proposed a north-south route to connect to the A127 in the vicinity of the A127/A128
(Halfway House) with A127 improvements between the M25 and A127/A128.

In respect of modelling Highways England, acknowledge within their consultation that further
modelling is required.
The impacts of the solutions of the Lower Thames Crossing (LTC) proposals will need to be
assessed and factored in to the further modelling of relevant emerging Local Plans, in Essex and
Kent, regardless of the LTC route to be announced by Ministers later this year. It is considered
the LTC would have an impact / and opportunities on the immediate local authorities of any
selected route as well as the wider transport network across South Essex and beyond.
Regardless of the selected route, a new Lower Thames Crossing will fundamentally change the
dynamic of strategic transport movements within and across neighbouring authorities and the
wider south east.

London Paramount Resort
This proposal is also identified as a potential strategic issue in the consultation document. It is
considered that the proposal supports the case for investment in additional crossing capacity
across the Thames and strengthens the case for the provision of a new strategic crossing, notably
Lower Thames Crossing Option C (as proposed by Government consultation) rather than
additional capacity at the current crossing (Option A) as both London Paramount and Option C
focus investment to the east. ECC and Kent County Council have provided its support for Option
C. London Paramount should emphasise the need for this connection through the application
process as the development could bring forward the need for the new Lower Thames Crossing
from its current delivery date of 2025/6. Traffic modelling may mean that the benefits from freeflow tolling may not be as long lived as envisaged and the need for extra capacity is generated
much earlier.
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Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above named document.
Sport England has an established role within the planning system which includes providing advice and
guidance on all relevant areas of national, regional and local policy as well as supporting local authorities in
developing the evidence base for sport. The Government's National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is
clear about the role that sport plays in delivering sustainable communities through promoting health and
well-being. As such, Sport England wishes to see local planning policies that seek to protect, enhance and
provide for sports facilities based on robust and up-to-date assessments of need in accordance with
paragraphs 73 and 74 pf the NPPF.
Sound policy can only be developed in the context of objectively assessed needs, in turn used to inform the
development of a strategy for sport and recreation. Policies which protect, enhance and provide for sports
facilities should reflect this work, and be the basis for consistent application through development
management. Sport England is not prescriptive on the precise form and wording of policies, but advises
that a stronger plan will result from attention to taking a clearly justified and positive approach to planning
for sport. In this way, planning authorities will be able to demonstrate that their plan has been positively
prepared (based on objectively assessed needs in accordance with paragraph 73 of the NPPF), is
consistent with national policy (reflecting the NPPF), is justified (having considered alternatives) and
effective (being deliverable). Without such attention there is a risk that a local plan or other policy document
could be considered unsound.
For more information on how to forward planning for sport please see: Sport England’s Planning for Sport
Forward Planning Guidance - http://www.sportengland.org/media/351266/planning-for-sport-forwardplanning-guide-july-2014-.pdf
Additionally, please note that Sport England along with Public Health England have recently launched our
revised guidance ‘Active Design’ has considerable synergy with Policy D20: Green Infrastructure and D21:
Community and Cultural Facilities. It may therefore be useful to provide a cross-reference (and perhaps a
hyperlink) to www.sportengland.org/activedesign. Sport England believes that being active should be an
intrinsic part of everyone’s life pattern. As such, Sport England would expect to see the principles on Active
Design embedded in any subsequent Local Plan policy.
Lastly, as you may be aware, Sport England will oppose development resulting in the loss of playing field
land or formal built sports facilities unless its loss is justified by a robust and up-to-date assessments of
need. Any loss of sports provision should be incorporated into formal policy such that it may be considered
through the policy making process and scrutinised at Examination in Public. As such, should any policy
seek to allocate any existing playing field land or formal built sports facilities for redevelopment, we would
strongly urge the Council to discuss this directly with Sport England.
If you would like to discuss any of the above comments further or require any additional information or
advice please contact me via the details below.
Yours sincerely,
1

Raakhee Patel
Interim Planning Manager

Right-click here to download pictures. To help protect your priv acy , Outlook prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
Sport England

Creating a sporting habit for life

The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are confidential and intended solely for
the use of the individual to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that
you have received this email and any attachment in error, and that any use, dissemination, forwarding,
printing, or copying, is strictly prohibited.
This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com
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Medway Council Local Plan (Issues & Options) Questionnaire
Medway Local Plan (2012‐2035)
Issues and Options

1) What do you think should be the key components of and ambitions for the Local Plan’s
vision for Medway in 2035?
The key components are: The environment, Health & welfare, Road Infrastructure
& Public Transport
2) What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to address?
Road Infrastructure, transport issues. Building more commercial units will help
improve on the local economy.
3) How should the council respond to these issues?
Consultations are paramount. Communicate with employers, listen to their needs.
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of housing
needs calculated for Medway over the plan period?
I agree in principal, we have 19 years to complete this task. In 2011 a nationwide
census was held looking at all areas and what changes are taking place with
regards to the demographics of the area. We should act upon the statistics the
census provides accordingly. There will be a further two census survey’s taking
place (2021 & 20131) by the time that the Medway Plan is complete. Act upon them
accordingly (are we going in the right direction)?
5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for Medway?
Each town/village of Medway is unique, with different population requirements;
we need to act accordingly to that environment. If on the whole we are to
introduce 30,000 houses by 2035 we must consider the impact it will have on
families, roads, schools and employment. An average household today has 2 to 3
vehicles, parking is a serious issue! Therefore we are looking at a minimum of 70
to 90 thousand modes of transport being brought into the area.
6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of affordable
housing, and what threshold should be set for the scale of development that needs
to provide affordable housing?
I do agree that 25% is appropriate for affordable housing as to the threshold we
need to continuously look at the demographics of each area in Medway.

Mr P Stanley

Medway Council Local Plan (Issues & Options) Questionnaire
7) What form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing population of older
people?
It is recognised as a whole the UK has an ageing population. Throughout their
lives they have been paying their dues this should be reflected by putting back
something to help towards their welfare & care. More care & nursing homes are
tantamount to help give them stability in their quality of life during their twilight
years.
8) What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Affordable housing is a priority. It is recognised that Medway is lagging behind
other counties with regards to the economy, the main reason being lack of skills,
employment etc. All of these needs to addressed if we want to bring Medway in
line with others.
9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and wellbeing of
Medway’s communities?
What is paramount is health centres, Doctors surgeries. We need to consider the
number of houses required for each development and the number of families and
people that will live there.
10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites for starter home developments?
This is not an area where I am able to make comment as I have no experience in
this field.
11) How do you consider the infrastructure needs of starter home and self and custom build
developments should be addressed?
Page 21 (7.13 and its bullet points) cater in this area.
12) How should the council provide for the demand for land for self and custom build
housing? For example, integrated with larger developments, on standalone sites, or linked
to placemaking ambitions to deliver highly sustainable and innovative design quality.
Page 22 (7.19) Answers this quite admirably.
13) What is the demand for student housing and where would this be best located? For
example, would dedicated student housing be appropriate in Medway’s town centres?
Students should be catered for by the size of colleges and universities! Vital public
transport links are required, moreover suitable accommodation provided close-by to
the locations themselves.

Mr P Stanley

Medway Council Local Plan (Issues & Options) Questionnaire
14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeople’s
accommodation in Medway, and what criteria should be used to identify appropriate sites?
As some of us more experienced members of society know. Gypsy travellers are a
close-knit community and don’t like to be dispersed. Capacity of land should be
taken into consideration to cater for their needs.
15) Where should such sites be located, considering opportunities in existing employment
areas, and potential new sites such as Lodge Hill or other developments?
We need to consider as to what employment there is available. The priority is the
carbon footprint of the community commuting to and from work each day. The main
reason why such an exodus takes place by commuting each day in Medway is
because the skillset and type of employment is not yet available in Medway nor for
that matter the type of salary available to provide a reasonable quality of life.
16) What are the opportunities for further business growth in and close to town centres in
Medway?
In my view this is very limited! The current economic climate has had a dramatic
impact in Medway with jobs available being very scarce and the number of people
applying for the same job.
If by 2035 there will be an increase in housing then employment needs to be reflected
in the equation.
17) Do you agree with scale of jobs and employment land needs identified for Medway over
the plan period?
Yes, I certainly do “absolutely”!
18) How can Medway realise opportunities to capitalise on growth in the wider area,
including London?
By attracting “new” employers to the area and providing the right accommodation to
suit their needs as well as “low” overheads suitable to the market of the economy.
19) How should the plan respond to opportunities arising from the expansion of higher and
further education in Medway?
In 2011 a nationwide census took place and statistics were made available. These
should be analysed and reflected upon. By the year 2035 a further two census
surveys will take place (both 2021 and 2031), if we are cater for the needs of the
Medway population we should be able to see as to whether the targets are being met
and if not amend accordingly.

Mr P Stanley

Medway Council Local Plan (Issues & Options) Questionnaire
20) Is it feasible to reduce the amount of out-commuting from Medway, and what would be
required to achieve this?
Yes, it can be feasible, provided you have the right infrastructure in place. Local
employers need to be supported and allowed to expand and “new” employers
welcomed. This cannot happen if high council tax rates and property rents are in
place, which make their business uneconomical.
21) How should the plan address the specific locational requirements of some businesses,
for example access to wharves?
Road communication and infrastructure is paramount.
22) What scale and form of additional visitor accommodation is needed to support and
develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
If tourism were to increase with visitors coming from afar, in particular with a new
and “major” entertainment resort being planned on the Swanscombe Peninsular, we
need to attract these visitors into Medway. Accommodations like small hotels, B&B’s,
self-catering holiday apartments need to be in place. It’s fairly obvious that costs to
visit and to stay in accommodation at “Swanscombe” will be far higher than that of
Medway and this could be an attraction in itself to bring more tourism to Medway.
23) What are the opportunities for extending tourism in Medway beyond day trips to the
main attractions and events?
Tourist Information Centres are vital to assist the public and help them to decide as
to what would be attractive.
24) What role does the river and Medway’s countryside have to play in developing tourism
locally?

The river Medway already has some attractions ie., Upnor Castle, The Waverley
Steam Paddle ship and of course Chatham Dockyard, which is not only historical
in itself but is also a backdrop for many Films and TV programs.
25) Should we focus investment & retail capacity on Chatham to consolidate its position as
Medway’s highest order centre?
Yes, but it will need to be brought into the 21st Century if we are to attract both public
& tourism.
26) Should we seek to facilitate development in Chatham of sufficient critical mass to
improve market share, or plan for investment to meet currently identified capacity only?
I believe the former should be in place to facilitate development.
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27) What should the mix be in Medway’s town centres between retail and other supporting
uses, including food and drink, commercial leisure, employment and residential?
Rely on the census surveys to ensure you are meeting the targets and the needs of
the local population (see answer to question 19).
28) Should we consider making provision for a new or replacement supermarket in
Gillingham town centre? If so, where should this go?
I have little or no knowledge of Gillingham Town Centre so unable to answer.
29) What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of town retail?
Be open-minded and consider the implications. Is it viable? If so will it have the right
infrastructure in place bearing in mind the carbon footprint getting to and from the
location? Taking into consideration the increase in traffic at certain times of the
year i.e., Christmas shopping.
30) What are the most effective means to secure and strengthen Medway’s environment, in
the context of the area’s development needs?
Page 44 (11.8 and its bullet points) of the Medway Council Plan answers this quite
admirably.
31) What opportunities should be pursued in the Local Plan to extend connectivity for
wildlife and people throughout urban and rural parts of Medway?
Page 45 (both 11.11 & 11.12) of the Medway Council Plan answers this quite
admirably.
32) What approach should be taken to determining the role of landscape in producing a
spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and development management policies?

Page 44 (11.10) of the Medway Council Plan answers this quite admirably.
33) What approach should we take to managing Medway’s heritage assets, particularly in
the context of bringing forward regeneration?
Please refer to page 47 (both 12.5 & 12.6) of the Medway Council Plan. Old historic
buildings that are no longer in use, should be regenerated and converted into flats
(as they were in London).
34) What characteristics do you think makes a good place to live?
It should be in keeping with its historical past and topography of the landscape,
clean air, a healthy environment and of course most vital, communication by both
road and rail.
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35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are most distinctive? How should these be
protected, enhanced or reflected in new development?
The main historic City of Rochester and Chatham Dockyard are most distinctive, the
heritage of these two sites I’m sure will be kept in place as they support the local
economy, any new development should be in keeping with the local landscape giving
an impression that it is still of historical importance.
36) What areas of Medway have weaker character and what are the opportunities for
improvements?
Strood, Luton, Lordswood are classic examples of deterioration with a decaying and
crumbling infrastructure. These are (in my view) considered to be blights of the land
and should be brought into the 21st century. In particular if we want to attract more
people to the area.
37) What requirements should be sought of new developments in Medway to give them a
distinct character and ensure they function well, in both central areas (including brownfield
sites) and suburban areas?
Page 48 (12.9) of the Medway Council Plan answers this quite admirably
38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre be developed?
The building of more houses will have a massive impact on local amenities and
services. The local demographics of the population should be considered to
accommodate accordingly.
39) What provision needs to be made for employment in rural Medway?
40) How should the Local Plan address the need to maintain and improve access to
services in rural areas?
Good road communication and infrastructure is vital if we are to improve services to
rural areas.
41) What consideration should be given to strategic infrastructure and development in rural
Medway?
Environmental impact is extremely important. Consideration needs to be given to
areas of special scientific interest, wildlife and the landscape as a whole. We need to
keep areas open of natural beauty for the people of Medway to visit and enjoy.
42) How can the Local Plan ensure that strategic and local needs are satisfactorily
addressed in areas working towards production of a Neighbourhood Plan?
At the moment Neighbourhood Planning is only in operation in one parish. I have
learned that this can be of prime importance when communicating to the main
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council and that it helps towards issues of environmental impact with the local
community. It also relieves pressure from main council by having the neighbourhood
plan in place so that council can discuss matters in hand to those involved.
43) What changes to the built environment could facilitate healthier communities?
One of the biggest is our local hospital... Medway Maritime struggles to cope with
Medway's current demand. I was recently hospitalised and was shocked to find that I
woke up in a Victorian ward. Parts of Medway have a crumbling infrastructure & the
hospital is a classic example of this. If we have to accommodate an increase in
population and housing then this is a prime example of what a community should
have in place. The same applies also for GP surgeries, there needs to be an increase
to cope with demand.
44) How can the Local Plan encourage access to healthy food options and growing
opportunities?
I believe you already recognise this on Page 53 (14.2) of the Medway Council plan
(issues and options).
45) How can the Local Plan most effectively promote greater physical activity in Medway?
(Again) I believe you already recognise this on Page 53 (14.2 & 14.3) of the Medway
Council plan (issues and options).
46) What changes to the current siting of healthcare facilities should be considered in the
Local Plan? Are there opportunities to provide new sites, and/or to integrate health services
in local communities?
Page 54 (14.5 & 14.6) have covered this quite admirably.
47) How best can the Local Plan secure the provision of new and expanded schools to
meet the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure that such infrastructure is delivered
in a timely manner and located appropriately as a key element of sustainable development?
Refer to the census which took place in 2011. The statistic should be analysed and
reflected upon. By the year 2035 a further two census surveys will take place (both in
2021 and 2031), if we are to cater for the needs of the Medway population we should
be able to see as to whether the targets are being met and if not amend accordingly.
48) What community facilities are needed by Medway’s population over the plan period, and
how should they be delivered and managed?
Schools and academies are of extreme importance. We know that the population is
ever increasing and this is reflected in the report. Schools currently are bursting to
capacity; therefore new schools will need to be built at appropriate sites where there
is new housing. Page 57 (15.4, 15.5 & 15.6) reflect as to how they should be managed.
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49) Is it an appropriate ambition to preserve the integrity of the open space estate, or should
we be seeking to rationalise the estate?
I believe it would be an appropriate ambition to preserve the integrity of the open
space estate.
50) Should we continue to set a local space standard and seek to address shortfalls by new
provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha per 1,000 population appropriate?
At this stage I would agree
51) Should we move to a multi-functional hub model of provision, and what might this look
like in practice?
Page 60 (16.8) of the Medway Council plan covers this approach.
52) Should new development provide on-site open space, investment into the existing
estate, or a balance of the two approaches?
A balance of the two approaches.
53) What management models and priorities should we consider? Should we seek to
increase community involvement in open space provision and how might this be
accomplished?
It is recognised on page 60 (16.9) in terms of management that open space tends to
be delivered privately. If this is the case then this should be kept under constant
review if the Councils ambition of preserving the estate is to be achieved. Perhaps
other management models should be considered?
54) What provision should be made for sport in the Local Plan, including in relation to
population growth and new developments?
This is an area of which I have little or no knowledge as I do not follow sport. Perhaps
other constituents who hopefully complete this questionnaire will answer this
accordingly?
55) How should the Local Plan address the aspirations for a new stadium for Gillingham
FC?
As I am not directly affected by the aspirations of a new stadium I believe the people
of Gillingham should answer this. Perhaps a consultation with the personnel and
fans of Gillingham FC would best serve this purpose?
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56) What weight should be given to the protection of the best and most versatile agricultural
land, in the context of considering sustainable locations to accommodate growth in
Medway?
In my constituent of Cliffe I have concerns about road infrastructure and in particular
with regards to sites of special scientific interest, the marshes and the RSPB
reservation of which people visit from all parts of the UK to visit. This in my view
should remain in place. Limitations on new housing should be kept to a minimum as
any changes would be detriment to the local environment.
57) How should the Local Plan address the AQMAs and the potential development sites
that could be affected by pollutants in these areas?
Air quality is of particular concern to me as I have (all my life) suffered with Asthma. I
moved here from south east London to improve my quality of life 22 Years ago. I am
very pleased I did so as there has been a remarked improvement. It is recognised
recently that NO2 particles are having adverse effects in health, mainly caused by the
use of Diesel vehicles, the public (and businesses) as a whole need to be educated in
this area. We are as a nation gradually taking on board this particular problem with
green energy; however we must also put in place an infrastructure like vehicle
charging points in and around Medway to help service the needs of a greener
environment.
58) What approach should be taken to planning for land won minerals in Medway?
This should be supported if we are to continue to improve the local economy.
59) What are the requirements for wharves and their supporting land-side infrastructure in
Medway over the plan period?
We recognise the importance of Medway’s Wharves; however there are limitations
with access to some sites. The B2000 is a classic example of poor road infrastructure
and is unable to cope with demand by heavy Lorries. We must consider the local
environment as well as the health and wellbeing of the local community which may
have a detriment affect. Therefore should we look at alternatives to road
communication? Cliffe does have in place a rail infrastructure that is not fully
utilised; perhaps this should be enhanced upon for Cliffe, Eurowharf and Isle of
Grain?
60) What provision should the Local Plan make for waste management and disposal in
Medway, for both household and commercial streams?
One of the major problems that Medway experiences is domestic “Fly-tipping”.
Domestic waste management should not be just for small vehicles like passenger
cars to use. Small commercial vehicles should be allowed access too! I find it
strange that a people carrier such as a 7 seater Ford “S” Max which equates to the
size of a Ford transit should be allowed, yet these smaller vans are excluded! The
council needs to think outside the box.
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Commercial streams should have their own facilities which are charged accordingly
to the type of waste.
61) What should sustainable development look like for Medway? What plans and policies
should we put into place to achieve this?
Pages 77 of the Medway Plan (22.15, 22.16 & 22.17) cover this quite admirably.
62) How can Medway ensure that all communities share in the benefits of growth, in order
to reduce the significant inequalities across the area?
This can be done by introducing an education program, through media (both social
and through public relations), helping to mitigate the various inequalities and how
the public can help to improve their quality of life by living in the Medway towns.
63) What measures should new development take to mitigate and adapt to the risks posed
by climate change?
Page 77 of the Medway Plan (22.17) and its bullet points cover this quite admirably.
64) How can existing development and communities mitigate and adapt to the risks posed
by climate change?
Again page 77 of the Medway Plan (22.17) and its bullet points cover this quite
admirably.
65) Should Medway adopt the optional national standards for water efficiency? What local
evidence would we need to underpin this?
I believe Medway should adopt the optional national standards in particular to new
buildings. An analysis of the local climate change can be obtained with the help of
the Met Office (a government run body).
66) How should flood risk and SuDs be taken into account in planning for growth in
Medway?
Flood defences are paramount if we are to tackle climate change and rising tide, in
particular the Thames Estuary.
67) What safeguards should be put in place to ensure future requirements for improved
flood defences are not compromised?
Safeguards need to be analysed by weather warnings & climate change. Would our
defences cope if in fact a Tsunami took place? We need to think outside the box.
68) Should we allocate sites or zones for wind energy development?
This indeed is very controversial and if it were sited in Medway the community most
affected needs to be consulted.
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69) What policies should we set for other forms of energy development?
For new housing developments solar PV’s need to be installed, along with
thermodynamic or solar powered water heating. Solar farms should also be
supported which would be far more energy efficient than wind farms.
70) How should we take advantage of opportunities for use of waste heat from the largescale energy generation on the Peninsula?
A few countries, especially Scandinavia have introduced pipelines for waste heat;
some of these are actually installed under roads. Perhaps this needs to be
considered to heat large housing?
71) What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the plan period?
I believe Medway Council recognises this already! Road infrastructure is of prime
importance.
72) What measures should be considered to increase public transport usage and rates of
walking and cycling in Medway?
Public transport is an absolute priority; The council recognises the implications on
page 87 (25.7, 25.8, 25.9 & 25.10) of the Medway Council Plan and what needs to be
done.
73) What provision should be made for car parking?
This is a prime concern, but should not be implemented as a “cash cow” to improve
the council’s budget. We must consider the needs of the local population.
74) What are the requirements for waterside infrastructure, such as docks, wharves,
marinas, piers and berths, and their supporting landside facilities, to support commercial
and leisure activities?
Page 87 (25.6) of the Medway Council Plan covers this this admirably.
75) How should the aviation facilities at Rochester Airport and Stoke be considered in the
Local Plan?
The facilities of both Rochester and Stoke should be fully supported and kept in
place
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76) How can the Council ensure that the Local Plan and its policies remain deliverable while
seeking to ensure that development in the area is high quality and sustainable?
As previously stated; we have 19 years to complete this task. In 2011 a nationwide
census was held looking at all areas and what changes are taking place with regards
to the demographics of the area. We should act upon the statistics the census
provides accordingly. There will be a further two census survey’s taking place (2021
& 20131) by the time that the Medway Plan is complete. Act upon them accordingly
77) Should we consider setting different rates of affordable housing and CIL contributions to
take account of differing viability between areas of Medway?
Absolutely!
78) How can we ensure timely and appropriate delivery of infrastructure to meet the needs
of new and existing communities? What infrastructure types or projects should be prioritised
where funding is limited?
It should be managed properly and in a timely fashion according to the budget made
available.
79) What use should be made of new methods of delivery to help speed up the planning
process, and how can we ensure that quality is not compromised in favour of speed?
As is usual with Council’s and the planning office, each should be considered on its
own merits. Consulting with local parish councils should also help in speeding up
the process.
80) Are the development principles right? Should other guiding principles be introduced?
As in all development plans, they are subject to change but the principles are right. If
for any reason changes are needed to be implemented then guiding principles need
to be invoked.
81) Do you agree with the assessment of advantages and disadvantages of the various
development type options set out above? Are there other advantages and disadvantages
that should be considered?
I agree in principle with the assessment.
82) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best meets the
identified growth requirements for Medway?
Page 96 (27.8) of the Medway Council Plan recognises the development principles
along with patterns of residential development.
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83) Should we consider more radical approaches to meeting development needs, such as
significant increases in density, or large-scale redevelopment of existing employment areas
for residential or mixed use?
Yes, on both counts.
84) Should the green belt boundary be reviewed?
Absolutely not, green belt should be maintained wherever possible! We should
consider the use and fully utilise the use of brownfield sites as a priority.
85) What provision should be made for mixed use in residential developments, both high
density and lower density?
These should be considered on their own individual merits and according to the
demographic changes within Medway.
86) What approach should be taken to future development opportunities and mix of uses in
Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
Both Pages 100 & 101 of the Medway Council Plan cover this quite admirably.
87) Do you agree that the other town centres require improvement in their existing roles, or
should we consider holistic review of any of them in conjunction with nearby waterfront
regeneration sites?
(LODGE HILL/EXPANSION OF VILLAGE)
I think we should consider a holistic as well as a mixed approach and keep it under
review. Stood is a classic example of being under developed and in need of
improvement on many counts.
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Historic England Comments – 29 February 2016
Medway Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation Document 2012-2035
Historic England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the emerging local plan at this early
stage, especially in the context of the very high significance of the historic environment and the
wealth of heritage assets in Medway. We set out below a range of issues and matters that we would
expect the plan to address in order to be found sound at examination. Local policies need to be
appropriate in relation to national policies and based upon robust evidence. The plan should seek to
ensure the significance of the historic environment and its potential contribution to achieving the
whole range of objectives of the plan are woven throughout all appropriate sections of the plan and
not necessarily limited to a heritage chapter or section.
We would recommend that you review the issues and options in the light of the points set out below
as we believe it will help to strengthen the local plan by underpinning an approach that will lead to
the formulation of sound policies.
Requirements of the NPPF
In broad terms, the Council should be cognisant of the requirements of the National Planning Policy
Framework in preparing its local plan. The NPPF sets out in various different places a number of
requirements for Local Plans in respect of the historic environment. Local Plans need to:
•

be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area – which would include the historic
environment. In particular this up-to-date evidence should be used to assess the significance
of heritage assets and the contribution they make to the environment (NPPF Paragraphs 158
and 169)

•

set out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of
the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 126 and 157)

•

contain strategic policies to deliver the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment (NPPF, Paragraph 156 ), and

•

identify land where development would be inappropriate because of its (environmental or)
historic significance (NPPF, Paragraph 157).

Evidence Base
As with all policies in the plan, those relating to the historic environment should be based on a
robust evidence base. When gathering evidence, it is important to bear in mind that this is not
simply an exercise in setting out known sites but, rather, in understanding the value to society (ie
the significance) of sites both known (such as those on the National Heritage List for England, see
www.HistoricEngland.org.uk/listing/the-list) and potential, without which an understanding of the
sometimes subtle qualities of the local distinctiveness and character of the local area may be easily
lost. In particular:
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• In some cases, it might be necessary to identify heritage assets outside a local authority area, eg
where there are likely to be setting impacts caused by potential development proposals within that
area
• Some asset types are not currently well-recorded. The Register of Parks and Gardens of Historic
Interest in England, for example, is thought to represent only around two-thirds of sites potentially
deserving inclusion
•Evidence gathering can help identify parts of a locality that may be worthy of designation as a
Conservation Area, or may merit local listing
•Assessing the likelihood of currently unidentified heritage assets being discovered, particularly sites
of historic and/or archaeological interest, will help to future proof the plan.
It may be helpful to collate this information within a Heritage Topic Paper to draw together the
evidence prepared and the subsequent implications and actions required.
There are numerous sources of evidence to assist in gathering information include:
•the National Heritage List for England: www.HistoricEngland.org.uk/listing/the-list
•the Heritage Gateway: www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/
•Historic Environment Record (HER): local planning authorities should either maintain or have access
to a Historic Environment Record (NPPF, Paragraph 169)
• Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans
• Local Lists
• National and local ‘Heritage at Risk’ registers: www.HistoricEngland.org.uk/ advice/heritage-at-risk
• Historic characterisation assessments
• World Heritage Site Management Plans
• In-house and local knowledge and other expertise (i.e. civic societies, local history groups,
neighbourhood consultations, the Civic Voice: www.civicvoice.org.uk/)
Where the evidence base for the historic environment is weak, local planning authorities may need
to commission proportionate research, for example:
• detailed historic characterisation work assessing the impact of a proposal for a major urban
extension or rural development
•visual impact assessments, considering the potential impact of allocations upon the setting of
important heritage assets
•seeking the views of the local community about what they value about the historic environment of
their local area (NPPF, Paragraph 155)
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•an appropriate archaeological assessment to consider whether heritage assets with archaeological
potential are likely to be present in areas where the HER indicates that there has been little or no
previous investigation.
Work in putting together Local Plans will often generate new evidence of the state and significance
of the historic environment. Documents, such as historic landscape characterisations, strategic
environmental assessments, conservation area appraisals, economic development studies and those
supporting supplementary planning documents and local listing assessments, will often contain new
evidence. Local planning authorities will find it useful to collect this information and make it publicly
available, including through the Historic Environment Record. The information can be invaluable in
improving plan-making and decision-making in the future and is of significant public benefit in
furthering the understanding of our surroundings and our past.
The evidence base for the historic environment may also assist with the preparation of the
following:
• assessments developed to meet the goal of achieving economic, social and environmental gains
jointly and simultaneously, ie through land availability, etc (NPPF, Paragraph 8)
• the Sustainability Appraisal which accompanies the Local Plan, and
• appropriate indicators for monitoring the delivery of the plan
A positive strategy for conservation andenjoyment of the historic environment
A positive strategy in the terms of NPPF paragraphs 9 and 126 is not a passive exercise but requires a
plan for the maintenance and use of heritage assets and for the delivery of development including
within their setting that will afford appropriate protection for the asset(s) and make a positive
contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
This strategic approach can inform all aspects of the planning system by recognising and reinforcing
the historic significance of places. As part of a sound conservation strategy, policies for local housing,
retail and transport, for example, may need to be tailored to achieve the positive improvements in
the historic environment that the NPPF expects (NPPF, Paragraph 8). Conservation is certainly not a
stand-alone exercise satisfied by stand-alone policies that repeat the NPPF objectives.
Consequently, the Local Plan might need to consider the inter-relationship of the objectives for the
historic environment with the following:
•

Building a strong, competitive economy – How might the plan conserve and enhance the
quality of the historic environment in order to encourage tourism, help create successful
places for businesses to locate and attract inward investment? What opportunities are there
for heritage-led regeneration?

•

Ensuring the vitality of town centres – What role can the historic environment play in
increasing the vitality and attractiveness of town and village centres?
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•

Supporting a prosperous rural economy – What opportunities does the reuse or adaptation
of traditional buildings provide for supporting the rural economy or providing homes for
local people? What potential is there for new heritage-led tourism initiatives?

•

Promoting sustainable transport – How might new roads and other transport infrastructure
be delivered in a manner which also conserves the historic environment of the area? Could
the introduction of sustainable transport initiatives offer related opportunities for heritage
through improving street/ traffic management or public realm enhancement at the same
time?

•

Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes – How might the plan encourage adaptive
reuse of historic buildings? How might new residential developments best be integrated into
historic areas?

•

Requiring good design – How might the defining characteristics of each part of the plan area
be reinforced in the approach to design?

•

Protecting Green Belt land – How might the policies for the Green Belt and the definition of
its boundaries be tailored to protect the special character and setting of a historic town?

•

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change – How might flood
prevention measures be provided which also safeguard the heritage assets in the area? How
might the strategy for renewable energy developments and associated infrastructure reduce
the potential harm to the historic environment?

•

Conserving and enhancing the natural environment – How might the plan best identify,
protect and enhance important historic landscapes? What contribution might the strategy
for improving the Green Infrastructure network also make to the enhancement of the area’s
heritage assets?

•

Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals (see box) – How might any impacts of mineral
development on an area’s heritage assets be controlled to acceptable levels? How might the
plan safeguard potential sources of building and roofing stone, or improve archaeological
knowledge through approved mineral operations?

In formulating the strategy it is advisable and often necessary to consider the following factors:
•

How the historic environment can assist the delivery of the positive strategy and the
economic, social and environmental objectives for the plan area (NPPF, Paragraphs 126 and
132 and Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act
1990)

•

How the plan will address particular issues identified during the development of the
evidence base, including heritage at risk and the reuse of buildings

•

The location, design and use of future development and how it can contribute to local
identity and distinctiveness
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•

The interrelationship between conservation of heritage assets and green infrastructure,
landscape, regeneration, economic development, transport works, infrastructure planning,
tourism, social and cultural assets, town centres and climate change mitigation/adaptation
(NPPF, Paragraph 126)

•

The means by which new development in and around World Heritage Sites and other
designated heritage assets might enhance or better reveal their Outstanding Universal Value
and significance (NPPF, Paragraph 137)

•

The means by which new development in Conservation Areas and within the setting of
heritage assets might enhance or better reveal their significance (NPPF, Paragraph 137)

•

How Article 4 Directions may be employed to provide an additional conservation mechanism

•

How HERs and local lists might assist in identifying and managing the conservation of nondesignated heritage assets

•

How the archaeology of the plan area might be managed

•

The possible role for CIL and/or s106 in delivery of required infrastructure

•

Whether master plans or design briefs need to be prepared for significant sites where major
change is proposed

•

What implementation partners need to be identified in order to deliver the positive strategy

•

What indicators should be used to monitor the heritage strategy’s effectiveness

•

In order to deliver an effective strategy for the conservation of the historic environment, is
there a need for the plan to include Development Management Policies and where
appropriate specific policies for specific assets or specific areas within the plan area?

Strategic policies for the conservation of the historic environment
The plan will be the starting point for decisions on planning applications and neighbourhood plans
are only required to be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan (NPPF,
Paragraph 184). Consequently, sustainably managing the historic environment is best achieved by
identifying clear strategic policies for heritage, in order to assist those preparing neighbourhood
plans.
Identifying inappropriate development
The local plan needs to assess whether or not it should identify any areas where certain types of
development might need to be limited or would be inappropriate due to the impact that they might
have upon the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraph 157). This might include, for example, tall
buildings within identified view corridors.
Development Management Policies forthe historic environment
5

Historic England Comments – 29 February 2016
16 Specific Development Management Policies may be needed in order for decision-takers to
determine how they should react to an application affecting a heritage asset. Such circumstances
could include the following:
Those areas where Development Management Policies are necessary to amplify a general,
overarching, Strategic Policy for the historic environment within a Core Strategy of the Local Plan –
for instance, to deal with particularly distinctive or important historic environment features or
significance
Those areas where further clarity would be useful – for instance, how local planning authorities
determine applications affecting archaeological remains of less than national importance
Those areas where Development Management Policies may be necessary to address the local
circumstances of the Plan area - for example, to clarify the approach to development within an Area
of Archaeological Importance (see box), or to protect or enhance important views and vistas
Those circumstances where Development Management Policies are needed to address particular
cross-boundary issues – such as World Heritage Sites, National Parks and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty whose management is carried out by joint working between several local planning
authorities or the management of those extensive historic landscapes which run across a number of
authority areas.
Site allocations
A conservation strategy can help with site allocations in terms of considering environmental and
policy constraints against the evidence in the relevant Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(Planning Minister’s letter to Chief Planners 19 December 2014 www.gov.uk/government/
publications/strategic-housing-marketassessments).
It can identify opportunities to conserve the historic environment, such as site allocations positively
addressing heritage assets at risk, and can help to ensure that site allocations avoid harming the
significance of heritage assets (including effects on their setting). The strategy can also be used to
inform the nature of allocations so development responds to and reflects local character. Site
allocations should be informed by an evidence base and an analysis of potential effects on heritage
assets. Further advice will be available in the forthcoming Historic England Advice Note on heritage
considerations for site allocations in local plans.
Planning across boundaries
Conservation of the historic environment may involve cross-boundary issues, where development
proposals near the boundary of one local authority area potentially affect the setting of heritage
assets in another. In such cases in exercising the Duty to Cooperate both authorities need to take
into account the impact on the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment as one of
the strategic priorities (NPPF, Paragraphs 156 and 178).
Cumulative impact
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The cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the
significance of a heritage asset as a larger scale development. Consequently LPAs may consider
covering this issue in a specific Local Plan historic environment policy. In appropriate circumstances
this policy could be delivered via an Article 4 Direction in a conservation area.
Nationally SignificantInfrastructure Projects
There is a separate planning regime for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) under
the Planning Act 2008. See http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/ for further details.
Conclusion
Historic England welcomes the preparation of a new local plan for Medway, an area with a great
deal of heritage significance. While the present draft Issues and Options document represents a
good starting point for addressing the many and various needs of the historic environment of the
district we feel there is still work to be done to build of firm evidence base for policies, and for a
refinement of the approach taken to presenting them to better reflect the requirements of the
NPPF. A sound understanding and recognition of the importance to the future direction of
development of Medway of its heritage assets, and the opportunities they present for high quality
and distinctive development should be integrated into the approach to growth advocated in the
local plan. We believe this is achievable on the basis of the draft policies in the current consultation
document and would like to work with the Council to achieve the best possible outcome for the
historic environment of Medway and the local plan as a whole.
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Dear Sir/Madam

Representations to Medway Local Plan: Issues and Options
This letter has been prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) on behalf of our client, the
Church Commissioners of England.
The Church Commissioners of England (CCE) manage the historic property assets of the Church
of England. Their Strategic Land Portfolio currently comprises circa 6,000 acres, with sites located
nationwide. CCE seek to promote their landholding, where suitable, for development through the
Local Plan process and work closely with LPA’s to demonstrate site deliverability.
The CCE own significant areas of land within Medway, including land east of Hoo St Werburgh,
centred on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference TQ787730. The site is approximately 76 hectares in
size and comprises land in agricultural use. The site is bounded to the west by the settlement edge
of Hoo St Werburgh, including residential development and a recreation ground, and to the north,
east and south by roads and associated soft landscaping. There are two buildings centrally located
within the site, forming Angels Farm and in close proximity to this, to the south, a small scale
reservoir.
This letter comprises formal representations to the Issues and Options document in respect of the
emerging Medway Local Plan.
CCE welcomes the opportunity to be involved in the creation of policies that will form part of the
emerging Local Plan. These representations provide comment in relation to a number of the
questions posed within the consultation document. However, they are predominantly focused on
policies relating to housing, agricultural land, and sustainable development.
In overall terms, CCE consider that the Plan, which will set land use policy up to 2035, needs to be
ambitious, yet fully deliverable. It needs to ensure that the housing needs of the Borough can be
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited
14 Regent’s Wharf
All Saints Street
London N1 9RL

Registered in England No. 2778116
Regulated by the RICS

Offices also in
Bristol
Cardiff
Edinburgh
Leeds
Manchester
Newcastle
Thames Valley

met with clear guidance as to the most appropriate and sustainable sites to accommodate the
required housing.
General
1) What do you think should be the key components of and ambitions for the Local Plan’s
vision for Medway in 2035?
As stated within the Consultation Document, since the Unitary Development Plan was published
there has been considerable change to national policy since the public of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012). At the heart of the NPPF is a ‘presumption in favour of
sustainable development’ and the requirement for local authorities to “boost significantly the supply
of housing” (paragraph 47).
Further to the changes to national policy, there has also been considerable growth and change
within Medway. As set out within the consultation document, the “scale of change and projected
growth mean that the new Local Plan must look at new approaches and locations for delivering the
housing, jobs and services that the area needs”.
In light of the above policy change and the changing environment in which the emerging Plan is
being drafted, which both place a greater emphasis on the delivery of new homes, it is considered
that Medway need to adequately plan for the associated increased demand for housing, jobs,
services, and infrastructure required by the projected increase in population.
In order to ensure that the above is fulfilled within the plan period there needs to be specific,
achievable and deliverable growth in planned, sustainable locations. To ensure that development
is sustainable and supports local communities, meaningful extensions to existing settlements
should form the core basis of the ambitions for the Local Plan’s vision.
2) What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to address?
The most significant challenge associated with planning for Medway is the need to address, and
plan for, the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (discussed further below). In light of the need to
make provision for the increased population and therefore housing need, it is crucial that housing
development in Medway is delivered and this needs to be recognised in the emerging Local Plan.
It is important not only to provide the total number of new houses required over the plan period to
meet the objectively assessed need, but for these to be in locations where the balance of
beneficial and adverse effects is most acceptable. Sites allocated for housing need to be
supported by adequate transport and social infrastructure, including provision for access to jobs.
Both existing and emerging communities should be able to access the opportunities that arise
through Medway’s growth.
One of the key strategic issues is to ensure that the land allocated is sustainable and deliverable;
in particular, with regards to housing and that there is a balanced distribution of new housing
growth. As such, sites should be available and offer a suitable location for development now and
also be achievable, where there is a reasonable prospect that housing will be delivered on the site
viably. It is critical that Medway Council work in collaboration with landowners to ensure that they
have undertaken the necessary technical work to have the evidence base to support sites taken
forward in the next stage of the Local Plan.
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3) How should the Council respond to these issues?
The new Local Plan must identify sufficient new housing land for future sustainable growth within
the plan period. This requires consideration through appropriate strategic site allocations.
CCE consider that planned growth of existing settlements, such as at Hoo St Werburgh, will have a
substantial positive effect on realising the opportunities that come with growth, whilst mitigating the
associated threats. They will allow for significant housing to be delivered whilst ensuring that new
development is properly integrated with existing communities and meets the needs of future
residents. Such locations, which are in close proximity to current communities, would support
improvements to existing facilities and services, as well as making new provision for new facilities
that are required as part of the development.
Housing
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of housing needs
calculated for Medway over the plan period? And 5) What do you consider to be the
appropriate housing market area for Medway?
The North Kent Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (November 2015) identifies an
objective assessment of housing need (OAN) for Medway of 1,281 dwellings per annum over the
period 2012 to 2037. However, NLP considers that some analysis in the SHMA indicates that OAN
is in fact greater than that and, furthermore, there will be a need for a housing requirement which is
significantly greater than OAN to aid in the delivery of affordable housing.
The demographic baseline of the OAN is calculated by choosing a mid-point between a ten year
migration scenario and a ten year migration scenario which includes 100% un-attributable
population change (UPC) between 2004 and 2011. However, a number of Inspector’s findings at
Local Plan Examinations including Aylesbury Vale, Eastleigh and more recently in February 2016
Arun, have identified that UPC should not be used in the calculation of OAN.
One of the reasons for this is that ONS national population projections in 2014 indicate faster
growth in the population than the 2012 projections. Furthermore, the work underpinning the
London Plan (which assumes an increase in out-migration and a decrease in in-migration)
indicates that net population outflows from London into the wider South East, which includes
Medway, will increase.
Excluding UPC (in line with ONS) in the demographic baseline for OAN in Medway would increase
the demographic starting point. Therefore, the application of any uplifts for economic factors and
negatively performing market signals would be applied to this higher demographic baseline, which
would increase the overall OAN figure for Medway.
Although it is identified at paragraph 9.34 of the SHMA that affordable housing needs could not
realistically be met in full within the OAN figure of 1,281 per annum and that this “could justify the
consideration to increase the housing requirement”, the scale of increase needed to meet
affordable housing needs should not be underestimated. To meet the current need of 744
affordable homes per annum at the Council’s current housing policy target of 25-30%, a housing
requirement of 2,480 to 2,976 would be needed. Although this scale of growth may not be realistic,
there is clearly a need to make an uplift to OAN for a housing requirement which makes a
meaningful contribution to these needs.
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6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of affordable housing,
and what threshold should be set for the scale of development that needs to provide
affordable housing?
In principle, it is acceptable to have a broad Borough wide target for the provision of affordable
housing. However, it is also important to recognise that this will vary at different locations and sites
due to viability. For example, relative sales values together with the requirements to enhance
access and provide suitable physical and social infrastructure will have an impact on viability.
Specific strategic sites that have the ability to deliver a considerable amount of housing towards
the Council’s target, and may have significant infrastructure requirements, should be given greater
flexibility, to ensure that sustainable housing-led scheme can, most importantly, be delivered.
The National Planning Policy Framework says that plans should be deliverable and that the sites
and scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations
and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. The NPPG goes on to
add that Understanding Local Plan viability is critical to the overall assessment of deliverability.
Local Plans should present visions for an area in the context of an understanding of local
economic conditions and market realities. This should not undermine ambition for high quality
design and wider social and environmental benefit but such ambition should be tested against the
realistic likelihood of delivery. Importantly the NPPG states that:
Local Plans and neighbourhood plans should be based on a clear and deliverable vision of the
area. Viability assessment should be considered as a tool that can assist with the development of
plans and plan policies. It should not compromise the quality of development but should ensure
that the Local Plan vision and policies are realistic and provide high level assurance that plan
policies are viable.
9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and wellbeing of
Medway’s communities?
Housebuilding is widely acknowledged to bring about significant economic and community benefits
through capital investment, jobs creation, household expenditure, local authority revenue and
community infrastructure provision. Throughout the construction phase, housebuilding can
stimulate the local economy by providing jobs, both directly and throughout the supply chain, which
can help to boost wages and reduce unemployment. Schemes can also help to raise local skill
levels by providing specialised training, for example through apprenticeships.
Once occupied, residents of new housing will help to support shops and services in the local area
through expenditure, which will in turn help to support businesses and jobs. New development also
brings local authority revenues through Council Tax payments (which will be ongoing) and New
Homes Bonus payments (which are not ring-fenced and can be used by local authorities in the
most beneficial way). In addition, developments provide planning contributions to the local area
through Section 106 and/or CIL, which can contribute to the maintenance and/or improvement to
local infrastructure needed as a result of development. This can include spending on transport
infrastructure, schools, healthcare, public open space and other community services. Housing
developments can also improve the overall quality of place within a settlement by providing open
space to benefit the wider community which can be used for recreation and fostering social
inclusion, as well we contributing to overall improved health and wellbeing.
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Economy
17) Do you agree with the scale of jobs and employment land needs identified for Medway
over the plan period?
In addition to identifying land specifically for employment, it should be recognised that residential
development also brings associated jobs and employment. This includes jobs generated during the
construction period of the residential development. Further, additional spending by new residents
will support the vitality and viability of local firms in existing communities, and could encourage
other businesses to move to the local market, enhancing the range of services on offer in existing
communities. The quantifiable economic benefits associated with new residential development are
also important, to consider in addition to identifying land specifically for employment.
Environment
32) What approach should be taken to determining the role of landscape in producing a
spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and development management policies?
It is considered that the Medway Landscape Character Assessment (2011) Document provides an
adequate assessment of the condition and sensitivity of the landscape. With regards to the Hoo
Peninsula Farmland, it is concluded that the area contains many detracting features and a weak
landscape structure. There is potential to strengthen the landscape structure and for new
development to enhance biodiversity and local distinctiveness. These conclusions can be taken
forward to support site allocations in the Local Plan.
The role of the landscape in providing settings for towns and villages needs to be balanced against
the need to plan for a significant number of new homes and the inherent sustainability of locating
these nearby to existing settlements. As such, it is important to take into account the benefits that
new development can make when designed to support an effective green infrastructure network,
and the role of this in strengthening and enhancing access opportunities to better quality open
space in such areas for existing and new communities.
The Local Plan should consider the scope to locate development where it can enhance landscapes
as against detract from them. There are areas within the Borough that are more sensitive in
landscape terms and these should be protected where possible.
Built Environment
34) What characteristics do you think makes a good place to live?
A good place to live is one which promotes the principles of sustainability and has a variety of
functional attributes that contribute to day-to-day living. This includes opportunities to strengthen
existing communities and links between them and new development through access to
employment, shops and services, social infrastructure such as schools and health care and public
transport. New homes in the right places, can help to support and sustain existing services.
Places should promote community involvement and maintain a secure environment. New places
should be integrated with the existing and meet the identified needs of future residents to avoid
adverse impacts on the existing infrastructure. It is considered that planned growth to existing
settlements would allow for the above objectives to be met, for both existing and incoming
residents.
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35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are most distinctive? How should these be
protected, enhanced or reflected in new development? And 36) What areas of Medway have
weaker character and what are the opportunities for improvements?
The Consultation Document recognises that low-density suburbs spread out towards the
countryside and surround the older cores of many villages in Medway. This applies to the
development of Hoo St Werburgh from the 1950s onwards. There is an opportunity for such
suburban areas on the edges of villages to be strengthened by planned future development. High
quality, design-led residential development would create more distinctive gateway approaches,
improve access to hinterland and circular walks and would better integrate villages within their
wider landscape setting.
37) What requirements should be sought of new developments in Medway to give them a
distinctive character and ensure they function well, in both central areas (including
brownfield sites) and suburban areas?
CCE would agree with the consultation document where it recognises that where service centres
already exist, that provide for sustainable communities, it is not considered necessary for new
development to provide for anything new, necessarily, as these areas will continue to function well,
if not better due to the associated increase in expenditure from additional residents.
In this regard, it is noted that the State of Medway Report Built Environment (January 2009) states
that Hoo St Werburgh performs the role of a rural service centre for a number of settlements,
benefitting from a wide range of facilities and services to meet local demands. The Report refers to
Hoo St Werburgh (in combination with Halling) as the “most sustainable of the rural communities”.
CCE recognise that it may be appropriate for a strategic development to provide for additional
social infrastructure to meet the needs of the new population. However, this should be assessed
on an individual site basis and determined through discussions during the Local Plan process
having regard to existing facilities and services and how these can best be supported and
enhanced.
Rural Issues
CCE would welcome the Village Infrastructure Audit (2015) being made publicly available, in order
to be able to provide more informed comments on the conclusions outlined in the Consultation
Document.
38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre be developed? And 40)
How should the Local Plan address the need to maintain and improve access to services in
rural areas?
CCE believe that the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre should be strengthened and
enhanced.
The Consultation Document recognises that Hoo St Werburgh “acts a service centre for the wider
Hoo Peninsula”. As outlined in the ‘State of Medway Report’ (January 2009), Hoo St Werburgh
already benefits from a wide range of services and facilities. Shopping is focused around Church
Street and along the Main Road, there are two recreation grounds, two sports grounds, a
swimming pool, a primary and secondary school and it is well served by buses. However, there is
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the scope to add to and enhance these existing facilities to make the centre more viable, robust
and sustainable thereby better able to support the local rural communities.
The provision of new homes would support and strengthen Hoo St Werburgh’s existing role as a
service centre and, as such, a planned extension to the existing settlement for new housing would
be highly sustainable. Existing facilities in Hoo St Werburgh would benefit from an increase in
population, helping to support their continuing viability.
CCE have control of land which is located adjacent to the western boundary of Hoo St Werburgh.
There is scope for housing development on this site to also provide for such new facilities within
the development.
It is unlikely that the cumulative residual effects of a housing development on services would be
significant. In any event, this can be mitigated by new development providing for services, where
there is an identified demand.
39) What provision needs to be made for employment in rural Medway?
As recognised within the Consultation Document, the large sites on Hoo Peninsula are well suited
for large scale industrial and distribution activity. Offices would be better located in the main town
centres.
It is considered appropriate to consider the market scope and viability for some small scale
employment provision to be made as part of mixed use developments. This is because the delivery
of high quality new homes would help to attract and retain skilled workers locally. In turn, this
would allow for businesses to be located close to town centres and to access the range of
amenities they provide.
In addition, it is noted that housing development in rural Medway would result in economic benefits
in terms of providing direct employment during the construction phase and through the spending of
residents which would indirectly support employment locally.
Social and Community Infrastructure
46) How best can the Local Plan secure the provision of new and expanded schools to meet
the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure that such infrastructure is delivered in a
timely manner and located approximately as a key element of sustainable development?
The Council, following the identification of their objectively assessed need, should assess what the
Borough’s education infrastructure requirements will be and plan accordingly. There is the
opportunity for large scale development and planned extensions, to be able to assist in the delivery
of new social and community facilities, where necessary. This would help reduce the identified
funding gap for primary schools in Medway (‘Growth and Infrastructure Framework’, 2015) and
help to deliver primary school places.
47) What community facilities are needed by Medway’s population over the plan period, and
how should they be delivered and managed?
NLP has undertaken research into the existing community facilities in the borough. Hoo St
Werburgh has a range of shops and services, including two small foodstores, opticians, cafes and
takeaways, post office and local library and a recently refurbished sports centre with a gym. This is
the main leisure centre serving Hoo and the rest of the peninsula. The local village hall is located in
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the west of the village, near the local schools. On weekday mornings it provides the facilities for a
local pre-school, as well as other parent and toddler groups, fitness classes and coffee mornings.
Hoo acts as a local centre for residents within the village and provides local services for the other
more rural villages on the peninsula, which can have difficulty with access to services. The village
has seen some closures of local services in recent years, in turn having a knock on effect on the
services available to the communities in the wider area, making growth and development an even
more important consideration to ensure local businesses are maintained and boosted. Hoo’s
position as a key service centre for the peninsula means that future housing development will be
key to ensuring the sustainability of both the village and wider locality.
Open Space
49) Should we continue to set a local space standard and seek to address shortfalls by new
provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha per 1,000 population appropriate? And 51)
Should new development provide on-site open space, investment into the existing estate,
or a balance of the two approaches?
The current level of 3.25ha per 1,000 population is considered to be extremely onerous and
unnecessary and it may be difficult to achieve across a variety of different sites. Requiring such a
significant proportion of open space may have an impact on viability and therefore the ability to
maximise housing delivery.
A balance of the two approaches is therefore considered appropriate. Overall, open space should
be planned strategically and standards should be applied flexibly on a site by site basis and
through discussions during the Local Plan process.
Agricultural Land
55) What weight should be given to the protection of the best and most versatile
agricultural land, in the context of considering sustainable locations to accommodate
growth in Medway?
It is noted that Medway has a significant amount of Grade 1 agricultural land, currently comprising
23% as opposed to the England average of 2.7%. It is important to recognise that the loss of high
quality agricultural land may be necessary in order to deliver the Council’s identified growth
requirements.
As set out above, Medway have an objectively assessed housing need of circa 1,281 houses per
annum across the Plan period. This, combined with the fact that there are not enough suitable or
sustainable urban sites available for development, indicates that the Council will need to release
some agricultural land in locations that could deliver sustainable housing growth. When assessing
sites for release, weight should be attributed less to sustainable urban extensions and more for
remote sites.
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Sustainability
60) What should sustainable development look like for Medway? What plans and policies
should we put into place to achieve this?
New development should be integrated with existing development and provide for a mix of uses,
depending on location, in proximity to a range services and facilities and be located with good
access to public transport.
As set out above, it is considered that Medway should utilise planned growth of existing
settlements to achieve this, as it will assist in supporting and enhancing existing facilities and
communities. This would allow for the most truly sustainable developments to come forward.
Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that:
To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example, where there are groups of
smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby.
61) How can Medway ensure that all communities share in the benefits of growth, in order
to reduce the significant inequalities across the area?
Communities in Medway can best share in the benefits of growth when new development comes
forward as extensions to existing settlements as this will support existing shops, services and
public transport, as well as potentially providing new facilities.
Paragraph 28 of the NPPF states that, inter alia, to promote a strong rural economy, local and
neighbourhood plans should promote the retention and development of local services and
community facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural
buildings, public houses and places of worship. This can best be achieved by providing an
increased population and as such additional expenditure and patronage. Paragraph 52 of the
NPPF confirms that:
The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale
development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns ..
Transport
70) What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the plan period?
WYG is retained by CCE to provide transport and highways services relating to their site in Hoo,
and have undertaken a review to assess the baseline transport conditions of Hoo. Their
assessment confirms that there is sufficient existing highway capacity for residential development
to come forward in Hoo.
The report confirms that the CCE site is well connected to the existing primary local road and
strategic road networks. The site is also reasonably well served by local bus and rail services
during peak hours. Depending on the level of growth in Hoo, there would be some potential for
improvements to bus services.
As set out above, CCE consider that Hoo is suitably located for a sustainable extension for a
mixed-use residential development. WYG confirm that any new or diverted bus routes needed to
serve the CCE site could do so directly, by making a loop within the internal roads and using the
two vehicle accesses from Ropers Lane.
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It is understood that there may be development traffic impacts at the Four Elms Roundabout.
However, WYG have assessed this and concluded that there are suitable means by which a
phased approach to mitigation of these impacts can be implemented.
WYG have not undertaken a detailed capacity assessment to date, however they confirm that
there are no readily apparent physical impediments to the delivery of an improvement scheme in
Hoo that would result in an operable junction, when including both the potential development at
Lodge Hill and the CCE site.
Deliverability
In respect of CIL contributions and affordable housing, a single rate for the whole borough would
not be suitable or pragmatic to ensuring viable developments are delivered. As stated within the
consultation document, land values within the Borough vary significantly. Therefore, Medway must
ensure that policies are not overly restrictive to the point that they will impact on delivery.
CCE consider that it would be suitable for specific strategic sites, particularly those required to
deliver infrastructure or new local community services, to be given greater flexibility in respect of
contributions and this in turn would ensure that schemes come forward that create high quality,
sustainable but, importantly, deliverable housing that meets the needs of the borough.
Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that:
Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-making
and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of
development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy
burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any
requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing,
standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the
normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and
willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.
Development Strategy
81) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best meets the
identified growth requirements for Medway?
It is recognised that there is uncertainty regarding the Lodge Hill application, however the Local
Plan should continue to plan positively regardless of the outcome.
It is acknowledged that when growth is incremental, rather than planned on a strategic basis, it is
harder to ensure that infrastructure is planned alongside to support growth. The objectively
assessed housing need for Medway is 1,281 per annum. This is a considerable target and,
therefore, not just one of the growth options set out within the consultation document will be
suitable or enable the Council to meet their target year on year. Due to the scale of the objectively
assessed housing needs in the Borough, it is likely that there will be a need for a combination of
approaches.
CCE consider that one option that should be progressed is large scale housing development to the
east of Hoo St Werburgh. This site will provide a sustainable and suitable urban extension to the
existing settlement. This has the advantages of being able to deliver a significant amount of
housing, circa 1,500 new homes, whilst also ensuring that the development is planned for and that
adequate infrastructure, including improvements to the road network, provision of shops and
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services can be delivered if required. However, importantly, it would also support and enhance the
existing community and services.
The CCE site is available and could assist in providing a strategic, sustainable and deliverable site
to contribute towards the Council’s housing supply.
Overview
In summary, CCE seek to encourage Medway to ensure that emerging policy creates a positive
vision for the Borough, is consistent with the NPPF and allocates sustainable sites for housing, in
line with the established need.
CCE consider that their site in Hoo is a suitable for providing 1,5000 dwellings as a sustainable
urban extension. This will help the borough to meet their housing requirement and ensure that
development is focused in an accessible location that supports and enhance the local community
and existing services.
We consider that the suggestions set out within these representations are appropriate and will
assist in ensuring sustainable, viable and deliverable development within Medway.
Please contact us if you have any queries regarding these representations. Due to the
complexities and potential of our client’s site, we would welcome the opportunity to meet with you
to discuss this site and the emerging Plan further.
Yours faithfully

Simon Slatford
Senior Director
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Dear Sir/ Madam,
Medway Issues and Options consultation
Thank you for your letter dated 26th Jan 2016 seeking comment from Transport for London (TfL) on the above
mentioned consultation documents.
TfL has no specific comments in the consultation document, but would support your proposed transport policies
that seek to seek to support and improve facilities for, and access to public transport, walking and cycling through
development, for example through the extension of bus network (paragraph 25.4).
It is understood that there is growing overcrowding on peak train services, Southeastern services in particular. In
planning for the growth in Medway, TfL has identified some future opportunities in the East and Southeast sub‐
regional Transport Plan 2014 (https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/east‐south‐east‐poster‐2014.pdf)
including the Crossrail extension to Gravesend. TfL will continue to investigate these future opportunities and liaise
with various local councils, involving those outside London. London Boroughs in East and Southeast region are
invited to regular panel meetings alongside with the GLA, and the promotion of growth and development outside
London has always been taken into our consideration. Additionally, the council should make the most of capacity
offered by HS1 services in order to support additional growth in Medway region.
In terms of the Lower Thames Crossing (paragraph 25.8), given it is outside London, TfL has no comments at this
stage but will engage with the Council if there is further updates.
Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any further assistance in providing information.
Kind regards,
Oscar Wong | Assistant Planner
Borough Planning, TfL Planning, Transport for London
A: 10R1, 10th Floor, Windsor House, 42-50 Victoria Street, London SW1H 0TL
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excludes any warranty and any liability as to the quality or accuracy of the contents of this email and any attached files.
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This submission is made on behalf of the Labour Group at the issues and options stage of the
local plan consultation process.
We agree the indicative new housing unit numbers and employment land identified by the
technical SHENA (Strategic Housing and Economic Needs Assessment) process.
We wholeheartedly support the use of brownfield sites as the first call for development (for
either housing or employment purposes).
We support the use of high density & high rise housing development in appropriate locations
(such as some riverside sites) where their scale can be an advantage.
We recognise the complex nature of the huge deficit in the housing stock across Medway and
subsequently support the development of homes of differing sizes to meet the needs of
Medway's population for the next generation ‐ it must be that housing is affordable and
accessible.
In supporting the SHENA process there is recognition that there will be a need for greenfield
sites to be identified for housing (and possibly for employment) purposes.
Following the analysis of the Issues and Options process we call on the Council to be explicit in
how it identifies the sites it wishes to retain in their current use and those it wishes to re‐
designate and the rationale (such as SSSI; AOB; RAMSAR; grade of agricultural land, public park
or open space, urban lung, etc).
It is essential that the council seek to ensure that new developments, including where
aggregated, generate sufficient funds to meet all of their immediate and wider infrastructure
needs including transport, education, health, leisure and open space.
Take a realistic view of the commercial potential of each of the town centres and look to
increase housing units ‐ thereby increasing the potential footfall of each High Street ‐ ensuring
that each has the right mix of shops to make a comprehensive offer for those wishing to shop
there.
We support the wider use of the Rochester Airfield site to increase the potential size of the
business park, along with public open space provision
Consideration should be given of the suitability of the NHS offer and its current locations such
that Medway is well provided for with easy to access facilities as its population grows
substantially

With the much recognised population growth and older demographic there should be specific
focus on the need to develop extra care / lifetime housing alongside any improvements in use
of technology during the span of the local plan.
With the increase in wanting to tackle social isolation it is important to get strong options in the
plan which aid in that from good quality open spaces to a suitable number of community
centres and other buildings for social interaction.
We call on the Government to reintroduce regulated bus services ‐ such that public transport
becomes a realistic offer for many who currently choose to travel by car ‐ thereby allowing for a
reduction in the steady rise in car ownership and usage and its consequent impact on public
infrastructure (eg roads and parking). Alongside this due consideration should be given for
combined public transport smart ticking for Medway Bus & Train travel.
As the main opposition group we look forward to continuing to play our part in bringing
forward a Local Plan for Medway.
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Medway Local Plan (2012-2035)
Issues and Options
Allhallows Parish Council Response

The response from the Allhallows Parish Council attempts to provide input to
the majority of the questions posed by the Issues and Options consultation.
There does appear to be some gaps in the consultation – especially the
proposal to review village boundaries and how the needs of the local areas
can be assessed and delivered.
DEVELOPING A VISION FOR MEDWAY IN 2035
1) What do you think should be the key components of and ambitions for
the Local Plan’s vision for Medway in 2035?
The Medway area is one of the largest conurbations in the South East outside
of London, although this is often not recognized. Growth in recent decades
has brought some improvements but overall the infrastructure and services
have not kept pace. Further economic pressures have had an impact on issues
such as Policing, Fire Service, Hospital and Health Care. The rural divide has
meant greater reliance on the car and traffic levels, especially at peak times,
have caused congestion for all. Residents (and businesses) will want
improvements to support the growth projected and necessary economic
investment.
STRATEGIC ISSUES
2) What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to
address?
a) The environment
There has been a growing recognition of the part a healthy
environment plays in the vitality of the area. Green space provides a
lung for the towns and protection needs to be maintained and

enhanced where necessary (within the urban core and at a large scale
in the rural areas)
b) Local employment
It has always been relatively easy to provide additional housing, but
large areas allocated for industrial and economic development
remain underused (empty properties on existing business estates and
areas such as Grain and Kingsnorth).
c) Housing
The case for additional housing has not changed for several decades –
the majority driven by the needs of the local population, but the area
still remains a major attraction from London (especially South East)
where property prices continue to grow and a move to the Medway
Towns becomes very attractive financially, but leaves the core local
issue unresolved.
3) How should the council respond to these issues?
Where do we go from here? 2035 seems a way off but is easily within the life
of current under 60s. There will be even more pressure on land supply in
2035 so there is a need to maximise the contribution that developments in
this plan make to the infrastructure of the area. (e.g. roads, rail, health care,
local jobs)
HOUSING
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of
housing needs calculated for Medway over the plan period?
Without the detailed understanding of the evidence base it is difficult to
comment, however there is a concern that housing take-up from outside the
area, especially South East London, will put further pressure on the needs of
local residents.
5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for
Medway?

There appears to be a priority for development of homes for sale (although
providing a step-up for some local residents, it provides a magnet for people
from other areas). With the reduced affordability of these homes, further
initiatives are needed for keeping these costs down. There is also a need to
provide quality, affordable homes for rent.
6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of
affordable housing, and what threshold should be set for the scale of
development that needs to provide affordable housing?
The quality affordable housing % should be higher if local needs are to be met
(40%).
7) What form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing
population of older people?
There is a natural desire for older people to remain where they are. They
have usually invested significantly in their property, both financially and
personally, however it is recognised that this means a significant part of
Medway’s housing could be under occupied (and with a growing population
this may grow). There does not appear to be a suitable model for older
people currently and there needs to be a range of low cost purchase and/or
rent options to enable older people to benefit from their past investment –
with a range of down-sizing options. Quality/Affordable Bungalows and
retirement homes can also increase the options for older people.
8) What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Ground floor properties will continue to be needed for a wide range of
disabilities (both visible and invisible).
Care in the community housing units.
9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and
wellbeing of Medway’s communities?

There needs to be a contribution from all new developments (residential and
business) ear-marked for health care. The population projections may also
require an additional hospital to the west of the area.
Green spaces, play areas and pedestrian and cycle paths will also aid health
and well being.
10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites for starter home
developments?
No suggestions for sites, starter homes will be required in all developments,
and integrated.
11) How do you consider the infrastructure needs of starter home and self
and custom build developments should be addressed?
A flexible mixture of development types should be required in all
developments of 20 or more homes – flexibility based on an overall Medway
need.

12) How should the council provide for the demand for land for self and
custom build housing? For example, integrated with larger developments,
on standalone sites, or linked to placemaking ambitions to deliver highly
sustainable and innovative design quality.
These should normally be integrated with larger developments, although
smaller sites could also be considered (but not specifically allocated).
13) What is the demand for student housing and where would this be best
located? For example, would dedicated student housing be appropriate in
Medway’s town centres?
Student housing should be located close to further education sites or on
cheap/reliable/extended hours’ public transport routes, however this
demand should not be concentrated on a small number of sites.

14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy, traveller and travelling
showpeople’s accommodation in Medway, and what criteria should be used
to identify appropriate sites?
We welcome the government’s latest consultation and directives about the
definition of this group. We have been concerned at their ability to bypass
planning rules that apply to everybody else and have seen developments in
areas where this would not normally be allowed. A ‘real’ traveller site may
need to be self-sufficient and ‘remote’ although more permanent
accommodation needs to be part of the general built environment.
ECONOMY
15) Where should such sites be located, considering opportunities in
existing employment areas, and potential new sites such as Lodge Hill or
other developments?
There is significant land around Kingsnorth (Hoo) and Grain for potential
employment areas but it has proved to be difficult to develop these.
Employment could be considered if environmental issues at Lodge Hill can be
overcome – but a key issue remains with the relatively poor transport
infrastructure in the area – and the impact on residential communities of
heavy traffic (especially HGVs).
There have been key road improvements – A228 between Chattenden and
Ropers Lane (and recent changes to the lane itself), and the road to Grain
remains single carriageway from Sharnal Street, however the main issue
remains that these feed into one route and especially the Four Elms
Roundabout – with growing use throughout the day, and major issues at peak
times for all traffic.
Road traffic reduction should be encouraged through use of the Peninsula
railway for passenger and freight services and something major will be
required at the Four Elms Roundabout (traffic light signalling falls well short
of the requirements here). Residential and employment expansion will need
to restricted until this (and other) issues are addressed.
The contribution that ‘work from home’ contributes should also be
recognised and supported where possible.

16) What are the opportunities for further business growth in and close to
town centres in Medway?
There are already sites such as Knights Road/Medway City Estate/Chatham
Dockyard close to town centres that require better access.. There does need
to be encouragement for the consideration of travel plans and positive
encouragement (Incentives) to use public transport for access and for public
transport operators to provide services.
17) Do you agree with scale of jobs and employment land needs identified
for Medway over the plan period?
There does need to be an encouragement to use local employment land
already allocated – and positive encouragement and support. Too much of
the current allocation is underused.

18) How can Medway realise opportunities to capitalise on growth in the
wider area, including London?
There will be pressure on both road and rail connections towards London,
and the only ‘spare’ capacity is contra-peak travel which should be
encouraged.
19) How should the plan respond to opportunities arising from the
expansion of higher and further education in Medway?
Support to encourage both the students and qualified students to locate
locally should be provided.
20) Is it feasible to reduce the amount of out-commuting from Medway, and
what would be required to achieve this?
Local business should be encouraged (also contra-peak).

21) How should the plan address the specific locational requirements of
some businesses, for example access to wharves?
Locational requirements should be considered and supported where the road
(and rail) infrastructure has the capacity and environmental impact in the
area (to residents and the natural environment) can be prevented.
TOURISM
22) What scale and form of additional visitor accommodation is needed to
support and develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
The area has a lot to offer currently and that needs to be maximised to
encourage tourism – especially the countryside.
Quality touring camp sites are also required to help promote tourism.
23) What are the opportunities for extending tourism in Medway beyond
day trips to the main attractions and events?
Better use of the countryside for ‘green tourism’.
The tourism offer has to be more joined up if longer visits are to be
encouraged. Recognition of Allhallows Leisure Park required (and access to
the wider Medway offer provided).
24) What role does the river and Medway’s countryside have to play in
developing tourism locally?
Public access to the river and countryside needs to be both expanded and
controlled. There is potential for greater tourism, but impact needs to be
considered as well.
RETAIL, COMMERCIAL, LEISURE & TOWN CENTRES
25) Should we focus investment & retail capacity on Chatham to consolidate
its position as Medway’s highest order centre?

Chatham and Hempstead Valley provide little to the local area.

26) Should we seek to facilitate development in Chatham of sufficient
critical mass to improve market share, or plan for investment to meet
currently identified capacity only?
We appreciate the problems of trying to maintain multiple town centres,
however Chatham is not heavily used by peninsula residents – by the time
residents travel (by car) more additional locations are open to them (e.g.
Gravesend/Bluewater). Public transport tends to encourage the use of Strood
as a destination – better public transport and car parking, to an improved
offer in Chatham, may encourage its use.
27) What should the mix be in Medway’s town centres between retail and
other supporting uses, including food and drink, commercial leisure,
employment and residential?
There is now an opportunity for more residential properties in the town
centre (and with a suitable public transport offer, and suitable development
local car usage could be limited) – this would help to drive a more attractive
offer.
28) Should we consider making provision for a new or replacement
supermarket in Gillingham town centre? If so, where should this go?
This would be very unlikely to be used by our local residents so no comment.
29) What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of
town retail?
Road traffic implications will be the main issue – and availability of car parking
– although there might be well intentioned aims to encourage access via
public transport.
ENVIRONMENT

30) What are the most effective means to secure and strengthen Medway’s
environment, in the context of the area’s development needs?
Support for existing environment designations is key (and provides an
attractive local offer for residents, business and tourism). Further areas
should be designated, especially local amenity space. Opportunities to
expand or join up areas should be considered.
31) What opportunities should be pursued in the Local Plan to extend
connectivity for wildlife and people throughout urban and rural parts of
Medway?
Connectivity needs to be improved (but also managed). Key routes need to be
established and maintained. Expansion to fill in ‘gaps’ in the public footpath
network and cycle paths need to be carried out. Footpaths/cycle paths
between villages and also to and from the urban environment should be
developed where possible.
Rail access in the Medway Valley should be encouraged, opening up the Hoo
Peninsula railway for passenger use would also provide access for people.
In general railways do provide a wildlife corridor both in the urban area and
countryside.
32) What approach should be taken to determining the role of landscape in
producing a spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and development
management policies?
Key landscape should be protected from development – issues of setting
need to be considered if developments are considered.
BUILT ENVIRONMENT
33) What approach should we take to managing Medway’s heritage assets,
particularly in the context of bringing forward regeneration?

Consideration to the role of Conservation Areas is required to strike a balance
between protection and positive enhancement. More areas could be
considered for designation and boundaries could be extended to include the
‘setting’ of the area not just the area itself.
34) What characteristics do you think makes a good place to live?
A good balance between homes and environment. Good transport access is a
major issue. Local amenity areas, local parks, larger areas of green space.
35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are most distinctive? How
should these be protected, enhanced or reflected in new development?
The green spaces of Medway provide a key counter to a densely developed
centre. In many cases these also provide a valuable green wedge into some of
this areas.
36) What areas of Medway have weaker character and what are the
opportunities for improvements?
Dense development in the town centres have led to issues with parking and
contributed to traffic congestion. New developments do need wider roads
(but perhaps with traffic calming).
37) What requirements should be sought of new developments in Medway
to give them a distinct character and ensure they function well, in both
central areas (including brownfield sites) and suburban areas?
Local amenity space, road widths do need to be provided in larger scale
developments. Segregated routes for pedestrians and cyclists need to be
provided and maintained.
RURAL ISSUES
38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre be
developed?

Hoo is a local destination but public transport links from there to Allhallows
are very poor, especially in the mornings. A wider range of retail and services
would reduce the need to travel into congested town centres.
39) What provision needs to be made for employment in rural Medway?
There are significant distances travelled to work by many each day from the
rural parish areas, but there are large designated employment areas on the
Hoo peninsula in particular. There are still a significant number of local
residents who came to the area to help build and run the oil refinery at Grain
and local power stations. Local employment is key to reducing the need and
cost of travelling to work and encourage a counter-peak flow of traffic.
40) How should the Local Plan address the need to maintain and improve
access to services in rural areas?
Services are under considerable pressure and need to be supported
financially and given the opportunity to expand their service provision where
practical.
41) What consideration should be given to strategic infrastructure and
development in rural Medway?
There is over-reliance on the car and the A228 in particular. There are major
problems if these are blocked by accidents and there are some pinch-points
that need to be addressed. Contingency arrangements also need further
investment.
A freight railway exists on the peninsula and could be converted at minimal
cost to provide an hourly or half-hourly service into Higham and Strood (with
later electrification to extend services). This could serve all the villages
through strategically placed stations.

Public transport provision is poor outside of a very few core routes in the
urban area and needs to be improved.
42) How can the Local Plan ensure that strategic and local needs are
satisfactorily addressed in areas working towards production of a
Neighbourhood Plan?
INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES
43) What changes to the built environment could facilitate healthier
communities?
The maintenance of local amenity space, larger areas and the green lung that
is provided by our rural areas.
44) How can the Local Plan encourage access to healthy food options and
growing opportunities?
There are large areas of good quality agricultural land in the area and
connection to local markets is required. Allotment space should also be
protected and enhanced if rural areas are built on.
45) How can the Local Plan most effectively promote greater physical
activity in Medway?
A good selection of footpaths and cycle routes to connect out of the more
urban areas to connect the more urban areas to key rural routes through the
countryside and to the Thames and Medway rivers.
46) What changes to the current siting of healthcare facilities should be
considered in the Local Plan? Are there opportunities to provide new sites,
and/or to integrate health services in local communities?

Access to the main hospital at Gillingham is a problem for many of the
western and Hoo peninsula residents. More provision is required locally
through 'cottage hospitals/health centres'.
SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
47) How best can the Local Plan secure the provision of new and expanded
schools to meet the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure that such
infrastructure is delivered in a timely manner and located appropriately as a
key element of sustainable development?
Housing developments need to fund additional spaces, however there needs
to be a full audit of local provision to limit the need for temporary classrooms
and new schools may be a better solution in some cases.
48) What community facilities are needed by Medway’s population over the
plan period, and how should they be delivered and managed?
A full audit/appraisal is required to identify the state of local facilities and
requirements,
OPEN SPACE
49) Is it an appropriate ambition to preserve the integrity of the open space
estate, or should we be seeking to rationalise the estate?
Even small green spaces help contribute to the wellness of an area and should
be protected. “Friends of groups” should be encouraged.
50) Should we continue to set a local space standard and seek to address
shortfalls by new provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha per 1,000
population appropriate?

Our standards are too low and need to be increased. Even in the rural areas
there is often limited access to the majority of the area.
51) Should we move to a multi-functional hub model of provision, and what
might this look like in practice?
Multi-functional/connected hubs should be developed.
52) Should new development provide on-site open space, investment into
the existing estate, or a balance of the two approaches?
We would support a balance of provision between protecting the existing
spaces and developing new areas.
53) What management models and priorities should we consider? Should
we seek to increase community involvement in open space provision and
how might this be accomplished?
An umbrella group that includes paid professionals should be established, so
that local smaller groups can tap-in to support (both managerial and
practical) so that resources can be shared efficiently rather than each group
requiring its own.
SPORT FACILITIES
54) What provision should be made for sport in the Local Plan, including in
relation to population growth and new developments?
Additional land is required to expand sporting provision. Changing rooms and
other club facilities could be developed in partnership with current
community run assets.

55) How should the Local Plan address the aspirations for a new stadium for
Gillingham FC?
Provision for Gillingham FC has been a long running theme in past local plans.
A multi-use stadium could enhance culture, entertainment and sporting
facilities.
NATURAL RESOURCES
56) What weight should be given to the protection of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, in the context of considering sustainable
locations to accommodate growth in Medway?
Agricultural land could provide local quality food and provide some
employment opportunities for local residents if farmers could be encouraged
to try harder to engage with local residents rather than taking easy (lower
paid?) alternatives.
AIR QUALITY
57) How should the Local Plan address the AQMAs and the potential
development sites that could be affected by pollutants in these areas?
There have been air quality issues reported in the past, even in rural areas.
With prevailing winds from London, green belt protection is vital.
Suitable planting and ongoing maintenance should also be a key policy to help
cleanse the areas.
MINERALS
58) What approach should be taken to planning for land won minerals in
Medway?

River and rail connected sites need to be prioritised and the use of the road
network reduced or eliminated.
59) What are the requirements for wharves and their supporting land-side
infrastructure in Medway over the plan period?
Wharves should be used to move heavy goods both in and out of the area,
reducing road traffic, although road access to wharves need to be managed.
WASTE
60) What provision should the Local Plan make for waste management and
disposal in Medway, for both household and commercial streams?
Medway does need to provide for its own waste and disposal, but not arising
from other areas. More needs to be done to reduce waste, then encourage
re-use and recycle.
SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE
61) What should sustainable development look like for Medway? What
plans and policies should we put into place to achieve this?
Objective assessment of all developments should be calculated and
published.
62) How can Medway ensure that all communities share in the benefits of
growth, in order to reduce the significant inequalities across the area?
Local groups need to be involved in discussions leading to any new
developments and planning gain benefits should be provided these groups for
identified needs.

63) What measures should new development take to mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of new development needs to be calculated, published and
monitored.
64) How can existing development and communities mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of changes should be reported and local initiatives to support any
mitigation should be rewarded.
65) Should Medway adopt the optional national standards for water
efficiency? What local evidence would we need to underpin this?
New developments should be making better use of rain water as well as grey
water.
FLOOD RISK
66) How should flood risk and SuDs be taken into account in planning for
growth in Medway?
Flood risk areas should be avoided without wider mitigation/minimisation of
the local risk.
67) What safeguards should be put in place to ensure future requirements
for improved flood defences are not compromised?
See 66.
ENERGY
68) Should we allocate sites or zones for wind energy development?

Wind power has the potential for a very limited contribution to energy
development, but large scale development would not be appropriate.
69) What policies should we set for other forms of energy development?
The use of solar cell needs to be monitored closely (see Stoke Solar Farm).

70) How should we take advantage of opportunities for use of waste heat
from the large-scale energy generation on the Peninsula?
Existing power stations are remote from large residential areas so potential is
very limited.
TRANSPORT
71) What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the
plan period?
There is very limited scope for further large scale road development, although
some pinch points do need to be addressed and further improvements to the
A228 are required before further developments are considered.
The railway does need to be exploited more, especially off-peak between
villages and towns - Medway Valley Line, Strood to Rainham etc, as well as
development of the Hoo peninsula freight line.

72) What measures should be considered to increase public transport usage
and rates of walking and cycling in Medway?

As mention previously, a comprehensive network of segregated routes needs
to be developed connecting urban and rural areas.
73) What provision should be made for car parking?
The growth of car ownership in recent decades has been significant and now
many areas are suffering from in-street parking that have not suffered before.
More parking provision is required in new developments.
74) What are the requirements for waterside infrastructure, such as docks,
wharves, marinas, piers and berths, and their supporting landside facilities,
to support commercial and leisure activities?
Access to the riverside is key and this should override any private
development on the riverside or public access along the river enhanced and
clearly signed.
75) How should the aviation facilities at Rochester Airport and Stoke be
considered in the Local Plan?
There is little to support expansion of flying element of these facilities,
however suitable employment opportunities could be encouraged.
DELIVERABILITY
76) How can the Council ensure that the Local Plan and its policies remain
deliverable while seeking to ensure that development in the area is high
quality and sustainable?
The impact of developments need to be analysed before and monitored.

77) Should we consider setting different rates of affordable housing and CIL
contributions to take account of differing viability between areas of
Medway?
This approach would need further justification and monitoring and used in
limited areas initially.
78) How can we ensure timely and appropriate delivery of infrastructure to
meet the needs of new and existing communities? What infrastructure
types or projects should be prioritised where funding is limited?
Infrastructure delivery will be key and this does need to be front-loaded in
any development to ensure delivery and not allow developments to avoid
these commitments.

79) What use should be made of new methods of delivery to help speed up
the planning process, and how can we ensure that quality is not
compromised in favour of speed?
Care needs to be taken with this approach - a development brief needs to
include infrastrucure requirements and phasing, quality of design and
environmental issues considered and mitigated.
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
80) Are the development principles right? Should other guiding principles be
introduced?

Environmental protection should be key to any development principles, with
proven prevention and mitigation where appropriate.

81) Do you agree with the assessment of advantages and disadvantages of
the various development type options set out above? Are there other
advantages and disadvantages that should be considered?
Stronger environmental protection required.
82) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best
meets the identified growth requirements for Medway?
No comment
83) Should we consider more radical approaches to meeting development
needs, such as significant increases in density, or large-scale redevelopment
of existing employment areas for residential or mixed use?
A mixture of approaches will be required although radical approaches on
individual sites may be appropriate if justified.
84) Should the green belt boundary be reviewed?
Green belt is very limited and should be maintained wherever possible to
avoid erosion of gaps between settlements.
85) What provision should be made for mixed use in residential
developments, both high density and lower density?

A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
86) What approach should be taken to future development opportunities
and mix of uses in Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
87) Do you agree that the other town centres require improvement in their
existing roles, or should we consider holistic review of any of them in
conjunction with nearby waterfront
Strood Town Centre is isolated from the river and its railway station and could
be better connected and enhanced. Rochester now has a relocated station,
but could still be better connected to the river to both the north and west.
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STOKE PARISH COUNCIL
Mr R. Morrad. (CiLCA)
Parish Clerk.

Web site stokeparishcouncil.org.uk

Date 8/02/2016
Our Ref: Local Plan 2016
Your Ref: Matthew Pinder.
Matthew Pinder
Planner Development Management/Planning Policy
Medway Council
Gun Wharf Dock Road
Chatham Kent
ME4 4TR

LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS
Dear Mr Pinder.
Please find Stoke Parish Councils comments/views on the issues and options document which
will form the first formal stage of the local plan process.
The Parish Council supports the idea of allowing houses at Middle Stoke and Upper Stoke
sites, but does not support the sites at Lower Stoke i.e. to the rear of Burney`s Cottages and
the allotments rear of Sycamore house site. The proposed development of allotments on
Allhallows Road is most undesirable. They are well used and attractive for the communities
of Allhallows and Stoke and provide a desirable green space for recreation and food
production. Although it is recognised the development of the farm yard at Burney`s Cottage
would be an improvement on the current status it could lead to back-fill of houses up to the
allotments if any development of the allotments were allowed. This would be most
undesirable and would overwhelm the services and infrastructure of the village. Indeed it
would change the nature of the village life itself. This would be back development which may
lead to future developments being earmarked for the village.
However the Parish Council has real concerns regarding the peninsula as a whole. The present
infrastructure falls far short of supporting the proposed plan. This is particularly so regarding
the roads off the peninsular and those serving the industrial/commercial areas of Kingsnorth
and especially Grain. The roads are coping at normal times but first thing in the morning it is
difficult to leave the peninsula at four elms roundabout and with the proposed development of
lodge hill this can only increase. Any further development will bring major problems. The
proposals also need strengthening in respect of making the Peninsula pleasant and desirable to
attract doctors, teachers and other support professionals. There is already a problem in this
respect.
Yours sincerely
Chairman Cllr B Stone,

Mr R Morrad (CiLCA).Clerk & RFO to Stoke Parish Council.

Chairman Cllr B Stone,
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Dear Sir
I would like to make the following comments with regard to equestrian within the local plan
As equestrians in the very densely populated south east, we are so poorly served with regard to the
provision to safe off road riding opportunities,Kent including Medway has a third less than the national
average provision for equestrians
.
So we have to work very hard to keep routes especially where the route are within new developments
this also affects the quality of the routes and we rarely have the opportunity to extend equine provision
due to the total reluctance of land owners highway authority and local authorities to dedicate new routes
even where its short stretches are needed to join up existing route .
As Medway moves through with it new plan PLEASE remember bridleways offer good value for money as
walkers cyclist and horse riders are legally able to use them.
Regards
Sue Saunders
British horse society

1

Name: Chris Fribbins
Reference
138

Organisation
Dickens' Country Protection Society

On Behalf Of
Type of Consultee
Charity/Community/Faith Group

Page 1

Medway Local Plan (2012-2035)
Issues and Options
Dickens’ Country Protection Society Response

The response from the Dickens' Country Protection Society (DCPS) attempts
to provide input to the majority of the questions posed by the Issues and
Options consultation. Our area of benefit includes the wards of Cuxton and
Halling, Strood Rural and Peninsula as well as the former Strood Rural District
Council areas now in Gravesham (Higham, Cobham, Shorne, Meopham etc.)
There does appear to be some gaps in the consultation – especially the
proposal to review village boundaries and how the needs of the local areas
can be assessed and delivered. The impact of the Lower Thames Crossing
(Option C) on local road networks will also need to be assessed (both the
westerly and eastern approach).
DEVELOPING A VISION FOR MEDWAY IN 2035
1) What do you think should be the key components of and ambitions for
the Local Plan’s vision for Medway in 2035?
The Medway area is one of the largest conurbations in the South East outside
of London, although this is often not recognized. Growth in recent decades
has brought some improvements but overall the infrastructure and services
have not kept pace. Further economic pressures have had an impact on issues
such as Policing, Fire Service, Hospital and Health Care. The rural divide has
meant greater reliance on the car and traffic levels, especially at peak times,
have caused congestion for all. Residents (and businesses) will want
improvements to support the growth projected and necessary economic
investment.
STRATEGIC ISSUES
2) What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to
address?

a) The environment
There has been a growing recognition of the part a healthy
environment plays in the vitality of the area. Green space provides a
lung for the towns and protection needs to be maintained and
enhanced where necessary (within the urban core and at a large scale
in the rural areas)
b) Local employment
It has always been relatively easy to provide additional housing, but
large areas allocated for industrial and economic development
remain underused (empty properties on existing business estates and
areas such as Grain and Kingsnorth).
c) Housing
The case for additional housing has not changed for several decades –
the majority driven by the needs of the local population, but the area
still remains a major attraction from London (especially South East)
where property prices continue to grow and a move to the Medway
Towns becomes very attractive financially, but leaves the core local
issue unresolved.
3) How should the council respond to these issues?
Where do we go from here? 2035 seems a way off but is easily within the life
of current under 60s. There will be even more pressure on land supply in
2035 so there is a need to maximise the contribution that developments in
this plan make to the infrastructure of the area. (e.g. roads, rail, health care,
local jobs)
HOUSING
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of
housing needs calculated for Medway over the plan period?
Without the detailed understanding of the evidence base it is difficult to
comment, however there is a concern that housing take-up from outside the
area, especially South East London, will put further pressure on the needs of
local residents.

5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for
Medway?
There appears to be a priority for development of homes for sale (although
providing a step-up for some local residents, it provides a magnet for people
from other areas). With the reduced affordability of these homes, further
initiatives are needed for keeping these costs down. There is also a need to
provide quality, affordable homes for rent.
6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of
affordable housing, and what threshold should be set for the scale of
development that needs to provide affordable housing?
The quality affordable housing % should be higher if local needs are to be met
(40%).
7) What form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing
population of older people?
There is a natural desire for older people to remain where they are. They
have usually invested significantly in their property, both financially and
personally, however it is recognised that this means a significant part of
Medway’s housing could be under occupied (and with a growing population
this may grow). There does not appear to be a suitable model for older
people currently and there needs to be a range of low cost purchase and/or
rent options to enable older people to benefit from their past investment –
with a range of down-sizing options. Quality/Affordable Bungalows and
retirement homes can also increase the options for older people.
8) What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Ground floor properties will continue to be needed for a wide range of
disabilities (both visible and invisible).
Care in the community housing units.

9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and
wellbeing of Medway’s communities?
There needs to be a contribution from all new developments (residential and
business) ear-marked for health care. The population projections may also
require an additional hospital to the west of the area.
Green spaces, play areas and pedestrian and cycle paths will also aid health
and well being.
10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites for starter home
developments?
No suggestions for sites, starter homes will be required in all developments,
and integrated.
11) How do you consider the infrastructure needs of starter home and self
and custom build developments should be addressed?
A flexible mixture of development types should be required in all
developments of 20 or more homes – flexibility based on an overall Medway
need.

12) How should the council provide for the demand for land for self and
custom build housing? For example, integrated with larger developments,
on standalone sites, or linked to placemaking ambitions to deliver highly
sustainable and innovative design quality.
These should normally be integrated with larger developments, although
smaller sites could also be considered (but not specifically allocated).
13) What is the demand for student housing and where would this be best
located? For example, would dedicated student housing be appropriate in
Medway’s town centres?
Student housing should be located close to further education sites or on

cheap/reliable/extended hours’ public transport routes, however this
demand should not be concentrated on a small number of sites.
14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy, traveller and travelling
showpeople’s accommodation in Medway, and what criteria should be used
to identify appropriate sites?
We welcome the government’s latest consultation and directives about the
definition of this group. We have been concerned at their ability to bypass
planning rules that apply to everybody else and have seen developments in
areas where this would not normally be allowed. A ‘real’ traveller site may
need to be self-sufficient and ‘remote’ although more permanent
accommodation needs to be part of the general built environment.
ECONOMY
15) Where should such sites be located, considering opportunities in
existing employment areas, and potential new sites such as Lodge Hill or
other developments?
There is significant land around Kingsnorth (Hoo) and Grain for potential
employment areas but it has proved to be difficult to develop these.
Employment could be considered if environmental issues at Lodge Hill can be
overcome – but a key issue remains with the relatively poor transport
infrastructure in the area – and the impact on residential communities of
heavy traffic (especially HGVs).
There have been key road improvements – A228 between Chattenden and
Ropers Lane (and recent changes to the lane itself), and the road to Grain
remains single carriageway from Sharnal Street, however the main issue
remains that these feed into one route and especially the Four Elms
Roundabout – with growing use throughout the day, and major issues at peak
times for all traffic.
Road traffic reduction should be encouraged through use of the Peninsula
railway for passenger and freight services and something major will be
required at the Four Elms Roundabout (traffic light signalling falls well short
of the requirements here). Residential and employment expansion will need
to restricted until this (and other) issues are addressed.

The contribution that ‘work from home’ provides should also be recognised
and supported where possible.
16) What are the opportunities for further business growth in and close to
town centres in Medway?
There are already sites such as Knights Road/Medway City Estate/Chatham
Dockyard relatively close to town centres that require better access. There
does need to be encouragement for the consideration of travel plans and
positive encouragement (incentives) to use public transport for access and for
public transport operators to provide services.
17) Do you agree with scale of jobs and employment land needs identified
for Medway over the plan period?
There does need to be an encouragement to use local employment land
already allocated – and positive encouragement and support. Too much of
the current allocation is underused.
18) How can Medway realise opportunities to capitalise on growth in the
wider area, including London?
There will be pressure on both road and rail connections towards London,
and the only ‘spare’ capacity is contra-peak travel which should be
encouraged.
19) How should the plan respond to opportunities arising from the
expansion of higher and further education in Medway?
Support to encourage both the students and qualified students to locate
locally should be provided.
20) Is it feasible to reduce the amount of out-commuting from Medway, and
what would be required to achieve this?
Local business should be encouraged (also contra-peak).

21) How should the plan address the specific locational requirements of
some businesses, for example access to wharves?
Locational requirements should be considered and supported where the road
(and rail) infrastructure has the capacity and environmental impact in the
area (to residents and the natural environment) can be prevented.
TOURISM
22) What scale and form of additional visitor accommodation is needed to
support and develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
The area has a lot to offer currently and that needs to be maximised to
encourage tourism – especially the countryside.
Quality touring camp sites are also required to help promote tourism.
23) What are the opportunities for extending tourism in Medway beyond
day trips to the main attractions and events?
Better use of the countryside for ‘green tourism’.
The tourism offer has to be more joined up if longer visits are to be
encouraged. Recognition of Allhallows Leisure Park required (and access to
the wider Medway offer provided).
24) What role does the river and Medway’s countryside have to play in
developing tourism locally?
Public access to the river and countryside needs to be both expanded and
controlled. There is potential for greater tourism, but impact needs to be
considered as well.
RETAIL, COMMERCIAL, LEISURE & TOWN CENTRES

25) Should we focus investment & retail capacity on Chatham to consolidate
its position as Medway’s highest order centre?
Chatham (and also Hempstead Valley which is not considered) provide little
to our local area.

26) Should we seek to facilitate development in Chatham of sufficient
critical mass to improve market share, or plan for investment to meet
currently identified capacity only?
We appreciate the problems of trying to maintain multiple town centres,
however Chatham is not heavily used by peninsula residents – by the time
residents travel (by car) more additional locations are open to them (e.g.
Gravesend/Bluewater). Public transport tends to encourage the use of Strood
as a destination – better public transport and car parking, to an improved
offer in Chatham, may encourage its use.
27) What should the mix be in Medway’s town centres between retail and
other supporting uses, including food and drink, commercial leisure,
employment and residential?
There is now an opportunity for more residential properties in the town
centre (and with a suitable public transport offer, and suitable development
local car usage could be limited) – this would help to drive a more attractive
offer.
28) Should we consider making provision for a new or replacement
supermarket in Gillingham town centre? If so, where should this go?
This would be very unlikely to be used by our local residents so no comment.
29) What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of
town retail?
Road traffic implications will be the main issue – and availability of car parking
– although there might be well intentioned aims to encourage access via
public transport.

ENVIRONMENT
30) What are the most effective means to secure and strengthen Medway’s
environment, in the context of the area’s development needs?
Support for existing environment designations is key (and provides an
attractive local offer for residents, business and tourism). Further areas
should be designated, especially local amenity space. Opportunities to
expand or join up environmental areas should be considered.
31) What opportunities should be pursued in the Local Plan to extend
connectivity for wildlife and people throughout urban and rural parts of
Medway?
Connectivity needs to be improved (but also managed). Key routes need to be
established and maintained. Expansion to fill in ‘gaps’ in the public footpath
network and cycle paths need to be carried out. Footpaths/cycle paths
between villages and also to and from the urban environment should be
developed where possible.
Rail access in the Medway Valley should be encouraged, opening up the Hoo
Peninsula railway for passenger use would also provide access for people.
In general railways do provide a wildlife corridor both in the urban area and
countryside.
32) What approach should be taken to determining the role of landscape in
producing a spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and development
management policies?
Key landscape should be protected from development – issues of setting of
existing properties, especially important historic buildings, need to be
considered if developments are considered.
BUILT ENVIRONMENT

33) What approach should we take to managing Medway’s heritage assets,
particularly in the context of bringing forward regeneration?
Consideration to the role of Conservation Areas is required to strike a balance
between protection and positive enhancement. More areas could be
considered for designation and boundaries could be extended to include the
‘setting’ of the area not just the area itself.
34) What characteristics do you think makes a good place to live?
A good balance between homes and environment. Good transport access is a
major issue. Local amenity areas, local parks, larger areas of green space.
35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are most distinctive? How
should these be protected, enhanced or reflected in new development?
The green spaces of Medway provide a key counter to a densely developed
centre. In many cases these also provide a valuable green wedge into some of
this areas.
36) What areas of Medway have weaker character and what are the
opportunities for improvements?
Dense development in the town centres have led to issues with parking and
contributed to traffic congestion. New developments do need wider roads
(but perhaps with traffic calming).
37) What requirements should be sought of new developments in Medway
to give them a distinct character and ensure they function well, in both
central areas (including brownfield sites) and suburban areas?
Local amenity space, road widths do need to be provided in larger scale
developments. Segregated routes for pedestrians and cyclists need to be
provided and maintained.
RURAL ISSUES

38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre be
developed?
Hoo is a local destination but public transport links are very poor, especially in
the mornings. A wider range of retail and services would reduce the need to
travel into congested town centres.
39) What provision needs to be made for employment in rural Medway?
There are significant distances travelled to work by many each day from the
rural parish areas, but there are large designated employment areas on the
Hoo peninsula in particular. There are still a significant number of local
residents who came to the area to help build and run the oil refinery at Grain
and local power stations. Local employment is key to reducing the need and
cost of travelling to work and encourage a counter-peak flow of traffic.
40) How should the Local Plan address the need to maintain and improve
access to services in rural areas?
Services are under considerable pressure and need to be supported
financially and given the opportunity to expand their service provision where
practical.
41) What consideration should be given to strategic infrastructure and
development in rural Medway?
There is over-reliance on the car and the A228 in particular. There are major
problems if these are blocked by accidents and there are some pinch-points
that need to be addressed. Contingency arrangements also need further
investment.
A freight railway exists on the peninsula and could be converted at minimal
cost to provide an hourly or half-hourly service into Higham and Strood (with

later electrification to extend services). This could serve all the villages
through strategically placed stations.
Public transport provision is poor outside of a very few core routes in the
urban area and needs to be improved.
42) How can the Local Plan ensure that strategic and local needs are
satisfactorily addressed in areas working towards production of a
Neighbourhood Plan?
INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES
43) What changes to the built environment could facilitate healthier
communities?
The maintenance of local amenity space, larger areas and the green lung that
is provided by our rural areas.
44) How can the Local Plan encourage access to healthy food options and
growing opportunities?
There are large areas of good quality agricultural land in the area and
connection to local markets is required. Allotment space should also be
protected and enhanced if rural areas are built on.
45) How can the Local Plan most effectively promote greater physical
activity in Medway?
A good selection of footpaths and cycle routes to connect out of the more
urban areas to connect the more urban areas to key rural routes through the
countryside and to the Thames and Medway rivers.

46) What changes to the current siting of healthcare facilities should be
considered in the Local Plan? Are there opportunities to provide new sites,
and/or to integrate health services in local communities?
Access to the main hospital at Gillingham is a problem for many of the
western and rural residents. More provision is required locally through
'cottage hospitals/health centres'.
SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
47) How best can the Local Plan secure the provision of new and expanded
schools to meet the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure that such
infrastructure is delivered in a timely manner and located appropriately as a
key element of sustainable development?
Housing developments need to fund additional spaces, however there needs
to be a full audit of local provision to limit the need for temporary classrooms
and new schools may be a better solution in some cases.
48) What community facilities are needed by Medway’s population over the
plan period, and how should they be delivered and managed?
A full audit/appraisal is required to identify the state of local facilities and
requirements.
OPEN SPACE
49) Is it an appropriate ambition to preserve the integrity of the open space
estate, or should we be seeking to rationalise the estate?
Even small green spaces help contribute to the wellness of an area and should
be protected. “Friends of groups” should be encouraged.

50) Should we continue to set a local space standard and seek to address
shortfalls by new provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha per 1,000
population appropriate?
Our standards are too low and need to be increased. Even in the rural areas
there is often limited access to the majority of the area.
51) Should we move to a multi-functional hub model of provision, and what
might this look like in practice?
Multi-functional/connected hubs should be developed.
52) Should new development provide on-site open space, investment into
the existing estate, or a balance of the two approaches?
We would support a balance of provision between protecting the existing
spaces and developing new areas.
53) What management models and priorities should we consider? Should
we seek to increase community involvement in open space provision and
how might this be accomplished?
An umbrella group that includes paid professionals should be established, so
that local smaller groups can tap-in to support (both managerial and
practical) so that resources can be shared efficiently rather than each group
requiring its own.
SPORT FACILITIES
54) What provision should be made for sport in the Local Plan, including in
relation to population growth and new developments?

Additional land is required to expand sporting provision. Changing rooms and
other club facilities could be developed in partnership with current
community run assets.
55) How should the Local Plan address the aspirations for a new stadium for
Gillingham FC?
Provision for Gillingham FC has been a long running theme in past local plans.
A multi-use stadium could enhance culture, entertainment and sporting
facilities.
NATURAL RESOURCES
56) What weight should be given to the protection of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, in the context of considering sustainable
locations to accommodate growth in Medway?
Agricultural land could provide local quality food and provide some
employment opportunities for local residents if farmers could be encouraged
to try harder to engage with local residents rather than taking easy (lower
paid?) alternatives.
AIR QUALITY
57) How should the Local Plan address the AQMAs and the potential
development sites that could be affected by pollutants in these areas?
There have been air quality issues reported in the past, even in rural areas.
With prevailing winds from London, green belt protection is vital.
Suitable planting and ongoing maintenance should also be a key policy to help
cleanse the areas.
MINERALS

58) What approach should be taken to planning for land won minerals in
Medway?
River and rail connected sites need to be prioritised and the use of the road
network reduced or eliminated.
59) What are the requirements for wharves and their supporting land-side
infrastructure in Medway over the plan period?
Wharves should be used to move heavy goods both in and out of the area,
reducing road traffic, although road access to wharves need to be managed.
WASTE
60) What provision should the Local Plan make for waste management and
disposal in Medway, for both household and commercial streams?
Medway does need to provide for its own waste and disposal, but not arising
from other areas. More needs to be done to reduce waste, then encourage
re-use and recycle.
SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE
61) What should sustainable development look like for Medway? What
plans and policies should we put into place to achieve this?
Objective assessment of all developments should be calculated and
published.
62) How can Medway ensure that all communities share in the benefits of
growth, in order to reduce the significant inequalities across the area?

Local groups need to be involved in discussions leading to any new
developments and planning gain benefits should be provided these groups for
identified needs.

63) What measures should new development take to mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of new development needs to be calculated, published and
monitored.
64) How can existing development and communities mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of changes should be reported and local initiatives to support any
mitigation should be rewarded.
65) Should Medway adopt the optional national standards for water
efficiency? What local evidence would we need to underpin this?
New developments should be making better use of rain water as well as grey
water.
FLOOD RISK
66) How should flood risk and SuDs be taken into account in planning for
growth in Medway?
Flood risk areas should be avoided without wider mitigation/minimisation of
the local risk.
67) What safeguards should be put in place to ensure future requirements
for improved flood defences are not compromised?
See 66.
ENERGY

68) Should we allocate sites or zones for wind energy development?
Wind power has the potential for a very limited contribution to energy
development, but large scale development would not be appropriate.
69) What policies should we set for other forms of energy development?
The use of solar cell needs to be monitored closely (see Stoke Solar Farm).
70) How should we take advantage of opportunities for use of waste heat
from the large-scale energy generation on the Peninsula?
Existing power stations are remote from large residential areas so potential is
very limited.
TRANSPORT
71) What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the
plan period?
There is very limited scope for further large scale road development, although
some pinch points do need to be addressed and further improvements to the
A228 are required before further developments are considered.
The railway does need to be exploited more, especially off-peak between
villages and towns - Medway Valley Line, Strood to Rainham etc, as well as
development of the Hoo peninsula freight line.
72) What measures should be considered to increase public transport usage
and rates of walking and cycling in Medway?
As mention previously, a comprehensive network of segregated routes needs
to be developed connecting urban and rural areas.

73) What provision should be made for car parking?
The growth of car ownership in recent decades has been significant and now
many areas are suffering from on-street parking that have not suffered
before. More parking provision is required in new developments.
74) What are the requirements for waterside infrastructure, such as docks,
wharves, marinas, piers and berths, and their supporting landside facilities,
to support commercial and leisure activities?
Access to the riverside is key and this should override any private
development on the riverside or public access along the river enhanced and
clearly signed.
75) How should the aviation facilities at Rochester Airport and Stoke be
considered in the Local Plan?
There is little to support expansion of flying element of these facilities,
however suitable employment opportunities could be encouraged.
DELIVERABILITY
76) How can the Council ensure that the Local Plan and its policies remain
deliverable while seeking to ensure that development in the area is high
quality and sustainable?
The impact of developments need to be analysed before and monitored.
77) Should we consider setting different rates of affordable housing and CIL
contributions to take account of differing viability between areas of
Medway?
This approach would need further justification and monitoring and used in
limited areas initially.

78) How can we ensure timely and appropriate delivery of infrastructure to
meet the needs of new and existing communities? What infrastructure
types or projects should be prioritised where funding is limited?
Infrastructure delivery will be key and this does need to be front-loaded in
any development to ensure delivery and not allow developments to avoid
these commitments.
79) What use should be made of new methods of delivery to help speed up
the planning process, and how can we ensure that quality is not
compromised in favour of speed?
Care needs to be taken with this approach - a development brief needs to
include infrastrucure requirements and phasing, quality of design and
environmental issues considered and mitigated.
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
80) Are the development principles right? Should other guiding principles be
introduced?
Environmental protection should be key to any development principles, with
proven prevention and mitigation where appropriate.
81) Do you agree with the assessment of advantages and disadvantages of
the various development type options set out above? Are there other
advantages and disadvantages that should be considered?
Stronger environmental protection required.
82) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best
meets the identified growth requirements for Medway?
No comment

83) Should we consider more radical approaches to meeting development
needs, such as significant increases in density, or large-scale redevelopment
of existing employment areas for residential or mixed use?
A mixture of approaches will be required although radical approaches on
individual sites may be appropriate if justified.
84) Should the green belt boundary be reviewed?
Green belt is very limited and should be maintained wherever possible to
avoid erosion of gaps between settlements.
85) What provision should be made for mixed use in residential
developments, both high density and lower density?
A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
86) What approach should be taken to future development opportunities
and mix of uses in Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
87) Do you agree that the other town centres require improvement in their
existing roles, or should we consider holistic review of any of them in
conjunction with nearby waterfront?
Strood Town Centre is isolated from the river and its railway station and could
be better connected and enhanced. Rochester now has a relocated station,
but could still be better connected to the river to both the north and west.
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29 February 2016

Dear Sirs,
Medway Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation January/February 2016
We act for Location 3 Properties Limited and on their behalf we soon will be submitting a planning application for a retail
development on Plot 1, Anthony’s Way, Medway City Estate, Frindsbury. That site benefits from an extant retail consent,
however, on behalf of our clients, we are instructed to make the following representations/observations in response to your
Issues and Options Document for the Medway Local Plan. Our comments relate to the Retail, Commercial, Leisure and Town
Centres chapter of the Document and respond, where appropriate, to the questions raised at the end of that chapter.
We set our comments by reference to paragraphs of the document.
Retail Capacity – Paragraph 10.12
Whilst we note the indicative of retail floorspace capacity figures set out at paragraph 10.12, which in turn are drawn from the
SHENA, it is obviously critical that the new Local Plan is underpinned by a thorough updated retail capacity analysis. This is, we
understand, being undertaken by GVA and that document will no doubt be subject to its own period of public consultation. Any
capacity analysis should have regard to the most up-to-date data sources and include an allowance for existing commitments
such as our clients’ site, which has an extant consent for 9,354m² (GIA) retail floorspace which is unrestricted in terms of the
Class A1 goods that may be sold.
If the new retail study is to put forward retail capacity floorspace estimates it should recognise that different forms of retailing
can have markedly different turnover rates and therefore it may be appropriate to undertake sensitivity testing across a range of
turnover rates (for example discount food retail versus traditional supermarket retail) to come forward with a range of potential
floorspace requirements. Similarly, there can be significant variations across the comparison sector between, for example, bulky
goods retail and fashion retailers. Accordingly, the retail study should recognise, in putting forward floorspace capacity
estimates, that they can only ever be broad guideline figures and not rigid targets or limits.
Paragraph 10.17
We agree that increasing the residential population within town centres can help to maintain and improve vitality and viability
and, in particular, help to foster and support the evening economy. There should, we would suggest, be a strong emphasis in the
Local Plan on seeking to increase the residential population of Chatham Town Centre. Increasing Chatham town centre’s
population would serve to both improve its attractiveness as a potential retail investment location and enhance its overall
vibrancy including activity in the evenings. It is, we believe, one of the keys to enhancing the role of Chatham Town Centre.
Question 25
Whilst we agree that Chatham should be the first focus for retail investment it should not, and cannot, be at the exclusion of
retail development across the whole of the Medway Towns including the other centres and indeed out-of-centre locations
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where shown to be appropriate. Whilst it would be appropriate for the Local Plan to establish a policy preference for retail
investment in Chatham Town Centre it should be recognised that retailing is a dynamic industry and that retailers will only invest
at locations that they believe are profitable and where they can deliver a successful retail model. As the NPPG accepts, there are
some forms of retailing that find it difficult to locate within town centres and any policy preference for retail investment to be
directed to Chatham, should not be at the cost of precluding other forms of retailing including at out-of-centre locations. Such a
policy approach would only serve to dissuade retail investment from locating in the Medway Towns which would be to the area’s
disbenefit. If Chatham, and therein the Medway Towns, are to compete with the likes of Bluewater they need to be able to
provide modern retail floorspace of the type, quality and size demanded by today’s retailers. Not all of that floorspace is likely to
be capable of being accommodated within Chatham Town Centre.
Question 27
We consider that strong encouragement should be given through the Local Plan to increasing the diversity of uses within
Chatham Town Centre with particular emphasis on enhancing the town centre’s food and drink and leisure offer. These, as the
Issues and Options Paper notes, are under-represented in the town centre and, if enhanced, could be a key contributor, together
with increased residential development, to delivering an enhanced overall town centre offer. Chatham should distinguish itself
as the preeminent leisure and food and drink destination for the Medway Towns; something it currently fails to do. Given its
existing provision including, for example, the Central Theatre, it is the logical focus for further development of Medway’s nighttime economy.
Consideration should also be given to the extent of the defined town centre. At present, retail units along the High Street to the
west of Waterfront Way feel divorced from the main retail centre of Chatham and this area has potential to provide a vibrant
mixed-use area focused on leisure and food and drink uses with residential uses above.
Question 29
Proposals for new or enhanced out-of-centre retail provision should be considered against the tests of the NPPF (namely the
sequential approach and impact) and no more. Consistent with the NPPG it should be recognised that there is a role for out-ofcentre retailing and that there are retailers who, because of their retail model, find it difficult to locate within town centres or
indeed on their edge. Such retailers form a legitimate part of the retail hierarchy and failure to continue to provide for them
within the Medway Towns, either through new floorspace or through enhanced existing facilities, will merely drive residents of
the town to visit such retailers at more distant locations be they Gravesend, Maidstone or elsewhere. If the Medway Towns are
to retain as many residents within Medway for their shopping purposes it needs to meet all retail needs. This can and does
include an element of out-of-centre provision.
We obviously hope that these comments are helpful in your consideration of the new Local Plan and should be grateful if you
could ensure that we are kept up-to-date on its progress. Obviously should you wish to discuss these submissions in any way,
we would be happy to do so.
Yours faithfully,

Roger Birtles
Director
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MEDWAY COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN – ISSUES AND OPTIONS - RESPONSE
LAND AT VIEW ROAD, CLIFFE WOODS
Question 1
One of the key components of the Local Plan vision should be to ensure that there is
provision made for specific accommodation for older people to reflect the changing
demographics of the population of Medway.
Question 2
The strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to address are amongst other issues the need to
provide specific accommodation for older residents within the communities where they
already live.
Question 3
The Council needs to respond to this issue by allowing for the provision of specific housing
accommodation for older people either in specific allocations or alternatively to allow
exceptions to enable such provision to be made within local communities to cater for the
needs of their older residents.
Question 8
Previous studies have identified the need for accommodation specifically for older residents
in Medway and it is important that this can be brought forward by specific policies in the new
Local Plan.
It is sometimes difficult for the Local Planning Authority to identify specific sites for
particular types of housing accommodation and therefore it is considered that broad policies
that allow for the provision of specific accommodation for older residents of particular parts
of the Medway area are brought forward in the Local Plan.
Question 9
It is considered that the provision of suitable housing for older residents will make a positive
contribution to the health and well being of Medway’s communities because on the one hand,
it enables older people to move into accommodation that is specifically designed to meet their
needs and enables them to live independently for a longer period of their lives. It has been
found elsewhere that the lack of availability of specific accommodation for older residents
has acted as a bar preventing people moving from their existing family homes into more
suitable accommodation. This has a knock on effect of restricting the availability of family
homes for younger people and creates a log-jam in the availability of housing to meet
particular needs.
It is therefore considered to be most important that specific provision is made for older
people to move on into specially designed accommodation to meet their particular needs.
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1

PREAMBLE

1.1

This report has been produced by GL Hearn on behalf of the Trustees of the Hempstead Valley
Shopping Centre (hereafter “the Trustees”) and forms their response to Medway Council’s
emerging Medway Local Plan (2012-2035).

Those representations and recommendations

contained within this report have been submitted on behalf of the Trustees in their capacity as
investors and managers of the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre (“HVSC”).

Representations

have previously been submitted on behalf of the Trustees in response to Medway Council’s
consultation(s) on the Draft Core Strategy (2011).
1.2

As you may be aware the Trustees have invested in the HVSC for over 30 years.

The existing

HVSC reflects the Trustees’ commitment to, and investment in, Hempstead Valley, indeed the
HVSC is a popular, sustainable and well managed allocated District Centre which is highly regarded
by the local population it serves.
1.3

The Trustees ongoing commitment to the HVSC is evident in the recent expansion and
enhancement of the retail and leisure provision within the district centre.

This illustrates the

Trustees continuing commitment to Medway’s local economy, as well as the enduring need to
invest in the HVSC in the light of changing retail patterns and competition from other centres
outside of the borough, notwithstanding the extremely challenging market conditions for retail
development in the UK that persist.
1.4

As reflected through the ongoing investment and improvements at the HVSC, the Trustees remain
committed to maintaining and improving the retail and leisure offer within Medway. They therefore
welcome the Council’s preparation of the emerging Medway Local Plan, and the opportunity to
engage in its preparation at this early stage.

1.5

Those policies and objectives contained within the emerging Medway Local Plan will ensure that
Medway Council are able to plan proactively to meet the development needs of the borough over
the plan period in full. Consequently, the accurate identification of those development needs in the
borough over the plan period are critical if the emerging Medway Local Plan is to successfully
manage the future development of the borough.

Therefore, the strength and robustness of the

evidence base in identifying the development needs (including retail and leisure), is fundamental in
the preparation of the emerging Medway Local Plan.
1.6

Whilst the Medway Local Plan ‘Issues and Options’ document (“Consultation Document”) does not
set out specific policies or allocate sites for future development, the purpose of this stage in the
preparation of the emerging Local Plan is to present key contextual matters that drive the new Local
Plan, and identify a range of options for how these matters can be addressed.
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1.7

Consequently, although the Consultation Document represents the initial stage in the preparation of
the emerging Medway Local Plan, the options identified within the Consultation Document must
reflect those overarching objectives and policies of the National Planning Policy Framework
(“NPPF”).

1.8

Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of the NPPF the Consultation Document should be
based upon an up-to-date evidence base that identifies development needs within the borough over
the plan period, and plan proactively to meet these needs in full.

The Consultation Document

should therefore seek to identify the most appropriate approaches to meet this need, including the
identification of locations for future development to support sustainable growth in Medway.
1.9

Indeed, the Council will prepare the draft Local Plan, which will identify the options for the
development of the borough up to 2035, on the basis of the responses received in relation to the
Consultation Document.

Consequently, those initial ‘options’ that are identified within the

Consultation Document are considered to represent the Council’s preliminary objectives for the
future development of the borough.
1.10

The representations and recommendations provided within this report therefore reflect the Trustees’
key observations with regards to the development needs, in particular retail and leisure need, and
the Council’s preliminary objectives for the future development of the borough to meet this need in
full.

1.11

Given the Trustees interest in the HVSC, the representation and recommendations provided in this
report are focused on the identification of retail and leisure needs, and the emerging strategy to
meet these needs as set out in the ‘Retail, commercial leisure and town centres’ chapter of the
Consultation Document.
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2

HEMPSTEAD VALLEY SHOPPING CENTRE

2.1

The Trustees of the HVSC have submitted these representations to the Consultation Document in
their capacity as investors in the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre (“HVSC”).

2.2

The HVSC is situated to the south of Hempstead and lies within the administrative boundary of
Medway Council.

The existing HVSC is located between Hempstead Valley Drive (west) and

Sharsted Way (east), and encompasses the purpose-built indoor shopping centre, associated petrol
filling station and access roads and surface level car parks.
2.3

Since opening in 1979, the HVSC has undergone a number of renovations and extensions,
including recent expansion of, and improvements to, the leisure uses within the HVSC.

Recent

improvements to the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre further enhance the traditional
comparison and convenience retail offer provided within the centre, supplementing the existing
retail offer with complementary restaurants.
2.4

The existing HVSC provides for approx. 79 retail units, including two anchor stores (Sainsbury’s
and Marks & Spencer) as well as a range of national multiple retailers including Argos, Boots, and
Clarks, this represents approx. 44,749sq.m. On the basis of the high quality retail and leisure offer
provided, the HVSC continues to function as a district centre and represents popular destination for
consumers and retailers alike.

2.5

The HVSC represents one of the key retail destinations within the borough, making a significant
contribution towards meeting demand for comparison and convenience retail and leisure floor
space within the borough.

Indeed, whilst those other centres within the borough struggle to

maintain market share, with consumers choosing to shop outside of the borough, the HVSC
continues to maintain its market share and attracts visitors from outside the borough.
2.6

Responding to the continued success of the HVSC, the existing Medway Local Plan acknowledges
the important role of the HVSC in the retail and leisure provision of the borough, identifying the
HVSC as a ‘District Centre’ within the hierarchy of retail centres.

2.7

As a ‘District Centre’ the HVSC is considered second only to Chatham Town Centre which is the
principle ‘Town Centre’ within the borough.

The Proposals Map which accompanies the existing

Medway Local Plan (2003) identifies the HVSC ‘District Centre’ allocation as covering the full extent
of the existing centre and associated surface level car parks.

The existing allocation therefore

includes those ‘free standing’ units located within the wider HVSC site.

GL Hearn
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3

EVIDENCE BASE

3.1

Under the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”), Local Plans must be
based upon an up-to-date evidence base that identifies development needs within the borough, with
those policies and objectives contained within Local Plans meeting this identified need in full.

3.2

Consequently the emerging Medway Local Plan must plan proactively to meet fully the objectively
assessed economic development needs of the borough as identified through the evidence base
upon which it is based. Indeed, under the provisions of paragraph 14 of the NPPF, meeting these
development needs in full through the emerging Local Plan is fundamental in achieving sustainable
development.
‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both
plan-making and decision-taking.
For plan-making this means that:
 local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
 Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
o any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
o specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.’

3.3

Existing town centres, such as the HVSC, perform an important role in sustainably meeting the
development needs of their area.

Indeed, paragraph 23 of the NPPF states that, ‘In drawing up

Local Plans, local planning authorities should: recognise town centres as the heart of their
communities and pursue policies to support their viability and vitality’.

Local planning authorities

should therefore seek to maximise opportunities to meet identified development needs within
existing town centres.
3.4

Achieving sustainable development, which under the provisions of the NPPF should be seen as the
‘golden thread’ that runs through plan-making, is intrinsically linked to the identification of
development needs, and the adoption of positive policies and objectives to meet this need in full.
The identification of development needs is therefore at the heart of the preparation of Local Plans.

3.5

Paragraph 158 of the National Planning Policy Framework states;
‘Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-todate and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and
prospects of the area. Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and
strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take full
account of relevant market and economic signals.’
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3.6

Furthermore, paragraph 161 of the NPPF states;
‘Local planning authorities should use this evidence base to assess:
 the needs for land or floorspace for economic development, including both the quantitative and
qualitative needs for all foreseeable types of economic activity over the plan period, including for
retail and leisure development;
 the role and function of town centres and the relationship between them, including any trends in
the performance of centres;
 the capacity of existing centres to accommodate new town centre development’

3.7

Consequently, under the provisions of the NPPF, the emerging Medway Local Plan must be based
upon a robust, and up-to-date, evidence base that identifies the quantitative and qualitative
economic needs within the borough (including need for retail and other town centre uses).

3.8

Whilst the Consultation Document represents the initial stage of the preparation of the emerging
Medway Local Plan, those options for the future development of the borough identified must plan
proactively to meet the objectively assessed development needs in full. Any failure to do so would
raise significant concerns regarding the soundness of the Consultation Document.

3.9

Although the Trustees welcome the Council’s desire to ‘consult widely to gather further information
to help it define the best options for new development locations; the role of our towns,
neighbourhoods and villages; looking after the environment and historic features; and securing the
infrastructure needed to support growth and effective policies to deliver quality development in a
timely manner’ (paragraph 2.5), the support of the Trustees for those options identified in the
Consultation Document is dependent upon the identification of development need/capacity.
Consequently, the Consultation Document must be supported by a robust and up-to-date evidence
base that identifies fully the development needs (including retail and leisure) within the borough.

3.10

In this regard it is contended that the evidence base that has been prepared in support of those
options to-date is incomplete and fails to identify the full development needs of the borough.
Indeed, whilst the Consultation Document suggests that an assessment of future retail and leisure
growth capacity in Medway has been undertaken as part of the Strategic Housing and Economic
Needs Assessment (SHENA) 2015, the findings of this assessment are not sufficiently robust to
support the objectives of the emerging Medway Local Plan or facilitate informed debate.

3.11

In particular, whereas the previous Draft Core Strategy (2011) was supported by the Retail Needs
Assessment (2009) prepared by NLP which identified retail and leisure needs within the borough
based upon a thorough assessment of consumer behaviour and the health and function of all
existing centres within the borough and wider sub-region, the SHENA has sought only to identify
retail and leisure capacity based on spending assumptions and population/demographic trends.
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The authenticity of those brief findings of the retail and leisure capacity studies that are included in
the Consultation Document cannot therefore be established or verified.
3.12

Indeed, those brief findings expressed within the Consultation Document do not comply with the
requirements of either the NPPF or National Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”).

In this regard

paragraph 014 (Ref: 12-014-20140306) of the PPG states:
‘Appropriate and proportionate evidence is essential for producing a sound Local Plan… The
evidence needs to inform what is in the plan and shape its development rather than being
collected retrospectively… Local planning authorities should publish documents that form
part of the evidence base as they are completed, rather than waiting until options are
published or a Local Plan is published for representations. This will help local communities
and other interests consider the issues and engage with the authority at an early stage in
developing the Local Plan.’
3.13

Furthermore, although the emerging Medway Local Plan is to extend until 2035, the evidence base
that is presented within the Consultation Document provides only projected Retail and Leisure
Capacity up to 2031. Consequently, the evidence base that is provided at this stage does not meet
the requirements as set out in the PPG, paragraph 003 (Ref: 2b-003-20140306) which states:
‘Any strategy should be based on evidence of the current state of town centres and
opportunities to meet development needs and support their viability and vitality. Strategies
should answer the following questions:
 what is the appropriate and realistic role, function and hierarchy of town centres in the area over
the plan period? This will involve auditing existing centres to assess their role, vitality, viability
and potential to accommodate new development and different types of development. This
assessment should cover a three-five year period, but should also take the lifetime of the
Local Plan into account and be regularly reviewed.’ (Our emphasis)

3.14

The absence of an assessment of either current (2016) retail and leisure capacity, or expected
capacity at the end of the plan period (2035) is therefore contrary to the requirements of the PPG,
and will not enable the emerging Medway Local Plan to meet development needs throughout the
plan period.

3.15

On the basis that an insufficient evidence base (in particular with regards to retail and leisure
needs) has been published in support of the Consultation Document, it is contended that the
Council is unable to demonstrate that those ‘Options’ for the future development of the borough will
meet the objectively assessed development needs in full.

Consequently, should the Council

identify the ‘preferred option’ on the basis of the findings of the Consultation Document; the
conclusions drawn from this consultation will be contrary to the objectives of the NPPF and PPG.
3.16

It is therefore suggested that, due to the absence of sufficient evidence, the local community and
interested stakeholders (including the Trustees) are unable to consider fully those issues and
options presented within the Consultation Document at this stage.
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3.17

On this basis the Trustees express significant concerns regarding both the evidence base
presented to-date, and those initial ‘options’ for the future development of the borough identified
through the Consultation Document.

3.18

The Trustees therefore look forward to the opportunity to make further representations to the
Consultation Document once those ‘issues’ and ‘options’ included within the Consultation
Document are supported by a robust assessment of development needs, and plan proactively to
meet these needs in full.

Whilst the Trustees wish to assist the Council in formulating policy that

will shape Medway, until these short comings are resolved the scope of the representation and
recommendations provided, and the conclusions drawn, are restricted.
3.19

Nonetheless, the Trustees provide the following representations and recommendations to the
Consultation Document, which should be read in conjunction with their concerns regarding the
failings and inadequacies of the evidence base.
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4

RETAIL, COMMERICAL LEISURE & TOWN CENTRES

4.1

The Trustees of the HVSC welcome Medway Council’s acknowledgement of the improving
economic climate and associated increases in consumer spending.

This improving consumer

climate is reflected within the continued success of the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre,
including the recent expansion and enhancement of the retail and leisure offer provided at the
Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre.
4.2

The opportunities presented by an improving economic climate and increased consumer confidence
must be embraced through the emerging Medway Local Plan, with those policies and objectives of
the Local Plan harnessing this growth to support sustainable development within the borough.

4.3

Indeed, ‘securing economic growth in order to create jobs and prosperity’ (paragraph 18, NPPF) is
at the heart of the overarching objectives of the NPPF.

Under the provisions of both the National

Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) and National Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”), this
overarching objective of securing economic growth and delivering sustainable development, must
be reflected through those policies relating to town centres.
4.4

In this regard Section 2 of the NPPF relates to ‘Ensuring the vitality of town centres’, and sets out
those overarching objectives that should be reflected within the emerging Medway Local Plan.

In

this regard paragraph 23 of the NPPF states:
Planning policies should be positive, promote competitive town centre environments and set
out policies for the management and growth of centres over the plan period. In drawing up
Local Plans, local planning authorities should:
 Recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their
viability and vitality;
 Define a network and hierarchy of centres that is resilient to anticipated future economic
changes;
 Define the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas, based on a clear definition of
primary and secondary frontages in designated centres, and set policies that make clear which
uses will be permitted in such locations;
 Promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer and
which reflect the individuality of town centres;
 Retain and enhance existing markets and, where appropriate, re-introduce or create new ones,
ensuring that markets remain attractive and competitive;
 Allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure, commercial, office,
tourism, cultural, community and residential development needed in town centres.
It is
important that needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre uses are met in full and
are not compromised by limited site availability. Local planning authorities should therefore
undertake an assessment of the need to expand town centres to ensure a sufficient supply of
suitable sites;
 Allocation appropriate edge of centre sites for main town centre uses that are well connected to
the town centre where suitable and viable town centre sites are not available. If sufficient edge
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of centre sites cannot be identified, set policies for meeting the identified needs in other
accessible locations that are well connected to the town centre;
 Set policies for the consideration of proposals for main town centre uses which cannot be
accommodated in or adjacent to town centres;
 Recognise that residential development can plan an important role in ensuring the vitality of
centres and set out policies to encourage residential development on appropriate sites; and
 Where town centres are in decline, local planning authorities should plan positively for their
future to encourage economic activity.
4.5

In accordance with the provisions of the NPPF, the sustainable delivery of retail and leisure needs
within the borough will be successfully delivered through a functioning hierarchy of retail centres
which includes the HVSC.

In this regard the existing Medway Local Plan (2003) identifies a

hierarchy of centres within the borough based upon their role, vitality, viability and potential to
accommodate future development. Within the existing Medway Local Plan (2003), the Hempstead
Valley Shopping Centre is identified as a ‘District Centre’ within the adopted hierarchy of town
centres.

As a ‘District Centre’ the HVSC is acknowledged to be one of the principal retail centres

within the borough alongside, Rainham, Strood, Gilligham, and Rochester, while Chatham Town
Centre is identified as the ‘Main Retail / City Centre’.
4.6

Therefore to comply with the provisions of the NPPF, the emerging Medway Local Plan must
continue to identify a hierarchy of town centres and unless evidence is presented to the contrary the
hierarchy will remain unchanged. In this regard the HVSC continues to perform a significant role in
meeting the existing retail needs of the borough, as well as providing opportunities to meet future
need through expansion of the existing successful ‘District Centre’.

The HVSC should therefore

continue to be identified as a ‘District Centre’ through the emerging Medway Local Plan.
4.7

The Trustees therefore object to the assertion within the Consultation Document that the
Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre ‘does not perform the same role as the town centres’ and that
‘the success of this centre may have come at the expense of the tradition centres’. The assertion
that the success enjoyed by the HVSC has arisen at the expense of the traditional centres – in
particular Chatham Town Centre – fails to acknowledge either the demonstrable interest in the
HVSC shown by national and local retailers and leisure providers (including many national retails
whose only presence within the borough is at the HVSC), nor the shortfalls of these ‘traditional’
centres and the physical barriers to these centres meeting the objectively assessed needs in full.

4.8

Furthermore, the NPPF does not provide a definition of the function or role of District Centres.
Consequently the suggestion that the HVSC does not perform the same role as the ‘traditional’
town centres that is included within the Consultation Documents is inconsistent with the provisions
of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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4.9

It is understood that there is a projected capacity for 34,900sq.m (Comparison) and 10,500sq.m
(Convenience) floorspace within the borough by 2031.

Although the accuracy of this projected

capacity cannot be guaranteed due to the incomplete evidence base that has been provided at this
stage, meeting this need in full can only be achieved through future development at all those
existing ‘District Centres’ (including the HVSC) ensuring the hierarchy continues to function and
consumer choice is maintained.

Consequently, the suggested approach for the focus of future

retail and leisure development within Chatham Town Centre and those ‘traditional’ town centres
(excluding HVSC) will not meet this wider policy objective.
4.10

The completion of a robust and thorough retail needs assessment, which in addition to identifying
development need, will provide an understanding of the consumer behaviour, will not only indicate
retail and leisure capacity in the borough, but also in which town centres this capacity is most
prevalent.

The preparation of the evidence base will therefore assist greatly in developing the

Local Plan’s strategy.
4.11

The Trustees provide the following responses to those questions posed by the Consultation
Document in relation to retail, commercial leisure and town centres.
Should we focus investment & retail capacity on Chatham to consolidate its position as
Medway’s highest order centre?

4.12

The National Planning Policy Framework states that ‘In drawing up Local Plans, local planning
authorities should… define a network and hierarchy of centres that is resilient to anticipated future
economic changes’ and ‘promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a
diverse retail offer and which reflect the individuality of town centres’. On this basis it is suggested
that the emerging Medway Local Plan must incorporate a hierarchy of retail centres (including the
HVSC), and that all those identified centres should perform a role in meeting the objectively
assessed retail need in full.

The Trustees therefore object to any policy that will focus retail and

leisure development on Chatham, which would consequently be contrary to the overarching
objectives and policies of the NPPF.
4.13

Furthermore, as with those representations submitted on behalf of the Trustees in relation to the
Core Strategy (2011), the Trustees also express significant concerns with any proposed strategy
that seeks to focus retail development solely on Chatham Town Centre as such a strategy is
dependent on whether it is commercially realistic that major new retail development can be
delivered in Chatham, which to date has, despite policy support, struggled to deliver such
development.
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4.14

Given the short comings of the Council’s evidence base and in this instance the lack of a sequential
assessment the Trustees question the appropriateness of progressing with such a Chatham
focused objective.

4.15

Not only would the adoption of such as strategy be high risk given its dependence upon securing
major new retail development in Chatham, a policy that restricts the delivery of leisure and retail
development within other defined centres would be contrary to the policies and objectives of the
NPPF.

4.16

The concerns of the Trustees are all the more pronounced as the aspiration for major comparison
retail development in Chatham Town Centre is long standing but undelivered despite the provisions
of the existing Medway Local Plan (2003).

4.17

As such we question whether the retail strategy is sound in the terms set out within the NPPF.
Moreover, it is questionable whether the strategy (i.e. major new retail development in Chatham) is
deliverable, certainly in a time frame which would affect the desired change.

4.18

It is therefore concluded that the adoption of a strategy to focus future retail and leisure
development within Chatham Town Centre, without support of an up-to-date evidence base, is
unlikely to meet the objectively assessed development need in full, as required under the provisions
of the NPPF.
Should we seek to facilitate development in Chatham of sufficient critical mass to improve
market share, or plan for investment to meet currently identified capacity only?

4.19

On the basis of the historic failings of Chatham Town Centre to attract significant high quality retail
development, which has been further compounded by the recent departure of a number of national
retailers from Chatham Town Centre, the Trustees question the adoption of a strategy that is
dependent not only on maintaining existing market share in Chatham, but increasing this market
share to sufficiently develop critical mass.

4.20

Indeed, whilst the Council’s objectives to enhance the retail and leisure offer provided within
Chatham Town Centre is welcomed, it is again suggested that a strategy based on utilising the
diversity of the combined Town and District Centres within the borough will provide the most
effective strategy to maintain the market share of the borough as a whole.

It is the Trustees view

that any strategy that places unrealistic assumptions on growth in one Town/District Centre will
come at the expense of other established centres and the borough as a whole.
4.21

As with the Trustees wider concerns with the emerging Medway Local Plan, the lack of an up-todate evidence base, and in particular evidence of Chatham’s market share, raises significant
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concerns regarding any policy objectives relating to increasing market share of Chatham. Indeed,
without benefiting from an understanding of current market share and recent trends, the Trustees
question the ability of the emerging Medway Local Plan to improve market share.
What should the mix be in Medway’s town centres between retail and other supporting uses,
including food and drink, commercial leisure, employment and residential?
4.22

Despite an improving economic climate and growing consumer confidence, existing retail centres
continue to face significant challenges, namely the persistent growth in on-line shopping and the
increased market share enjoyed by discount retailers who often favour out-of-centre locations.
Consequently, the future success of those existing town centres in Medway is dependent on their
ability to generate increased footfall and spending by visitors.

4.23

The NPPF recognises the importance of ensuring the vitality and vibrancy of existing town centres,
and the role of sufficient flexibility in the planning system in enabling town centres to respond to the
challenges that they continue to face.

4.24

A key strategy in ensuring the vitality and vibrancy of existing centres, such as the HVSC, is the
encouragement of a mix of uses which allow these centres to diversify from their traditional retail
base.

Indeed the inclusion of, leisure, cultural, residential and community uses within existing

centres is critical in ensuring their survival. In this regard paragraph 23 of the NPPF states that In
drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities should:
 promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer and
which reflect the individuality of town centres;
 recognise that residential development can play an important role in ensuring the vitality of
centres and set out policies to encourage residential development on appropriate sites;
4.25

It is on this basis that the Trustees have significantly enhanced those leisure facilities within the
HVSC, with these expanded and enhanced leisure uses complimenting the traditional retail uses
and contributing towards to continued success of the HVSC.

Whilst the significant investment in

leisure and other complimentary uses at HVSC has contributed to the continued success of the
‘District Centre’, the NPPF recognises that the success of retail centres is often the result of their
individuality and the unique mix of uses provided within each centre. Consequently, it is suggested
that the adoption of an approach that seeks to mimic the success experienced at one centre would
likely result in the homogenisation of those other centres within the borough, likely to the detriment
of these centres.
4.26

Therefore whilst the Trustees welcome the Council’s acknowledgement of the role that leisure and
other complementary town centre uses perform in increasing the vitality of town centres, the
Trustees recommend that the emerging Medway Local Plan does not restrict the flexibility enjoyed
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by those existing town centres through the imposition of policies requiring a certain combination of
uses.
What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of town retail?
4.27

At the heart of the Government’s commitment to ensuring the vitality of town centres is the ‘Town
Centres First’ approach, the purpose of which is to guard against in appropriate development of
main town centre uses.

4.28

The Trustees welcome the Government’s commitment in this regard, and the provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework, which promote the delivery of future retail and leisure uses
within existing defined centres such as the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre.

4.29

On this basis the Trustees suggest that those policies of the emerging Medway Local Plan should
reflect the provisions of the NPPF in supporting a ‘Town Centre First’ approach, including
establishing policies that require application for main town centre uses that are not in an existing
centre and in an updated plan to be supported by a thorough and robust sequential and impact
assessment to consider the impact of any such proposed uses on those existing centres.

4.30

It is the view of the Trustees that the adoption of such an approach will safeguard those existing
centres within the borough, including Chatham Town Centre and the Hempstead Valley Shopping
Centre from inappropriate out-of-centre development.

4.31

Furthermore, no evidence has been provided that demonstrates that the retail and leisure uses
within the borough cannot be met in full in more sequentially preferable sites that out of centre retail
development.
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5

CONCLUSIONS

5.1

In conclusion whilst the Trustees of the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre welcome the Council’s
preparation of the emerging Medway Local Plan and the subsequent replacement of those existing
out-of-date policies of the Medway Local Plan (2003). The Trustees express a number of concerns
regarding both the process that has been adopted by the Council in the preparation of the emerging
Medway Local Plan, as well as those options for the future development of the borough that are
presented within the Consultation Document.

5.2

Firstly, due to the failure of the Council to provide an up-to-date and robust evidence base in
support of the Consultation Document, the Trustees question the ability of the Council to identify
those initial options for the future development of the borough.

Indeed, given the absence of the

identified development needs, those initial options presented within the Consultation Document do
not meet the objectively assessed needs in full as required under the provisions of the NPPF.
5.3

The Trustees also wish to take this opportunity to express their serious concerns with the Council’s
proposed spatial strategy for the distribution of future retail and leisure development within the
borough.

5.4

In particular the Trustees object to the Council’s assertions regarding the current and future role of
the Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre.

Indeed, the Trustees object to the Council’s suggestion

that the HVSC does not perform the role of a District Centre, and proposition that the HVSC should
not perform any function in meeting the future retail and leisure needs of the borough. It is strongly
contended that such approach not only fails to acknowledge the significant role that the HVSC
performs in meeting retail and leisure need within the borough, but also jeopardises the ability of the
development needs of the borough to be met in full.

Any such approach is also considered to be

contrary to those overarching objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework.
5.5

We therefore consider the Council needs to give consideration to a greater level of investment into
Hempstead Valley than that set out in the Consultation Document.

The acknowledgement of the

role performed by the HVSC and the continued success of the HVSC, would not threaten the
regeneration of Chatham Town Centre.
5.6

Hempstead Valley is a designated District Centre as opposed to a primary centre; it is considerably
below Chatham in the NLP national rankings, is substantially smaller and has a much more
localised catchment than Chatham.

We also consider it significant to note that from the NLP

survey that Chatham loses comparatively little expenditure to Hempstead Valley.
5.7

By encouraging more retail and associated investment at Hempstead Valley, Medway would benefit
from a centre which is capable of helping deliver on the ground some of the quantitative and
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qualitative needs of the borough in the early part of the plan period. Indeed, the emerging Medway
Local Plan should acknowledge that the HVSC benefits from significant capacity for additional
retail/leisure floorspace.
5.8

Given Hempstead Valley’s location in the south east of the district, additional capacity at HVSC
would not only serve Medway itself, but would claw back trade being lost to Medway’s largest
competitor, namely Maidstone.

This would still leave more than sufficient identified need for the

redevelopment and regeneration of Chatham, nor would it adversely impact on the investment
prospects of the other centres.
5.9

We consider that without a flexible and deliverable policy response to meeting retail and leisure
needs within the borough, there is a real concern that Medway’s shoppers will continue to vote with
their feet and take their expenditure out of the borough. If this were to happen then the prospect of
any major comparison retail in Chatham at any point in the plan period will significantly recede.

5.10

On the basis of these concerns and objections, the Trustees of the Hempstead Valley Shopping
Centre look forward to the opportunity make future representations and recommendations to the
emerging Medway Local Plan.

5.11

We therefore take this opportunity to request that we are kept fully informed of the progress of the
emerging Medway Local Plan, including the publication of the evidence base upon which it is to be
based.
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Medway Local Plan (2012-2035)
Issues and Options
Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Parish Council Response

The response from the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish Council attempts to
provide input to the majority of the questions posed by the Issues and
Options consultation. There does appear to be some gaps in the consultation
– especially the proposal to review village boundaries and how the needs of
the local areas can be assessed and delivered.
DEVELOPING A VISION FOR MEDWAY IN 2035
1) What do you think should be the key components of and ambitions for
the Local Plan’s vision for Medway in 2035?
The Medway area is one of the largest conurbations in the South East outside
of London, although this is often not recognized. Growth in recent decades
has brought some improvements but overall the infrastructure and services
have not kept pace. Further economic pressures have had an impact on issues
such as Policing, Fire Service, Hospital and Health Care. The rural divide has
meant greater reliance on the car and traffic levels, especially at peak times,
have caused congestion for all. Residents (and businesses) will want
improvements to support the growth projected and necessary economic
investment.
STRATEGIC ISSUES
2) What do you think are the strategic issues that the Local Plan needs to
address?
a) The environment
There has been a growing recognition of the part a healthy
environment plays in the vitality of the area. Green space provides a
lung for the towns and protection needs to be maintained and

enhanced where necessary (within the urban core and at a large scale
in the rural areas).
b) Local employment
It has always been relatively easy to provide additional housing, but
large areas allocated for industrial and economic development
remain underused (empty properties on existing business estates and
areas such as Grain and Kingsnorth).
c) Housing
The case for additional housing has not changed for several decades –
the majority driven by the needs of the local population, but the area
still remains a major attraction from London (especially South East)
where property prices continue to grow and a move to the Medway
Towns becomes very attractive financially, but leaves the core local
issue unresolved.
3) How should the council respond to these issues?
Where do we go from here? 2035 seems a way off but is easily within the life
of current under 60s. There will be even more pressure on land supply in
2035 so there is a need to maximise the contribution that developments in
this plan make to the infrastructure of the area. (e.g. roads, rail, health care,
local jobs).
HOUSING
4) Do you agree with the approach and conclusions of the assessment of
housing needs calculated for Medway over the plan period?
Without the detailed understanding of the evidence base it is difficult to
comment, however there is a concern that housing take-up from outside the
area, especially South East London, will put further pressure on the needs of
local residents. The market review indicates that the majority does come
from local boroughs/districts, but with clear recognition of a significant
number from London (especially the South Eastern Boroughs).

5) What do you consider to be the appropriate housing market area for
Medway?
There appears to be a priority for development of homes for sale (although
providing a step-up for some local residents, it provides a magnet for people
from other areas). With the reduced affordability of these homes, further
initiatives are needed for keeping these costs down. There is also a need to
provide quality, affordable homes for rent.
6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level for the requirement of
affordable housing, and what threshold should be set for the scale of
development that needs to provide affordable housing?
The quality affordable housing % should be higher if local needs are to be met
(40%).
7) What form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing
population of older people?
There is a natural desire for older people to remain where they are. They
have usually invested significantly in their property, both financially and
personally, however it is recognised that this means a significant part of
Medway’s housing could be under occupied (and with a growing population
this may grow). There does not appear to be a suitable model for older
people currently and there needs to be a range of low cost purchase and/or
rent options to enable older people to benefit from their past investment –
with a range of down-sizing options. Quality/Affordable Bungalows and
retirement homes can also increase the options for older people.
8) What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Ground floor properties will continue to be needed for a wide range of
disabilities (both visible and invisible).
Care in the community housing units.
9) How can development make a positive contribution to the health and
wellbeing of Medway’s communities?

There needs to be a contribution from all new developments (residential and
business) ear-marked for health care. The population projections may also
require an additional hospital to the west of the area.
Green spaces, play areas and pedestrian and cycle paths will also aid health
and wellbeing.
10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites for starter home
developments?
No suggestions for sites, starter homes will be required in all developments,
and integrated.
11) How do you consider the infrastructure needs of starter home and self
and custom build developments should be addressed?
A flexible mixture of development types should be required in all
developments of 20 or more homes – flexibility based on an overall Medway
need.
12) How should the council provide for the demand for land for self and
custom build housing? For example, integrated with larger developments,
on standalone sites, or linked to placemaking ambitions to deliver highly
sustainable and innovative design quality.
These should normally be integrated with larger developments, although
smaller sites could also be considered (but not specifically allocated).
13) What is the demand for student housing and where would this be best
located? For example, would dedicated student housing be appropriate in
Medway’s town centres?
Student housing should be located close to further education sites or on
cheap/reliable/extended hours’ public transport routes, however this
demand should not be concentrated on a small number of sites.

14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy, traveller and travelling
showpeople’s accommodation in Medway, and what criteria should be used
to identify appropriate sites?
We welcome the government’s latest consultation and directives about the
definition of this group. We have been concerned at their ability to bypass
planning rules that apply to everybody else and have seen developments in
areas where this would not normally be allowed. A ‘real’ traveller site may
need to be self-sufficient and ‘remote’ although more permanent
accommodation needs to be part of the general built environment.
ECONOMY
15) Where should such sites be located, considering opportunities in
existing employment areas, and potential new sites such as Lodge Hill or
other developments?
There is significant land around Kingsnorth (Hoo) and Grain for potential
employment areas but it has proved to be difficult to develop these.
Employment could be considered if environmental issues at Lodge Hill can be
overcome – but a key issue remains with the relatively poor transport
infrastructure in the area – and the impact on residential communities of
heavy traffic (especially HGVs).
There have been key road improvements – A228 between Chattenden and
Ropers Lane (and recent changes to the lane itself), and the road to Grain
remains single carriageway from Sharnal Street, however the main issue
remains that these feed into one route and especially the Four Elms
Roundabout – with growing use throughout the day, and major issues at peak
times for all traffic.
Locally there is a concern that the B2000 is unsuitable for today’s traffic (with
significant pinch points that do not allow lorries/buses/coaches to pass each
other). Volume and speed of traffic was the number one concern in a recent
resident’s survey and a repeated concern with regards to the Cliffe and Cliffe
Woods Neighbourhood Plan.

Road traffic reduction should be encouraged through use of the Peninsula
railway for passenger and freight services and something major will be
required at the Four Elms Roundabout (traffic light signalling falls well short
of the requirements here). The junction of the B2000 with the bypass (A289)
is also of concern and a better design (potentially with links to the north)
needs to be provided to remove rat-running through Wainscott/Frindsbury
Extra and access to the Medway Tunnel and the peninsula. Residential and
employment expansion will need to restricted until this (and other) issues are
addressed.
The contribution that ‘work from home’ contributes should also be
recognised and supported where possible.
16) What are the opportunities for further business growth in and close to
town centres in Medway?
There are already sites such as Knights Road/Medway City Estate/Chatham
Dockyard close to town centres that require better access. There does need
to be encouragement for the consideration of travel plans and positive
encouragement (Incentives) to use public transport for access and for public
transport operators to provide services.
17) Do you agree with scale of jobs and employment land needs identified
for Medway over the plan period?
There does need to be an encouragement to use local employment land
already allocated – and positive encouragement and support. Too much of
the current allocation is underused.
18) How can Medway realise opportunities to capitalise on growth in the
wider area, including London?
There will be pressure on both road and rail connections towards London,
and the only ‘spare’ capacity is contra-peak travel which should be
encouraged.

19) How should the plan respond to opportunities arising from the
expansion of higher and further education in Medway?
Support to encourage both the students and qualified students to locate
locally should be provided.
20) Is it feasible to reduce the amount of out-commuting from Medway, and
what would be required to achieve this?
Local business should be encouraged (also contra-peak).
21) How should the plan address the specific locational requirements of
some businesses, for example access to wharves?
Locational requirements should be considered and supported where the road
(and rail) infrastructure has the capacity and environmental impact in the
area (to residents and the natural environment) can be prevented.
TOURISM
22) What scale and form of additional visitor accommodation is needed to
support and develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
The area has a lot to offer currently and that needs to be maximised to
encourage tourism – especially the countryside.
Quality touring camp sites are also required to help promote tourism.
23) What are the opportunities for extending tourism in Medway beyond
day trips to the main attractions and events?
Better use of the countryside for ‘green tourism’.
The tourism offer has to be more joined up if longer visits are to be
encouraged. Recognition of Allhallows Leisure Park required (and access to
the wider Medway offer provided).

24) What role does the river and Medway’s countryside have to play in
developing tourism locally?
Public access to the river and countryside needs to be both expanded and
controlled. There is potential for greater tourism, but impact needs to be
considered as well. Remember there are TWO rivers, with access to the
Thames important as well.
RETAIL, COMMERCIAL, LEISURE & TOWN CENTRES
25) Should we focus investment & retail capacity on Chatham to consolidate
its position as Medway’s highest order centre?
Chatham and Hempstead Valley provide little to the local area.
26) Should we seek to facilitate development in Chatham of sufficient
critical mass to improve market share, or plan for investment to meet
currently identified capacity only?
We appreciate the problems of trying to maintain multiple town centres,
however Chatham is not heavily used by peninsula residents – by the time
residents travel (by car) more additional locations are open to them (e.g.
Gravesend/Bluewater). Public transport tends to encourage the use of Strood
as a destination – better public transport and car parking, to an improved
offer in Chatham, may encourage its use.
27) What should the mix be in Medway’s town centres between retail and
other supporting uses, including food and drink, commercial leisure,
employment and residential?
There is now an opportunity for more residential properties in the town
centre (and with a suitable public transport offer, and suitable development
local car usage could be limited) – this would help to drive a more attractive
offer.
28) Should we consider making provision for a new or replacement
supermarket in Gillingham town centre? If so, where should this go?
This would be very unlikely to be used by our local residents so no comment.

29) What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of
town retail?
Road traffic implications will be the main issue – and availability of car parking
– although there might be well intentioned aims to encourage access via
public transport.
ENVIRONMENT
30) What are the most effective means to secure and strengthen Medway’s
environment, in the context of the area’s development needs?
Support for existing environment designations is key (and provides an
attractive local offer for residents, business and tourism). Further areas
should be designated, especially local amenity space. Opportunities to
expand or join up areas should be considered.
31) What opportunities should be pursued in the Local Plan to extend
connectivity for wildlife and people throughout urban and rural parts of
Medway?
Connectivity needs to be improved (but also managed). Key routes need to be
established and maintained. Expansion to fill in ‘gaps’ in the public footpath
network and cycle paths need to be carried out. Footpaths/cycle paths
between villages and also to and from the urban environment should be
developed where possible.
Rail access in the Medway Valley should be encouraged, opening up the Hoo
Peninsula railway for passenger use would also provide access for people.
In general railways do provide a wildlife corridor both in the urban area and
countryside.
32) What approach should be taken to determining the role of landscape in
producing a spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and development
management policies?

Key landscape should be protected from development – issues of setting
need to be considered if developments are considered. We have seen
unsuitable developments in our parish – especially affecting the setting of St
Helen’s Church and the view to and from the marshes. Enforcement of issues
at Thameside Terminal have also been protracted.
BUILT ENVIRONMENT
33) What approach should we take to managing Medway’s heritage assets,
particularly in the context of bringing forward regeneration?
Consideration to the role of Conservation Areas is required to strike a balance
between protection and positive enhancement. More areas could be
considered for designation and boundaries could be extended to include the
‘setting’ of the area not just the area itself.
The local Neighbourhood Plan will help identify the rich historic environment
locally and these need to be protected and enhanced.
34) What characteristics do you think makes a good place to live?
A good balance between homes and environment. Good transport access is a
major issue. Local amenity areas, local parks, larger areas of green space.
Walking and cycling connectivity to and around the countryside and rivers.
35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are most distinctive? How
should these be protected, enhanced or reflected in new development?
The green spaces of Medway provide a key counter to a densely developed
centre. In many cases these also provide a valuable green wedge into some of
this areas. The two rivers are also a major characteristic that should be
managed.
36) What areas of Medway have weaker character and what are the
opportunities for improvements?

Dense development in the town centres have led to issues with parking and
contributed to traffic congestion. New developments do need wider roads
(but perhaps with traffic calming). Local rural areas are now suffering from a
major increase in parking.
37) What requirements should be sought of new developments in Medway
to give them a distinct character and ensure they function well, in both
central areas (including brownfield sites) and suburban areas?
Local amenity space, road widths do need to be provided in larger scale
developments. Segregated routes for pedestrians and cyclists need to be
provided and maintained.
RURAL ISSUES
38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as a service centre be
developed?
Hoo is a local destination but public transport links from the parish is very
poor and its use is not significant locally. A wider range of retail and services
would reduce the need to travel into congested town centres, but road access
and public transport would need to be improved.
39) What provision needs to be made for employment in rural Medway?
There are significant distances travelled to work by many each day from the
rural parish areas, but there are large designated employment areas on the
Hoo peninsula in particular. There are still a significant number of local
residents who came to the area to help build and run the oil refinery at Grain
and local power stations. Local employment is key to reducing the need and
cost of travelling to work and encourage a counter-peak flow of traffic.
Green tourism and local ‘environmental’ employment would help protect and
enhance the area.
40) How should the Local Plan address the need to maintain and improve
access to services in rural areas?

Services are under considerable pressure and need to be supported
financially and given the opportunity to expand their service provision where
practical.
41) What consideration should be given to strategic infrastructure and
development in rural Medway?
There is over-reliance on the car and the A228/B2000 in particular. There are
major problems if these are blocked by accidents and there are some pinchpoints that need to be addressed. Contingency arrangements also need
further investment.
A freight railway exists on the peninsula and could be converted at minimal
cost to provide an hourly or half-hourly service into Higham and Strood (with
later electrification to extend services). This could serve all the villages
through strategically placed stations.
Public transport provision is poor outside of a very few core routes in the
urban area and needs to be improved.
42) How can the Local Plan ensure that strategic and local needs are
satisfactorily addressed in areas working towards production of a
Neighbourhood Plan?
The Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood Plan is working with the Local
Plan. It is clear that local resident’s welcome the rural nature and village scale
and scope for development is limited, however there are shortcomings in
local service provision and not everybody has good access to the towns and
access to Hoo is very poor.
Access to information on the demographics of the area will help. Specific
reference (chapter?) on the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood Plan
would be useful as well as (technical) assistance in producing the Draft Plan.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES
43) What changes to the built environment could facilitate healthier
communities?
The maintenance of local amenity space, larger areas and the green lung that
is provided by our rural areas.
44) How can the Local Plan encourage access to healthy food options and
growing opportunities?
There are large areas of good quality agricultural land in the area and
connection to local markets is required. Allotment space should also be
protected and enhanced if rural areas are built on.
45) How can the Local Plan most effectively promote greater physical
activity in Medway?
A good selection of footpaths and cycle routes to connect out of the more
urban areas to connect the more urban areas to key rural routes through the
countryside and to the Thames and Medway rivers.
46) What changes to the current siting of healthcare facilities should be
considered in the Local Plan? Are there opportunities to provide new sites,
and/or to integrate health services in local communities?
Access to the main hospital at Gillingham is a problem for many of the
western and Hoo peninsula residents. More provision is required locally
through 'cottage hospitals/health centres'.
SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
47) How best can the Local Plan secure the provision of new and expanded
schools to meet the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure that such
infrastructure is delivered in a timely manner and located appropriately as a
key element of sustainable development?

Housing developments need to fund additional spaces, however there needs
to be a full audit of local provision to limit the need for temporary classrooms
and new schools may be a better solution in some cases.
48) What community facilities are needed by Medway’s population over the
plan period, and how should they be delivered and managed?
A full audit/appraisal is required to identify the state of local facilities and
requirements.
OPEN SPACE
49) Is it an appropriate ambition to preserve the integrity of the open space
estate, or should we be seeking to rationalise the estate?
Even small green spaces help contribute to the wellness of an area and should
be protected. “Friends of groups” should be encouraged.
50) Should we continue to set a local space standard and seek to address
shortfalls by new provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha per 1,000
population appropriate?
Our standards are too low and need to be increased. Even in the rural areas
there is often limited access to the majority of the area.
51) Should we move to a multi-functional hub model of provision, and what
might this look like in practice?
Multi-functional/connected hubs should be developed.
52) Should new development provide on-site open space, investment into
the existing estate, or a balance of the two approaches?
We would support a balance of provision between protecting the existing
spaces and developing new areas.

53) What management models and priorities should we consider? Should
we seek to increase community involvement in open space provision and
how might this be accomplished?
An umbrella group that includes paid professionals should be established, so
that local smaller groups can tap-in to support (both managerial and
practical) so that resources can be shared efficiently rather than each group
requiring its own.
SPORT FACILITIES
54) What provision should be made for sport in the Local Plan, including in
relation to population growth and new developments?
Additional land is required to expand sporting provision. Changing rooms and
other club facilities could be developed in partnership with current
community run assets.
55) How should the Local Plan address the aspirations for a new stadium for
Gillingham FC?
Provision for Gillingham FC has been a long running theme in past local plans.
A multi-use stadium could enhance culture, entertainment and sporting
facilities.
NATURAL RESOURCES
56) What weight should be given to the protection of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, in the context of considering sustainable
locations to accommodate growth in Medway?
Agricultural land could provide local quality food and provide some
employment opportunities for local residents if farmers could be encouraged
to try harder to engage with local residents rather than taking easy (lower
paid?) alternatives.
AIR QUALITY

57) How should the Local Plan address the AQMAs and the potential
development sites that could be affected by pollutants in these areas?
There have been air quality issues reported in the past, even in rural areas.
With prevailing winds from London, green belt protection is vital.
Suitable planting and ongoing maintenance should also be a key policy to help
cleanse the areas.
MINERALS
58) What approach should be taken to planning for land won minerals in
Medway?
River and rail connected sites need to be prioritised and the use of the road
network reduced or eliminated.
59) What are the requirements for wharves and their supporting land-side
infrastructure in Medway over the plan period?
Wharves should be used to move heavy goods both in and out of the area,
reducing road traffic, although road access to wharves need to be managed.
WASTE
60) What provision should the Local Plan make for waste management and
disposal in Medway, for both household and commercial streams?
Medway does need to provide for its own waste and disposal, but not arising
from other areas. More needs to be done to reduce waste, then encourage
re-use and recycle.
SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE
61) What should sustainable development look like for Medway? What
plans and policies should we put into place to achieve this?

Objective assessment of all developments should be calculated and
published.
62) How can Medway ensure that all communities share in the benefits of
growth, in order to reduce the significant inequalities across the area?
Local groups need to be involved in discussions leading to any new
developments and planning gain benefits should be provided these groups for
identified needs.
63) What measures should new development take to mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of new development needs to be calculated, published and
monitored.
64) How can existing development and communities mitigate and adapt to
the risks posed by climate change?
The impact of changes should be reported and local initiatives to support any
mitigation should be rewarded.
65) Should Medway adopt the optional national standards for water
efficiency? What local evidence would we need to underpin this?
New developments should be making better use of rain water as well as grey
water.
FLOOD RISK
66) How should flood risk and SuDs be taken into account in planning for
growth in Medway?
Flood risk areas should be avoided without wider mitigation/minimisation of
the local risk.

67) What safeguards should be put in place to ensure future requirements
for improved flood defences are not compromised?
See 66.
ENERGY
68) Should we allocate sites or zones for wind energy development?
Wind power has the potential for a very limited contribution to energy
development, but large scale development would not be appropriate.
69) What policies should we set for other forms of energy development?
The use of solar cell needs to be monitored closely (see Stoke Solar Farm).
70) How should we take advantage of opportunities for use of waste heat
from the large-scale energy generation on the Peninsula?
Existing power stations are remote from large residential areas so potential is
very limited.
TRANSPORT
71) What infrastructure is required to support Medway’s growth over the
plan period?
There is very limited scope for further large scale road development, although
some pinch points do need to be addressed and further improvements to the
B2000 are required before further developments are considered.
The railway does need to be exploited more, especially off-peak between
villages and towns - Medway Valley Line, Strood to Rainham etc, as well as
development of the Hoo peninsula freight line.
72) What measures should be considered to increase public transport usage
and rates of walking and cycling in Medway?

As mention previously, a comprehensive network of segregated routes needs
to be developed connecting urban and rural areas.
73) What provision should be made for car parking?
The growth of car ownership in recent decades has been significant and now
many areas are suffering from in-street parking that have not suffered before.
More parking provision is required in new developments.
74) What are the requirements for waterside infrastructure, such as docks,
wharves, marinas, piers and berths, and their supporting landside facilities,
to support commercial and leisure activities?
Access to the riverside is key and this should override any private
development on the riverside or public access along the river enhanced and
clearly signed.
75) How should the aviation facilities at Rochester Airport and Stoke be
considered in the Local Plan?
There is little to support expansion of flying element of these facilities,
however suitable employment opportunities could be encouraged.
DELIVERABILITY
76) How can the Council ensure that the Local Plan and its policies remain
deliverable while seeking to ensure that development in the area is high
quality and sustainable?
The impact of developments need to be analysed before and monitored.
77) Should we consider setting different rates of affordable housing and CIL
contributions to take account of differing viability between areas of
Medway?
This approach would need further justification and monitoring and used in
limited areas initially.

78) How can we ensure timely and appropriate delivery of infrastructure to
meet the needs of new and existing communities? What infrastructure
types or projects should be prioritised where funding is limited?
Infrastructure delivery will be key and this does need to be front-loaded in
any development to ensure delivery and not allow developments to avoid
these commitments.
79) What use should be made of new methods of delivery to help speed up
the planning process, and how can we ensure that quality is not
compromised in favour of speed?
Care needs to be taken with this approach - a development brief needs to
include infrastrucure requirements and phasing, quality of design and
environmental issues considered and mitigated.
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
80) Are the development principles right? Should other guiding principles be
introduced?
Environmental protection should be key to any development principles, with
proven prevention and mitigation where appropriate.
81) Do you agree with the assessment of advantages and disadvantages of
the various development type options set out above? Are there other
advantages and disadvantages that should be considered?
Stronger environmental protection required.
82) Which development type (or combination of types) do you think best
meets the identified growth requirements for Medway?
No comment
83) Should we consider more radical approaches to meeting development
needs, such as significant increases in density, or large-scale redevelopment
of existing employment areas for residential or mixed use?

A mixture of approaches will be required although radical approaches on
individual sites may be appropriate if justified.
84) Should the green belt boundary be reviewed?
Green belt is very limited and should be maintained wherever possible to
avoid erosion of gaps between settlements.
85) What provision should be made for mixed use in residential
developments, both high density and lower density?
A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
86) What approach should be taken to future development opportunities
and mix of uses in Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
A mixed approach may be appropriate where justified.
87) Do you agree that the other town centres require improvement in their
existing roles, or should we consider holistic review of any of them in
conjunction with nearby waterfront?
Strood Town Centre is isolated from the river and its railway station and could
be better connected and enhanced. Rochester now has a relocated station,
but could still be better connected to the river to both the north and west.

Name: Mark Aplin
Reference
143

Organisation
Dartford Council

On Behalf Of
Type of Consultee
Government/Public Body

Page 1

maryott, kyle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

03 March 2016 11:58
policy, planning
Teresa Ryszkowska
Medway Local Plan I&O / SHENA

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Medway colleagues
I understand this consultation is still open with respect to the SHENA. Therefore please accept these comments from
Dartford officers.
Thank you for the first chance to comment on your new Plan, and for the recent event you held in relation to the
Duty to Cooperate. Dartford Borough Council is keen to maintain a dialogue with all relevant authorities in the area,
and looks forward to further cooperation, particularly ‐ from our perspective ‐ towards 2017 and onwards when we
foresee reviewing our Core Strategy position.
If you envisage substantive strategic issues for discussion with Dartford, then please consult our ‘Protocol’ we are
seeking to use to help guide discussions. This (along with an explanatory note) is an appendix to our Jan 2016
Cooperation Statement which can be found on our website. This links direct to the Protocol.
http://www.dartford.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/210475/10‐Protocol‐for‐action‐and‐communication‐
Nov15.pdf We would welcome any comments in this respect.
You consultation document at para 6.2 and Question 18 inter alia correctly notes the strategic issue of London.
There are opportunities for officers at Medway to participate in the formal process that will inform the next London
Plan (you may wish to join Dartford as a county representative of the “SPPOLG” forum).
In any event, I would strongly encourage direct liaison between Medway and the GLA. Medway should take full
account of both housing and economic development issues arising from London’s development. Indeed there may
well be clear mutual benefits on subjects such as industrial land that can be explored through economic
development officers and planning policy to the benefit of the region.
I raise no objection to the approach of the Issues and Options consultation. However I feel future consultation
documents may benefit from some additional perspective on strategic/ retail matters. I understand information
from the SHENA to still be unavailable which is unfortunate.
If retail is considered a major strategic issue from your perspective, then some of the context in section 10 of the
consultation document should be considered amongst the strategic issues covered in section 6. Namely the
overriding issue of national retail transformation and restructuring of property investment strategies.
Bluewater is a specialist regional level function self‐evidently and in terms Borough Local Plans, and presumably only
an alternative regional scale function would compete so implications for town centre strategies at Medway are
discrete (your document para 10.15). It is not surprising that a regional function has a catchment that includes
nearby areas, but I consider it is harder to simply claim that it now has “major impact” in terms of your current
strategic options.
In terms of local context, it would be more insightful to focus on the change (increase or decrease) in the
comparison trade draw to Bluewater. Completed in the 1990s, it has seen no substantial retail expansion. Has its
role in accounting for Medway’s retail expenditure decreased? What are the implications of more recent
developments at Maidstone, Westwood Cross, Ashford(?) and in particular Stratford (para 10.17 consultation
1

document recognises the degree of connection afforded to your town centres by HS1 services)? Hopefully the
SHENA can shed some light on the current dynamics of retail expenditure in Medway.
If you would like to explore major retail development in the region further, consideration is currently being given to
a strategic retail group for duty to cooperate purposes to include Dartford, Thurrock and Gravesham. I am sure you
would be most welcome, please contact me for further details.
I trust this is of assistance, and we look forwards to further contact as Plans evolve.
Regards
Mark.
Planning Policy Manager
Regeneration Services
Dartford Borough Council
Civic Centre,
Home Gardens,
Dartford, Kent
DA1 1DR
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Q1 Vision and Objectives
The new vision must provide clarity in relation to how Medway will grow and change over
the period up to 2035. It will need to set out how, and where, new development will be
focused. Clearly identifying opportunities and aspirations throughout the whole Local
Authority area.
We consider that the draft vision and objectives should be positively worded with respect
to meeting housing needs. The NPPF definition of housing need, set out in para 159,
includes not only the need for different types of housing, such as affordable and family
housing, but also the overriding necessity of meeting housing demand.
The new Local Plan must be prepared with the aim of substantially boosting the supply of
housing across the Borough, and aiming to meet housing need, including the demands of
the market, as far as possible across the whole of the Borough consistent with the
requirements of paragraph 47 of the NPPF.
The new Vision should make specific reference to housing and jobs provision. It should
seek to ensure that there is well planned growth at existing sustainable locations
delivering the homes and jobs needed.
Settlements beyond the boundaries of the main urban towns within Medway have largely
been subjected to a policy over many years of significant housing restraint, with very
limited growth in the rural areas across the rest of the Borough. Given the high housing
target, the current backlog in delivery, and the fact that the Plan period runs to 2035,
means that the Council will need to look at possible urban extensions and sustainable
sites on the edge of the urban area. Our client’s 10.75 ha site at Otterham Quay Lane, on
the eastern edge of Rainham, is one such site. It is capable of delivering up to 300
dwellings in the short-term. Given the Council’s current 5-year housing land supply
deficit, sites such as this will need to be brought forward quickly if the Council is going to
overcome this deficiency.
The Council will also need to give major consideration as to how significant levels of
sustainable development can occur within the villages in the rural area, which have
largely been ignored in recent years as housing development was restricted to Medway’s
urban areas.
In the context of paragraphs 47, 50 and 159 of the NPPF, the new Local Plan should
include an Objective that seeks to:
“Deliver a wide choice of high quality homes and meet the full objectively
assessed need for market and affordable housing in the housing market
area over the lifetime of the Plan”.
Q’s 2 & 3 Strategic Issues: Population Growth, In-migration & Green Belt
The Council will need to make a clear decision regarding the precise status to be given to
Lodge Hill. It will be aware that reliance on Lodge Hill as a potential new settlement
ultimately resulted in the withdrawal of the last Draft Core Strategy as a result of Natural
England’s designation of much of the site as a SSSI. Even if the Secretary of State
eventually determines that planning permission should be granted for the scheme, there
jb planning associates representations
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would appear to be a high likelihood that environmental groups opposed to the proposed
development will carry on fighting the matter all the way up to the European Courts.
Therefore, housing delivery in relation to this site is likely to remain very uncertain for a
long time to come.
The Government has recently made an announcement concerning the provision of a
further Lower Thames Crossing. It is has completed its evaluation and is recommending
a new road crossing through a bored tunnel at Location C. The proposed scheme would
be a dual carriageway connecting junction 1 of the M2 to the M25 between junctions 29
and 30. This crosses under the River Thames just east of Gravesend and Tilbury. The
Government stated that of the potential options, this route would provide a 70mph
motorway to-motorway connection with the greatest improvement in journey times and a
modern, high quality road along its entire length.
In addition to easing congestion and providing an alternative to the existing crossing, a
new road and crossing at Location C would also offer wider economic benefits. The
economic assessment indicates that it could add over £7 billion to the economy by
stimulating investment and business opportunities, and create over 5,000 new jobs
nationally.
Estimated costs are between £4.3 and £5.9 billion (including allowances for inflation).
User charges would be applied, in line with current government policy. Subject to the
necessary funding and planning approvals, the Government anticipate that the new
crossing would be open in 2025, if publicly funded. If private funding is also used to meet
the costs of the project, it anticipates the crossing being open by 2027.
In either case, the opening date would be well within the new Local Plan period. Given
the location of the new crossing, it is highly likely to act as an important additional
economic driver that will increase development pressures upon Medway.
The proposed London Paramount Theme Park at Swanscombe is a £3.2 billion
development that will be located in close proximity to Medway. The Entertainment Resort
has been accepted by the UK Government as the first ‘Business or Commercial Project’
to be considered a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). The promoters
expect the theme park to open in spring / summer 2021.
London Paramount will be the first of its kind in the UK and is expected to attract on
average 40,000 visitors on a typical day, with a wide range of attractions and
entertainment. The proposed scheme includes:











A world-class theme park
A theatre with regular ‘West End Quality’ shows
Indoor event space to host conferences and exhibitions, but also with potential
for musical and sporting events
A range of hotels
An art-house style cinema and nightclubs
Food and beverage outlets and retail
One of the largest indoor water parks in Europe
Back of house and guest service facilities
Opportunities for the creative business industry
Transport improvements including a new dual carriageway access road
between the A2 and the Entertainment Resort
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A green network to include areas of environmental enhancement and wildlife
habitat creation beside the River Thames
A range of connectivity improvements including public footpaths and cycle
routes along the River Thames and enhancements to the existing jetty on the
river to facilitate access by boat
Thousands of onsite car park spaces
Enhancements to flood defence works
Landscaping including water features such as ponds and canals
Waste management and power generation facilities
Emergency and security features

The applicants have suggested that the job benefits are likely to be as follows:





6,700 full time jobs at the Entertainment Resort
1,800 full time jobs in Entertainment Resort hotels
Potential for approximately 15,700 indirect jobs through the supply chain and
growth from spending in the local area
Peak on site construction employment of up to 6,300 jobs, during the
construction period

Medway Council will need to fully consider the potential housing and employment
implications of the proposed London Paramount development, the new Lower Thames
Crossing, and Bluewater expansion on the Borough, and ensure that appropriate
provision is made to take account of these. We welcome the fact that the North Kent
Strategic Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (SHENA) produced by GVA for
Medway and Gravesham Borough Councils assesses the potential impact of London
Paramount on Medway.
Like other local authorities located across the wider South East (SE), Medway Council
will also need to closely liaise with the Mayor’s office in order to ensure that appropriate
provision is made to meet unmet housing needs arising from London, and potentially also
an increase of out-migration from London as residents there are forced to relocate further
out due to the capital’s house prices becoming more and more unaffordable for much of
the general population. Given that in comparison with many other local authorities across
the SE, Medway remains relatively affordable in terms of property prices.
Furthermore, Medway is also able to offer rapid and frequent access to London via High
Speed 1 (HS1). As a consequence, it is likely to see an accelerated rate of in-migration
from London in future years. The Council needs to closely monitor this trend, and make
suitable provision for it in its new Draft Local Plan.
Q4 Housing Needs
We note that paragraph 5.132 of the GVA SHENA identifies a new OAN of 1,281
dwellings per annum (over the 25 year projection period from 2012 – 2037). This is
clearly a significant increase over the Council’s current interim housing target of 1,000
dpa, and its previous housing target of 815 dpa contained in its Submission Draft Core
Strategy, which was withdrawn from Examination in November 2013.
However, we note that paragraph 9.31 of the SHENA Report states that allowing for
Medway’s 3.2% vacancy rate (which adequately facilitates housing market churn)
identifies an affordable requirement of 18,592 dwellings over the projection period
jb planning associates representations
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(2012 – 2037), 13,387 dwellings over the potential future Local Plan period (2017 –
2035), and 744 dwellings annually. Paragraph 9.34 goes on to state that on the basis of
the Council’s current affordable housing policy target of 25 - 30% the OAN of 1,281
dwellings per annum would be insufficient to deliver the identified affordable housing
need of 744 dwellings per annum, and that this could justify the consideration to increase
the housing requirement.
This reflects Paragraph: 029 (Reference ID: 2a-029-20140306) of the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) which states that:
“What is the total need for affordable housing?
The total need for affordable housing should be converted into annual flows by
calculating the total net need (subtract total available stock from total gross need)
and converting total net need into an annual flow.
The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the context of its
likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing
developments, given the probable percentage of affordable housing to be
delivered by market housing led developments. An increase in the total housing
figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help deliver
the required number of affordable homes”.
It is not apparent why no adjustment has been made to the OAN requirement figure to
reflect the fact that Medway has been identified as having a very high affordable housing
need. Neither is it apparent whether sufficient provision has been made to address the
increasing outflow of residents from London to the Borough.
Paragraph 2.23 of the SHENA refers to the fact that four of the top ten authorities in
terms of total flows into Medway are London Boroughs, which demonstrates the strength
of London’s influence on Medway in relation to migration contribution. This is considered
to reflect the affordability pressures in the capital, which are seeing people move
eastwards along the Thames Corridor. If grouping all London Boroughs together, this is
said to have constituted 33% of total flows into Medway in 2014. Paragraph 2.28 of the
SHENA goes on to refer to strong trends in terms of people relocating out of the capital to
the Authority, which is likely to be driven particularly by London’s increasing affordability
pressures which are squeezing many households out of London.
We note that the Council’s website states that the Council’s new Strategic Land
Availability Assessment (SLAA) Main Report has assessed 425 sites, and that of these
425 sites assessed, 336 sites have been assessed as being unsuitable for development.
A total of only 89 sites have been identified as being suitable for accommodating housing
development, with an approximate capacity of 12,708 units, of which 11,381 do not
currently benefit from an extant permission (5000 of these units are accommodated on
the Lodge Hill site). The website also states that it is anticipated that an update to the
SLAA will be undertaken to identify further suitable land for housing as part of the
ongoing Local Plan process.
However, from reading the Issues & Options consultation document it is unclear as to
how the Council will be moving forward to identify sufficient land to meet its OAN. It would
seem to us that the Council will need to now reassess the SLAA sites in order that a
more realistic level of potential housing supply is identified. This action would accord with
the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which states that in such instances, may be
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concluded that insufficient sites/broad locations have been identified against objectively
assessed needs. Plan makers will need to revisit the assessment, for example changing
the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites (including physical and
policy constraints) including sites for possible new settlements.
We note that the overall conclusion for rejecting SLAA sites is often listed as being:
“The site is considered unsuitable for development unless identified constraints
can be addressed”.
In the case of our client’s site at Otterham Quay Lane, Rainham (SLAA Ref: 0825), which
is the subject of a planning application (MC/15/0761) and appeal for 300 dwellings. The
reason given for rejecting our client’s site in the SLAA is that it is situated on the best and
most versatile agricultural land. We consider that the SLAA needs to be more realistic in
terms of site assessments, and focussing on physical constraints, rather than policy
designations / constraints which could be overcome if the Council chose to. Indeed, the
PPG states that an important part of the desktop review is to test again the
appropriateness of other previously defined constraints, rather than simply to accept
them.
The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans, meet
objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework indicate development
should be restricted. Such policies include those relating to sites protected under the
Birds and Habitats Directives, and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park or the Broads; designated heritage
assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion. We note that there is no
reference to agricultural land.
Q5 Housing Market Area
Paragraph 2.103 of the SHENA Report states that in considering all the dynamics and
indicators in the round, there is clearly a consistently strong relationship between
Medway, Gravesham, Swale, Maidstone and Tonbridge and Malling which suggests
these should form the Housing Market Area. We do not disagree with this finding.
However, we note that the report is unclear and silent with regard to the OAN
requirements for other members of the HMA, and whether there are outstanding needs
which are not being fully provided for across the wider HMA. This is an important
omission.
Q6 Affordable Housing
We consider that 25% affordable housing provision to be a reasonable affordable
housing threshold. However, it will be important that the Council ensures that its whole
Local Plan is fully assessed for its overall viability, in accordance with national policy.
This will be especially important if the Council decides to proceed with the introduction of
a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
jb planning associates representations
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The Council acknowledges that viability remains a serious issue in a number of areas of
the borough. Consequently, it will be important to ensure that any level of affordable
housing provision sought does not make development unviable.
The Housing and Planning Bill currently before Parliament will introduce further important
changes, including in relation to the definition of ‘affordable housing’. In order to comply
with national policy, future policy should be drafted to accord with this, and make
reference to viability and the cascade mechanism.
Q7 Form of Housing
In terms of what form of housing best meets the needs of Medway’s growing population
of older people, the answer is likely to be a variety of different forms and types of
development. Some older people will want to carry on remaining in their own homes
(even if their housing no longer suits their current needs), others will want to downsize,
live in sheltered housing or require more specialist accommodation and care.
It will be important that the Local Plan makes adequate provision to allow the different
types and forms of older person’s accommodation to come forward within the Local Plan
period. However, the Council must ensure that it does not become overly prescriptive or
inflexible with regard to specific local sites. Instead, it should be seeking to ensure that
Medway’s overall needs are addressed within the borough.
It is important that the Council either takes account of older persons accommodation
directly within its Objectively Assessed Need (OAN), or makes separate provision on top
of its OAN in order to ensure that this particular need will be properly provided for in the
Plan period. Therefore, further clarity is required in order to clearly demonstrate whether
Older Persons Housing Needs are being addressed separately and in addition to the
OAN figures for both Medway and the wider HMA. It is necessary to count the number of
bedspaces per year to account for the projected increase of older persons living in Class
C2 usage dwellings who are not included in the household projections.
Whilst the SHENA report identifies that Medway possesses over 500 houseboats, it does
not identify the future requirement, or the adjustment that would be necessary to the OAN
to accommodate this.
Q12 Self-build (on larger sites)
In terms of land for self and custom build housing, we would be very cautious regarding
their integration within larger developments. Developers and potential new occupants are
likely to be wary if they do know what types of housing are likely to be built in close
proximity to mainstream developer housing. This could deter housebuilders from going
ahead with developments. Furthermore, those interested in self and custom build
properties may well not wish to live on part of a mainstream housing estate.
Consequently, provision on standalone sites is likely to prove more appropriate and
acceptable to the key stakeholders who will be involved in site delivery.
Q13 Student Housing
Clearly, the Universities at Medway are best able to advise regarding likely levels of
future demand for additional student housing provision, and the locations where these
are most likely to be needed. Whilst, dedicated student housing might be appropriate in
Medway’s town centres, it might be the case, that apart from Gillingham, the other town
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centres are located too far away from the Universities to be desirable places where
students would wish to live.
The PPG states that all student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of
residence or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be
included towards the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it
releases in the housing market. It will be very important that any assumptions that the
Council makes regarding this are clear, realistic and transparent. The Council will need to
work very carefully in order that it avoids any double-counting occurring.
Q14 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople’s Accommodation
In terms of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople’s Accommodation the Council
will need to update its recent GTAA Assessment to take account of the government’s
change in definition.
In comparison with other neighbouring local authorities such as Swale and Maidstone,
Medway’s overall GTAA requirement is much lower. The Medway GTAA (September
2013) concluded that the level of demand within Medway for the Plan period was only 22
gypsy and traveller pitches. The Council should use the template produced for it by
independent consultants to assess the suitability of potential sites.
Given that the Council will only need to identify a handful of individual sites in order to
satisfy this overall requirement, we do not consider that it would be appropriate to seek to
address this demand by requiring delivery by developers as part of general housing
allocations. We are aware that this has been attempted elsewhere (particularly when the
GTAA requirement is much higher). However, such an approach has often been found to
be problematic as it is not popular with developers or residents of new housing
developments, nor is it popular with gypsies and travellers who do not want to be
physically located within new housing estates.
Q32 Landscape Protection
The Council’s Landscape Character Assessment (2011) identifies the borough’s
landscape character areas and informs landscape planning policies. It will assist the
Council in considering suitable housing site allocations. However, the Council will need to
ensure that it has sufficient sites identified to meet its OAN requirement. Whilst it is
entirely appropriate to seek to protect valuable landscapes, it is not appropriate to carry
on protecting sites of much lesser landscape value from development, when a serious
housing undersupply exists. We consider that our client’s site at Otterham Quay Lane,
Rainham to be one such site that now lacks any merit for continued landscape protection.
The Council needs to completely re-evaluate existing landscape protection designations
in order to test whether they are still merited or needed.
Q56 Agricultural Land Protection
In terms of sustainability, the Council will seek to take into account the economic and
other benefits of the Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and, in general terms, seek
to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of higher quality.
The Council acknowledges that much agricultural land is located close to existing
settlements, but that in some areas, the high quality land is not being used productively
jb planning associates representations

Page 7 of 9

Medway Council Local Plan Issues and Options 2012 - 2035
Representations on behalf of Persimmon Homes South East
for agriculture, and that the landscape has become degraded, with equine and urban
fringe uses predominating.
It will be important that the Council takers a pragmatic approach to this issue in the new
Local Plan. Any policy seeking to protect the best and most versatile agricultural land
should take full and proper account of its current condition and use. It should also
recognise that some smaller self-contained sites may have ceased to be commercially
viable to carry on farming. In which case, a continued blanket restriction preventing
agricultural land from being released for development, regardless of its condition and
need, is totally inappropriate. Particularly in the context of a substantial housing
requirement that needs to be satisfied.
Furthermore, the Council will need to recognise that in order to satisfy its overall housing
requirement may well necessitate the loss of some of its best and most versatile
agricultural land. Appeal decisions from elsewhere in the country have supported such
loss where it has been demonstrated that other alternative sites would also involve a
similar loss. In such instances, the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land would
not therefore be unwarranted.
We consider that our client’s site is a useful example of such an agricultural landholding
that is no longer required for agricultural use, and is well located adjacent to the urban
area.
Q77 Viability
The Council will be aware that viability remains a serious issue in a number of areas of
the borough. Therefore, it may well be appropriate for the Council to seek to set different
rates of affordable housing and CIL contributions to reflect differing levels of viability
across Medway. As we have already mentioned further above, it will be important to
ensure that any affordable housing provision sought does not make development
unviable. Consequently, the Council must ensure that when it is considers viability, it
examines and takes full account of all likely Local Plan and CIL costs. It must not just
consider affordable housing and CIL in isolation. It will also be important to ensure that
there is an element of flexibility built into any viability assumptions, it must be recognised
that costs and market forces will vary over time. Therefore, it will be important to ensure
that any future changes to overall development costs do not make sites suddenly
unviable to develop.
Q81 Development Options
Q82 Meeting Medway’s Growth Requirements
Q83 Radical Approaches to meeting Housing Needs
Freestanding settlements are clearly an option that the Council will want to consider.
However, it must recognise that these take a very long time period to deliver. It will also
be aware that despite strong support for the Lodge Hill proposal for 5,000 dwellings by
the MoD and Land Securities over a lengthy period of years, with numerous consultants
reports being produced, there is currently little more certainty regarding likely
deliverability now than there was back at the very start of the process all those years ago.
We are not aware that there are any consortiums with the weight, finance and influence
required, that are promoting new settlements.
The Council must also recognise that a strategy based upon new freestanding
settlements is likely to result in housing delivery being focussed towards the latter part of
jb planning associates representations
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the Plan period (and beyond). It will also be aware that In the meantime, the Council’s
existing housing supply backlog, which is already very significant, will carry on growing.
We consider that there are opportunities for significant growth of existing settlements in
Medway. In particular, in relation to the main towns; Chatham, Rochester, Gillingham,
Strood and Rainham. In the case of the latter, we would point to our client’s 10 ha site at
Otterham Quay Lane as being a good example of a site capable of early delivery in a
sustainable location.
It will also be important to ensure that proposed housing provision occurs where market
demand exists, and reflects the needs and aspirations of potential occupiers in terms of
design, density and layout. Regard will also need to be had to the character of the local
area.
Q84 Reviewing the Green Belt
Given the extent, of the increase in the Council’s Objectively Assessed need (OAN) and
the strong development pressures being exerted (as discussed above), the Council will
need to undertake a fundamental Green Belt Review to assess whether currently
designated Green Belt sites still satisfy the Green Belt tests. This should be undertaken in
liaison with neighbouring local authorities such as Gravesham Borough Council.
Q85 Mixed Use
Whilst it is entirely appropriate to seek to promote housing provision within Chatham and
other town centres, and also within Medway’s large waterside regeneration areas it will
be important to ensure that any assumptions regarding such future allocations are
realistic in terms of market demand and likely delivery timescales.
____________________________________________________________________
PC/1279
29 February 2016
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26 February 2016
Delivered by email

Planning Policy Regeneration, Community & Culture
Medway Council,
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
ME4 4TR

Dear Sir/Madam
MEDWAY COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS 2012-2035
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF ROPEMAKER PROPERTIES LIMITED
We are writing on behalf of our client, Ropemaker Properties Limited, to submit the following
representations in response to the Medway Council Local Plan Issues and Options 2012-2035
th
th
consultation taking place between 4 January and 29 February 2016.
Our client is the freehold owner of Strood Retail Park, which lies within Strood town centre, and therefore
has a vested interest in the Council’s policy approach to protecting its town centres and planning for future
retail development over the forthcoming plan period. Our client is committed to investing in and improving
the town centre and has recently secured planning permission for the redevelopment of the former B&Q
unit which will deliver several, new modern retail unit aimed at attracting a range of new retailers to the
area. As part of this, new public realm improvements will also be delivered aimed at improving the
connectivity between the retail park and the high street, to the overall benefit of the town centre.
We have reviewed the Issues and Options document and relevant supporting information including
Strategic Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (SHENA). At the time of writing, further information
on retail needs is still pending publication. We therefore reserve the right to submit additional comments
th
once this is available and note that there has been an extension to the consultation deadline (until 24
March 2016) for this purpose.

Section 10 - Retail, commercial leisure and town centres
We welcome the acknowledgment that structural changes in the retail market has led to certain town
centres being increasingly vulnerable, as evidenced under the National Trends sub-heading in Section 10
of the consultation document. The effects of Online shopping, amongst other factors, has reduced the
need for many retailers to maintain such an extensive portfolio of stores to secure the same levels of
coverage, with many now focussing on prime locations in fewer, major retail shopping destinations,
The Charlotte Building
17 Gresse Street
London
W1T 1QL
turley.co.uk
Registered in England Turley Associates Limited no. 2235387. Registered office: 1 New York Street, Manchester, M1 4HD

thereby reinforcing the trend towards polarisation. Many centres which do not fall within the ‘prime’
category for certain retailers are therefore marginalised as a result. This is noted in the SHENA which
also recognises that the role of the traditional high streets is changing, with a greater demand for resident
services, leisure, community activities and local workspace.
The SHENA also indicates that this fragile position is particularly prevalent in Medway, where its various
town centres are under-performing and losing trade to other major shopping destinations, such as
Bluewater. By inference, there is no capacity to support additional comparison goods floorspace in the
District over the short-term, before 2020. Whilst we note that there is an identified short-term need for
additional convenience goods floorspace (in the order to 6,000 sqm net), it has not been possible to
review and interpret the evidence underlying this.
In respect of Strood, the SHENA identifies a limited comparison shopping offer within the high street which
is generally low grade and orientated towards meeting everyday shopping needs. In addition, the centre
has an above average vacancy rate and the overall quality of the environmental is judged to be poor. In
contrast, Strood Retail Park is performing significantly better, but poor linkages limit the extent to which
the wider town centre benefits from these higher levels of trade. It is specifically noted that ‘the presence
of Strood Retail Park in such close proximity to the town centre could be better realised, in order to benefit
the wider vitality and viability of the centre’.
Our client is committed to delivering the aforementioned improvements to the public realm which will help
to realise the above objectives. In turn, further improvements to the retail park and its overall offer over
time should be encouraged on the basis that this will, by association, positively benefit the wider town
centre. In this context, the Council should adopt a policy approach which seeks to proactively support
improvements at Strood Retail Park, recognising the important role it plays in drawing trade to the town
centre. This role should also be recognised where proposals for out of centre retail, particularly in the
form of large format units which would directly compete with the retail park, come forward as any impact
on the retail park would similarly, by association, adversely impact the wider town centre. This would be
assisted by ensuring the retail park remains within the town centre boundary and the defined Primary
Shopping Area (PSA) within the emerging Local Plan.
Question 29: What should our approach be to proposals for new or enhanced out of town retail?
In the context of the above, the Council should seek to resist proposals for new or enhanced out of
centre/town retail development over the plan period. In accordance with the sequential approach
advocated by national policy (paragraph 24), local policy should seek to focus new retail development
(and that for other main town centre uses) within or on the edge of existing centres in the first instance.
The Council, in planning to meet its needs over the plan period, should resist allocating sites in out of
centre or out of town locations which could adversely impact on existing centres and intensify what is
already considered a ‘fragile’ position in terms of the performance of the District’s centres. In addition, the
Council should also consider applying an appropriate local threshold to proposals for new retail
development in out of centre locations, above which an impact assessment is required in accordance with
paragraph 26 of the NPPF.
Conclusion
It is difficult to predict the continually changing trends in the retail sector. However the resilience of town
centres can only be improved by establishing a strong policy position which encourages investment and
development in and on the edge of town centres, where it can deliver the greatest public benefits. The
important role which developments like Strood Retail Park make in supporting the town centre should also
2

be recognised. In parallel, new or enhanced development in out of centre locations should be resisted to
avoid undermining efforts to protect and enhance the vitality and viability of the District’s town centres.
We trust the above comments are welcomed and would appreciate being kept informed of future
consultations on the new Local Plan. Should you have any queries or require any additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Susie Stephen
Associate Director

3

Name: Simon Fisher
Reference
146

Organisation
Barton Willmore

On Behalf Of
Goodman

Type of Consultee
Developer/Consultant

Page 1

Name: Phil Copsey
Reference
147

Organisation
David Locke Associates

On Behalf Of
Tarmac

Type of Consultee
Developer/Consultant

Page 1

Medway Council Local Plan:
Issues and Options 2012 - 2035
29th FEBRUARY 2016
These representations are submitted on behalf of Tarmac. Tarmac, a CRH company,
is the UK’s leading sustainable building materials and construction solutions business.
Tarmac’s innovative services and solutions help to deliver the infrastructure needed to
grow the economy today and create a more sustainable built environment to support the
nation’s future prosperity.
Tarmac and i ts predecessors Laf arge T armac, Laf arge and B lue C ircle ha ve been
constructively engaged in Local Plan-making activity over many years. Until recently
Lafarge T armac w ere working with Me dway C ouncil i n the pr omotion of mixed-use
development at Temple Waterfront.
Tarmac has extensive land interests in the Medway Valley associated with the permitted
Medway Cement Works and other residual ownerships.
Tarmac r emains f ully c ommitted t o t he de livery of M edway C ement Works which i s
permitted to oper ate unt il 2041. The M edway Local P lan period r uns t o 2035. I t is
important that a suitable Local Plan context is maintained to allow the operation of the
cement works.
Over the plan period there may be opportunities arising for development within Medway
on land within Tarmac’s control around the periphery of its ownership that may come
forward alongside the implementation of the cement works. It must be stressed that no
formal decision has been taken at the present time by Tarmac to specifically identify or
promote land. However, given the timescale of the Local Plan and the levels of growth
that Medway is required to accommodate Tarmac consider it prudent that the potential
future availability of development opportunities informs the Local Plan process.
Issues and Options Question:
1) What do you think should be the key
components of and ambitions for the Local
Plan’s vision for Medway in 2035?

Representations
A positive and constructive response
should be taken to supporting
economic activity, accommodating the
growth required, protecting
environmental assets and support new
infrastructure.

Strategic Issues
DAVID L OCK ASSOCIATES L TD 50 NO RTH T HIRTEENTH S TREET CE NTRAL MILTON
KEYNES B UCKINGHAMSHIRE M K9 3B P
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Issues and Options Question:
2) What do you think are the strategic issues
that the Local Plan needs to address?

3) How should the council respond to these
issues?
Housing
4) Do you agree with the approach and
conclusions of the assessment of housing needs
calculated for Medway over the plan period?

Representations
The Medway Towns, Medway Gap
Settlements and Maidstone create a
unique focus for population, economic
activity and infrastructure at the heart
of Kent. Working jointly with its partner
authorities, Medway should take a
positive approach to the potentials of
this area in providing for economic
activity supported by new
infrastructure. In particular, the
proposed route of the Lower Thames
Crossing (due to open 2025) would
transform the connectivity of Medway.
This may also require a reassessment
of linkages from the M2 to the M20.

5) What do you consider to be the appropriate
housing market area for Medway?
6) Do you agree that 25% is an appropriate level
for the requirement of affordable housing, and
what threshold should be set for the scale of
development that needs to provide affordable
housing?
7) What form of housing best meets the needs
of Medway’s growing population of older
people?
8) What housing is needed for other specific
groups in Medway?
9) How can development make a positive
contribution to the health and wellbeing of
Medway’s communities?
10) Do you have suggestions for potential sites
for starter home developments?
11) How do you consider the infrastructure
needs of starter home and self and custom build
developments should be addressed?
12) How should the council provide for the
demand for land for self and custom build
housing? For example, integrated with larger
developments, on standalone sites, or linked to
placemaking ambitions to deliver highly
sustainable and innovative design quality.
13) What is the demand for student housing and
where would this be best located? For example,
would dedicated student housing be appropriate
in Medway’s town centres?
14) What is the level and type of need for gypsy,
traveller and travelling showpeople’s
accommodation in Medway, and what criteria
should be used to identify appropriate sites?
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Issues and Options Question:
Economy
15) Where should such sites be located,
considering opportunities in existing employment
areas, and potential new sites such as Lodge
Hill or other developments?

16) What are the opportunities for further
business growth in and close to town centres in
Medway?
17) Do you agree with scale of jobs and
employment land needs identified for Medway
over the plan period?

Representations
There is merit in co-locating new jobs
with new homes to promote
sustainable patterns of activity. The
Medway Valley is also well suited for
new employment allocations given its
accessibility to a wide pool of labour
from neighbouring districts /
settlements and its accessibility by a
range of transport modes.

Economic and employment forecasts
are notoriously volatile and it is
therefore recommended that precise
employment land requirements are not
treated as ceilings or maxima. Tarmac
note that further evidence on this
matter has been published and reserve
the right to comment further during the
extended consultation period.

18) How can Medway realise opportunities to
capitalise on growth in the wider area, including
London?
19) How should the plan respond to
opportunities arising from the expansion of
higher and further education in Medway?
20) Is it feasible to reduce the amount of outcommuting from Medway, and what would be
required to achieve this?
21) How should the plan address the specific
locational requirements of some businesses, for
example access to wharves?
Tourism
22) What scale and form of additional visitor
accommodation is needed to support and
develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
23) What are the opportunities for extending
tourism in Medway beyond day trips to the main
attractions and events?
24) What role does the river and Medway’s
countryside have to play in developing tourism
locally?
Retail, Commercial Leisure & Town Centres
25) Should we focus investment & retail capacity
on Chatham to consolidate its position as
Medway’s highest order centre?
26) Should we seek to facilitate development in
Chatham of sufficient critical mass to improve
market share, or plan for investment to meet
currently identified capacity only?
27) What should the mix be in Medway’s town
centres between retail and other supporting
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Issues and Options Question:
uses, including food and drink, commercial
leisure, employment and residential?
28) Should we consider making provision for a
new or replacement supermarket in Gillingham
town centre? If so, where should this go?
29) What should our approach be to proposals
for new or enhanced out of town retail?
Environment
30) What are the most effective means to secure
and strengthen Medway’s environment, in the
context of the area’s development needs?
31) What opportunities should be pursued in the
Local Plan to extend connectivity for wildlife and
people throughout urban and rural parts of
Medway?
32) What approach should be taken to
determining the role of landscape in producing a
spatial strategy for the new Local Plan, and
development management policies?
Built Environment
33) What approach should we take to managing
Medway’s heritage assets, particularly in the
context of bringing forward regeneration?
34) What characteristics do you think makes a
good place to live?
35) What areas or characteristics of Medway are
most distinctive? How should these be
protected, enhanced or reflected in new
development?
36) What areas of Medway have weaker
character and what are the opportunities for
improvements?
37) What requirements should be sought of new
developments in Medway to give them a distinct
character and ensure they function well, in both
central areas (including brownfield sites) and
suburban areas?
Rural Areas
38) How should the role of Hoo St Werburgh as
a service centre be developed?
39) What provision needs to be made for
employment in rural Medway?
40) How should the Local Plan address the need
to maintain and improve access to services in
rural areas?
41) What consideration should be given to
strategic infrastructure and development in rural
Medway?
42) How can the Local Plan ensure that strategic
and local needs are satisfactorily addressed in
areas working towards production of a
Neighbourhood Plan?
Infrastructure and Services
43) What changes to the built environment could
facilitate healthier communities?

Representations

The Metropolitan Green Belt is
principally a planning policy and should
not be treated as an ‘environment’ or
‘landscape’ factor.
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Issues and Options Question:
44) How can the Local Plan encourage access
to healthy food options and growing
opportunities?
45) How can the Local Plan most effectively
promote greater physical activity in Medway?
46) What changes to the current siting of
healthcare facilities should be considered in the
Local Plan? Are there opportunities to provide
new sites, and/or to integrate health services in
local communities?
Social and Community Infrastructure
47) How best can the Local Plan secure the
provision of new and expanded schools to meet
the needs of Medway’s communities and ensure
that such infrastructure is delivered in a timely
manner and located appropriately as a key
element of sustainable development?
48) What community facilities are needed by
Medway’s population over the plan period, and
how should they be delivered and managed?
Open Space
49) Is it an appropriate ambition to preserve the
integrity of the open space estate, or should we
be seeking to rationalise the estate?
50) Should we continue to set a local space
standard and seek to address shortfalls by new
provision, and if so is the current level of 3.25ha
per 1,000 population appropriate?
51) Should we move to a multi-functional hub
model of provision, and what might this look like
in practice?
52) Should new development provide on-site
open space, investment into the existing estate,
or a balance of the two approaches?
53) What management models and priorities
should we consider? Should we seek to
increase community involvement in open space
provision and how might this be accomplished?
Sports Facilities
54) What provision should be made for sport in
the Local Plan, including in relation to population
growth and new developments?
55) How should the Local Plan address the
aspirations for a new stadium for Gillingham
FC?

Representations

Natural Resources
56) What weight should be given to the
protection of the best and most versatile
agricultural land, in the context of considering
sustainable locations to accommodate growth in
Medway?
Air Quality
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Issues and Options Question:
57) How should the Local Plan address the
AQMAs and the potential development sites that
could be affected by pollutants in these areas?
Minerals
58) What approach should be taken to planning
for land won minerals in Medway?
59) What are the requirements for wharves and
their supporting land-side infrastructure in
Medway over the plan period?
Waste
60) What provision should the Local Plan make
for waste management and disposal in Medway,
for both household and commercial streams?
Sustainability and Climate Change
61) What should sustainable development look
like for Medway? What plans and policies should
we put into place to achieve this?
62) How can Medway ensure that all
communities share in the benefits of growth, in
order to reduce the significant inequalities
across the area?
63) What measures should new development
take to mitigate and adapt to the risks posed by
climate change?
64) How can existing development and
communities mitigate and adapt to the risks
posed by climate change?
65) Should Medway adopt the optional national
standards for water efficiency? What local
evidence would we need to underpin this?
Flood Risk
66) How should flood risk and SuDs be taken
into account in planning for growth in Medway?
67) What safeguards should be put in place to
ensure future requirements for improved flood
defences are not compromised?
Energy
68) Should we allocate sites or zones for wind
energy development?
69) What policies should we set for other forms
of energy development?
70) How should we take advantage of
opportunities for use of waste heat from the
large-scale energy generation on the Peninsula?
Transport
71) What infrastructure is required to support
Medway’s growth over the plan period?

Representations

The Medway Local Plan must
recognise the permitted Medway
Cement Works as a commitment to
come forward within the plan period.

The proposed route of the Lower
Thames Crossing (due to open 2025)
would transform the connectivity of
Medway. This may also require a
reassessment of linkages from the M2
to the M20.
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Issues and Options Question:
72) What measures should be considered to
increase public transport usage and rates of
walking and cycling in Medway?
73) What provision should be made for car
parking?
74) What are the requirements for waterside
infrastructure, such as docks, wharves, marinas,
piers and berths, and their supporting landside
facilities, to support commercial and leisure
activities?
75) How should the aviation facilities at
Rochester Airport and Stoke be considered in
the Local Plan?
Deliverability
76) How can the Council ensure that the Local
Plan and its policies remain deliverable while
seeking to ensure that development in the area
is high quality and sustainable?
77) Should we consider setting different rates of
affordable housing and CIL contributions to take
account of differing viability between areas of
Medway?
78) How can we ensure timely and appropriate
delivery of infrastructure to meet the needs of
new and existing communities? What
infrastructure types or projects should be
prioritised where funding is limited?
79) What use should be made of new methods
of delivery to help speed up the planning
process, and how can we ensure that quality is
not compromised in favour of speed?
Development Strategy
80) Are the development principles right?
Should other guiding principles be introduced?
81) Do you agree with the assessment of
advantages and disadvantages of the various
development type options set out above? Are
there other advantages and disadvantages that
should be considered?
82) Which development type (or combination of
types) do you think best meets the identified
growth requirements for Medway?
83) Should we consider more radical
approaches to meeting development needs,
such as significant increases in density, or largescale redevelopment of existing employment
areas for residential or mixed use?
84) Should the green belt boundary be
reviewed?

Representations

Tarmac consider that the level of
growth required and the need to
promote sustainable patterns of
development represent the exceptional
circumstances that justify a review of
Green Belt boundaries.
Tarmac consider that the Medway
Local Plan should include a review of
the Metropolitan Green Belt:
1. The level of growth required
and the need to promote
sustainable patterns of
development represent
exceptional circumstances.

DAVID L OCK ASSOCIATES L TD 50 NO RTH T HIRTEENTH S TREET CE NTRAL MILTON
KEYNES B UCKINGHAMSHIRE M K9 3B P
WWW.DAVIDLOCK.COM

Issues and Options Question:

85) What provision should be made for mixed
use in residential developments, both high
density and lower density?
86) What approach should be taken to future
development opportunities and mix of uses in
Chatham town centre and Waterfront?
87) Do you agree that the other town centres
require improvement in their existing roles, or
should we consider holistic review of any of
them in conjunction with nearby waterfront
regeneration sites?

Representations
2. There is a need to consider all
reasonable alternatives as part
of the Sustainability Appraisal
process.
3. Green Belt is a strategic policy
and hence a strategic issue in
the terms of the Duty to
Cooperate. Given the
prevalence of Green Belt in
neighbouring Tonbridge and
Malling it is suggested that a
review should be undertaken
jointly as part of a shared
evidence base.

[PDC/LAF007 29-02-16]
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77, Commercial Road, Paddock Wood, Kent, TN12 6DS
www.bloomfieldsltd.co.uk

Planning Policy Regeneration
Community & Culture Medway Council
Gun Wharf Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
ME4 4TR
Our Reference: P.16.018.1361
26 February 2016

Dear Sir / Madam
Issues and Options Consultation
We are writing on behalf of our client Mr M Presneill and in respect of the above.
Housing
Pages 20 to 25 consider the matter of Housing. In short this section recognises that “the council
is embarking on the plan preparation process with the intention of meeting the objectively
assessed needs identified for Medway’s administrative area”. Principally, we observe little
consideration is given to housing in rural areas.
In response to the relevant questions, on behalf of our client we would comment:
Question 8 - What housing is needed for other specific groups in Medway?
Answer - A range of housing in well screened rural sites in the countryside which can provide
good access to fresh air and the enjoyment of the surrounding landscape.
Question 9 - How can development make a positive contribution to the health and wellbeing of
Medway’s communities?
Answer – By supporting development for multiple dwellings in well screened rural sites in the
countryside which can provide good access to fresh air, enjoyment of the surrounding landscape
and a sense of community.
Notwithstanding our view that Dudley Farm (Site Reference 1060) is considered suitable for
housing provision and contrary to the Council’s preliminary assessment of the site (expanded on
in our letter of the same date and regarding the Strategic Housing Assessment), we consider it
prudent for the Council to consider other opportunities for site allocation which align with the
Council’s Strategic Objectives. This may include for the purposes of tourism or mixed use site.
Such an approach is being proposed by Maidstone Borough Council.
Tourism
Pages 36 and 37 consider the matter of Tourism, recognising the important role this plays within
Medway’s economy and culture.
Bloomfields is the trading name of LAMBERT & FOSTER (Bloomfields) Ltd (company no. 08278915)
a wholly owned subsidiary of LAMBERT & FOSTER LLP (No.OC325920) Registered Office, 77 Commercial Road, Paddock Wood, Kent TN12 6DS

In particular we note the identified point that rural areas offer great opportunity for the tourist
industry which has generated nearly £300m of value in Medway and providing over 4000 full
time equivalent jobs. We also recognise that day trips form the majority of these visits. We note
with your observation that “increasing the length of visits to the area would provide the basis for
securing additional spend in the local economy, in accommodation, food and drink and
shopping, and allow visitors to explore beyond the main attractions”
Following on from this, we recognise the Council’s view that opportunities have been identified to
extend the visitor accommodation on offer including within Medway’s countryside, an overlooked
part of Kent.
In response to the respective questions set out in the Issues and Option Consultation document
we would comment:
Question 22 - What scale and form of additional visitor accommodation is needed to support
and develop a successful tourism sector in Medway?
Answer – Greater support for sites looking to promote permanent accommodation in the
countryside.
Question 23 - What are the opportunities for extending tourism in Medway beyond day trips to
the main attractions and events?
Answer – Supporting sites looking to promote permanent accommodation outside of the main
attraction areas and in particular within the countryside.
Question 24 - What role does the river and Medway’s countryside have to play in developing
tourism locally?
Answer – A big role if the Council support the provision of sites looking to provide permanent
accommodation.
We would also go on to comment that the Council should consider the allocation of mixed used
sites in their Local Plan that may be able to provide a combination of residential, leisure and
tourism facilities. This may help to give owners of potentially available rural sites confidence that
the principle of any forthcoming planning applications for permanent accommodation would be
supported.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.
With best wishes
Yours faithfully

Thomas Ogden BSc (Hons) MRICS MBIAC
Director
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JOANNA MALE BA (HONS), MA, MRTPI

CHARTERED TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANT
10 Grange Road, Camberley, Surrey, GU15 2DH.

Planning Policy Regeneration,
Community & Culture,
Medway Council,
Gun Wharf,
Dock Road,
Chatham,
Kent,
ME4 4TR
26th February 2016
Dear Sir/Madam
MEDWAY LOCAL PLAN I SSUES A ND OPTI ONS CONSUL TATION AND
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RELATING TO SLAA REPORT
I am instructed to write in response to your em ail of W ednesday 20 th January 2016 which
relates to both the publicat ion of the Council’s updated S LAA Repor t and the Issues and
Options Consultation for the new Local Plan.
The Council are currently inviting comment s on the Issues and Options docum
ent and
confirm that the se may includ e f urther in formation r elating to i ndividual potential
development sites. The f ollowing c omments are m ade within this con text and re late to the
specifics of my clients’ site under the heading ‘SLAA Report’, and to the general principles
that should be adopted for the Local Pl
an, under the heading ‘Issues and Options
Consultation’.
SLAA Report
My clients own the site of the Former Reservoir, Browndens Road, Upper Halling which was
submitted as a suitable housing site for consideration within the SLAA (Site Ref:1046) . The
Council’s assessment of the site’s suitability for housing concludes “The site is co nsidered
unsuitable for developm ent unless identified co nstraints ca n be addressed” . The identif ied
constraints relate to the following issues:
1. Access to services, facilities and public transport opportunities
2. Site Access
3. Ecological Impact
4. Landscape
5. Air Quality
6. Agricultural Land
7. Amenity/overlooking

All of the o ther issues c onsidered relevant to the site’s su itability have been scor ed ‘green’
and so it is not considered necessary to provide any further information in relation to them a t
this stage. Each of the above identified issues is addressed below.

1. Access to services, facilities and public transport opportunities
Whilst my client’s site is scored ‘red’ in relation to this issue, this fails to reflect the fact that
the site does currently benefit from both the prov ision of local facilitie s and access to public
transport. The Council’s Issues and Options c onsultation notes that public transport serving
rural areas can be lim ited however indicates that th is is m ore of an issue on the Hoo
Pennisular than in the Medway Valley, where Upper Halling is situated.
Upper Halling, and specifically Browndens Roa d, is served by a regu lar bus service (No.
151) which operates M onday – Saturday and the adjoining settlem ent of Halling offers a
main line station which provides a service into London St. Pancreas International in under 50
minutes.
In addition, Upper Halling bene fits f rom existing local f acilities such as the Jub ilee Hall,
Browndens Road which provides an i mportant focus for c ommunity events, and the Cour t
Farm butchery and farm shop which also o ffers comm unity activities such as a pop-up
cinema and arts and crafts exhibitions. Furthermore, Halling offers a local school and medical
facilities.
It is recognised that new rural housing will ge nerally have m ore limited access to services,
facilities and transport opportuni ties than housing in a tow n centre location, however this
element of ‘sustainability’ must be balanced against the econom ic and social advantages to
the rural area offered through the provision of new housing which is also encouraged by
national planning policy.
As stated in m y original SLAA subm ission, the NPPG provides advice on how local
authorities should sup port su stainable rural communitie s. It states “It is im portant to
recognise the particular issues facing rura
l areas in terms of housing supply and
affordability, and the role of housing in suppor ting the broader sustainability of villages and
smaller settlements”. It goes on “A thriving rural community in a living, working countryside
depends, in part, on retaining lo cal services and community facili ties such as schools, local
shops, cultural venues, public houses and places of worship. Rural housing is essential to
ensure viable use of these local facilities”.
If Upper Halling is to sustain the existing community facilities that it has, and to continue to
justify the existing bus service, it is necessary for the population of the village to be refreshed
and expanded in order to ensure a balanced demographic. The provision of additional housing
within the rural area allows this, thereby supporting the use of local facilities, communit y
uses and businesses to the benefit of the rural economy
My client’s site imm ediately adjo ins an exis ting settlem ent which already provides some
local and comm unity facilities and which is served by p ublic tran sport. As suc h, it is
significantly better placed than a number of the other sites re ferred to in the SLAA Report
which were also given a red grading on this
issue. As such, it is requested that th is
classification be rev iewed by the Council. In addition, both nation al policy guidance and the

Council’s own Issues and Options Consultation document (para. 13.5). recognises the role of
providing new housing to support a good quality of commu nity life, and this should be taken
into consideration in determining the suitability of my client’s site for housing.

2. Site Access
Whilst coloured ‘amber’ the Council’s assessment states that “it is likely a suitable vehicular
access could be created to Browndens Road which is directly adjacent to the site”. The site is
currently s erved by a 6 m wide access track from Browndens Road. This provides am ple
opportunity to provide an appropriately desi gned access road, including passing bays along
its length to serve a deve lopment of the scale pro posed. This will be a m atter for the detailed
design of any schem e and given the Council’s recognition that a suitable access can be
provided to the site, no further evidence is required on this issue at present.
3. Ecological Assessment
The Council’s assessm ent of suitab ility indicates that an ecol ogical survey had yet to be
undertaken and as such the presence or absence of protected species and or habitats could not
be estab lished at this stage. Furth ermore, that Natural England guidance indicates that
development of this site poses a potential risk to a SSSI.
This correspondence is accom panied by a repo rt prepared by Richard Tofts Ecology which
addresses both of the above issues.
The report includes an extended Phase 1 survey to identif y evidence of and potentia l f or
protected species. This site su rvey was supplem ented by further desk top investigations. It
found no evidence of rare or protected species on the site although recognises that it could
provide a suitable habitat for reptiles. Should the Council be m inded to allocate the for mer
reservoir site for housing purposes , the undertaking of a further su rvey for reptiles could be
made a condition of its development. Dr. Tof t’s report makes clear th at even if reptiles are
found as a result of a follow-up survey it would be
‘reasonably straightforw ard’ to
implement a translocation exercise,
In respect of the potential risk to neighbouring SSSIs, Dr. Tofts notes that whilst the site does
indeed lie within an ‘impact risk zone’, only certain types of development within these zones
are considered to pose a risk to nearby SSSIs. These are listed on the G overnments MAGIC
website and for rural residentia l development only schemes of 100 units or m ore are deemed
likely to pose a risk.
Accordingly, the site’s location within a SSSI impact risk zone does not im pose a constraint
to a small-scale residential development.
In view of the findings of Dr. Tofts report,
it is concluded that ecological issues do not
provide a b ar to the a llocation and subsequent developm ent of the site f or r esidential
purposes.
4. Landscape
The Council’s assessment of suitability indicates that “whilst the site is situated outside of the
built up ar ea, the lan dscape is considered less sens itive and to h ave some potential to
accommodate change”. As stated, the site has previously been developed and is currently
occupied by a significant concrete structure (picture below).

Some, immature boundary planting is available wh ich serves to screen the developm ent from
the adjacent agricultural land.
The site sits in an area which is no t subject to any landscape designation. Due to the contours
of the land, only lim ited views of the site are o ffered from the north, east or west, and fr om
the south, it is seen only within the context offered by the existing village.
The landscape quality of the existing site is poor and will continue to d egrade unless brought
into an optim al viable use. The site’s alloca tion for housing purposes offers the potential to
achieve a s ensitive form of developm ent, consistent with th e adjacent settlement, which will
facilitate a strengthening of the planting on the site’s boundaries to the benefit of the visual
amenities of the imm ediate a rea and the lim ited views of fered of the site within the wider
landscape.
5. Air Quality
The Council recognis es that m itigation of any air pollu tion constraint is likely to be
deliverable and accord ingly no further inform ation as to this point is required at th e present
time.
6. Agricultural Land
The Council’s assessment indicates that the site is situated on agricultural land, however it is
thought to be of Grade 3 or less. This fails to recognise the previously developed nature of the
site and its use as a res ervoir which, according to Case Law, is a sui generis use. As such,
there can be no objection to the use of this land for non-agricultural purposes and no further
assessment of its agricultural quality should be required.
7. Amenity/Overlooking
The Council’s assessment states “The site has the potential to impact upon amenity of nearby
residential properties” however recognises that this is
likely to be resolvable through
sensitive design and an approp riate judgem ent on the site’s capacity. Any developm ent’s
impact upon the character and am enities of the area is one for the developm ent management

process once the Council has al located the site for housing
purposes and m y cl ient is
confident of delivering a residential scheme which will not have any adverse impact upon the
amenities of the adjoining residential properties.
Issues and Options Consultation
One of the key challenges set out in the Issues and Options consultation document is the need
for the emerging Local Plan to balance the requ irements for future growth within the District
with safeguarding the area’s valued environment and landscape.
It is a req uirement of nationa l p olicy that Local Plan ning Authorities m eets the full,
objectively assessed housing needs of the housing market area as far as is consistent with the
policies s et out in the F ramework. In the c ase of Medway, these are ca lculated as being a
requirement for 29,463 housing units over the Plan period.
Policies within the Fram ework allow for a nu mber of options for the supply of housing
including through larger scale developm ents su ch as new s ettlements or urban extensions.
Whilst the s cale of such schemes offers advan tages in terms of infrastructure provision and
economies of scale, they tend to have a m ore s ignificant impact upon the environm ent and
can erode valuable green spaces and buffers between settlements.
The NPPF m akes clear that it is a core prin ciple of planning policy that planning should
encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has pr eviously been developed and
which is not of high environmental value.
In Decem ber 2015, the Departm ent for Commun ities and Local Governm ent published a
consultation paper on proposed changes to nati onal planning policy. This includes supporting
housing developm ent on brownfield land and sm all sites and sets ou t the Governm ent’s
intention that 90% of brownfield land suitable for hous ing will have planning perm ission by
2020.
It m akes clear that in order that all possible opportunities fo r brownfield developm ent are
pursued, they intend to introduce effectivel
y a ‘presumption’ in favour of brownfield
development and states “Building new homes on small site s, whether in rural or urban
locations, can deliver a range of economic and social benefits, including:
 Providing opportunities for small and medi
um sized companies to enter the
development market, helping to promote competition and quality in house building
market
 Increasing build out rates in local areas
 Creating local jobs and sustaining local growth, particularly in rural areas; and
 Making effective use of developable land”.
It goes on “We also intend to make clear tha t proposals for develop ment on small sites
immediately adjacent to settle ment boundaries should be carefully considered and supported
if they are sustainable”.
Whilst, it is accep ted th at the abov e does no t comprise cu rrent adop ted national p lanning
policy, it c learly dem onstrates th e ‘direction of trave l’ of Governm ent thinking and
emphasises the important role for brownfield sites in meeting identified development needs.

It is considered that this priority should be reflected within the emerging Medway Local Plan
and that appropriate w eight should be afford ed brownfield sites on the edge of existing
settlement boundaries.
The Issues and Options consultation docum ent offers a number of suggested developm ent
strategies in tended to m eet the f uture n eeds of the au thority. Thes e include a continued
commitment to the Lodge Hill n ew settlem ent (sub ject to the appeal outcom e), urban
extensions, incremental surburban growth or significant growth of existing settlements.
In order to m eet the Council’s objective of meeting the f uture developm ent needs of the
District, whilst protecting the existing environment, in a manner that will be found ‘sound’ by
the Inspector i.e. com pliant with national policy, it is cons idered essential that the r eview of
the SLAA and subsequent identif ication of suitable housing si tes priorities the use of
previously developed land adjacent to settlement boundaries.
Such sites offer opportunities to provide new development in locations already served by
existing facilities in a manner which is unlikely to have a materially greater im pact upon the
local environm ent given the brownfield nature of the site. Indeed, such sites often offer
opportunities for visual or environmental enhancement.
The use of s uch sites, also offers be nefits in terms of the land of ten being readily a vailable,
without significant land assembly being required, and therefore can be developed and m ake a
contribution to housing supply within the short-term.
It is requested that the above comm ents be taken into account in the Council’s planned
review of the SLAA sites and th at the additional inform ation provided be used to review the
suitability of my clients’ site for housing purposes. In addition, it is requested that the general
comments relating to the priority that should be
afforded brownfield sites, be taken into
account in the consideration of the Issues and Options Consultation responses.
Using the Council’s own assessm ent criteria, it has been clearly dem onstrated that none of
the iden tified issues of access to services, site access, ecol ogical and landscape im pact, air
quality, agricultural land and a menity issues prevent the site for being considered suitable for
housing.
It is considered that the use of a b rownfield site adjacent to a sett lement boundary comprises
a sustainable for m of developm ent in direct li ne with the Governm ent’s current priorities as
expressed in their December 2015 Consultation Paper. Accordingly, it is requested that the
site of the Form er Reservoir at Upper Halli ng be allocated for housing purposes within the
emerging Local Plan.
Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Jo Male

cc. Client

