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HDF 53 Francesca Potter [Kent County Council
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Planning for Growth on the Hoo Peninsula
Response Form

This response form has two parts to complete below.

Data Protection

Personal information gathered on this form will only be used for planning policy purposes and will
be held in accordance with the requirements of the Data Protection Act 2018. Your contact details
will be kept confidential but your comments will form part of the public record of the consultation
and published on the council’s website. Please address any questions or requests regarding our
data processing practices to planning.policy@medway.gov.uk.

Details about how your information will be held and used are found on the link below:
https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200133/planning/714/planning_service privacy statement

Part 1 — Your Details
Name: Mrs Susan Lindley

Name of organisation (if applicable): Shorne Parish Council

Address:

Email. [

Phone: I
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Part 2 — Your Response
e This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.

e The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic and
locally distinctive.

e The vision is important because it will guide the objectives, policies and design principles.

The proposed vision is:

By 2037, Hoo St Werburgh will be a thriving rural town, sensitively integrated into the extraordinary
landscape of the Hoo Peninsula. A valued place providing homes, jobs and services for vibrant
communities. A small town with an attractive choice of travel connections. A place built for the future, and
respecting the past.

1. Do you get a clear sense of what the Hoo Peninsula will be like by 2037?

Yes "X No U

Comments:

2. Does the vision describe the Hoo Peninsula as opposed to anywhere?

Yes X No U

Comments:

3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?

Yes U No "X

Comments: The priorities are governmental, to swallow the entire area for housing of people escaping
London (rather than benefiting local residents), it will not meet local need and will damage the local
environment and heritage.

4. Is it concise and easy to understand?

Yes X No U

Comments:

5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?

Comments: If it has to be built at all then by what is built being exactly the same as in the artist’s
impression drawings and text.

6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:

Yes. One which has only limited expansion of housing, purely for local needs, i.e. none sold to
incomers.

There should be more employment vacancies created than the increase in residents even if that
results in some commuting in to work on the Peninsula.

The governmental targets should be resisted.

Growth should not lead to loss of agricultural land as “food miles” and overall quantity of supply are
also important, there should be a “grow local and eat local’” mantra.
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e There should not be any damage to SSSI's and the Ramsar site, this will arise from increased
recreational use and that is not compatible with protected status.

7. Please use the space below to make any other comments on the consultation document:

o The proposal is for 12,000 additional dwellings, an awful lot of extra people (More than 40,0007) and
vehicles (more than 24,0007?), plus their pets attacking and disturbing the local wildlife.

o There will be additional demand on schools and healthcare services, already oversubscribed.

e The railway proposals provide a veneer of “sustainability”, but the reality is likely to be different. Many
new residents will not even try to use the train. The railway link attracts inward migration but will fail
in its aims if the desired journeys are too long (both in physical and time terms) or require too many
changes as in those situations people opt for point-to-point journeys by car.

e Thetrafficin the area is already dire on both the local and wider area road networks and this additional
housing will make things worse.

e Concern about rat-running through rural roads and routes to avoid busy main roads.

e There should be a height limit on housing especially near the station (i.e. no tower blocks), this is a
rural area not a city centre. High-rise bocks have wide landscape impact and lead to loss of privacy.

e Parking provision should be realistic and on-street parking not allowed.

e There should be significant amounts of communal plantings and roadside trees in the built-up areas
or they will be sterile and urban. These should be properly maintained as should ponds, play and
recreation areas.

o The proposed passenger railway route traverses (Higham and) Shorne where there will be increased
noise from additional trains.

¢ Railway lines cause deposition of litter and other waste.

e The line is adjacent/close to the Ramsar site which will be disturbed and potentially contaminated.

e There are several footpaths which cross the line. With increased rail traffic these will become more
hazardous to use so there need to be structures and other safety measures installed to ensure safe
crossing.

e The barrier effect of the railway line should though if anything be enhanced in order to protect the
Ramsar site etc from recreational consequences of the new development.

¢ Not very happy about expansion west of Peninsula Way.

e Concern about loss of character of the area, it is the sense of openness and isolation of the Peninsula,
in a bit of a time warp, that makes it attractive, that will be lost.
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Dear Ms Smith

PLANNING FOR GROWTH ON THE HOO PENINSULA
ON BEHALF OF THE HOO CONSORTIUM

The following representations are provided on behalf of the “Hoo Consortium”, which presently
comprises: Church Commissioners for England (CCE); Dean Lewis Estates; Gladman; Redrow; and
Taylor Wimpey.

The Consortium welcomes the opportunity to comment on the “Planning for Growth on the Hoo
Peninsula” document and these representations are made in the context of the comprehensive of the
whole area and the respective Consortium Members’ land ownerships.

As the Council is aware, the Consortium both jointly and individually have made successive
representations supporting the expansion of Hoo as a focus for sustainable growth in Medway. The
Council’s recent HIF success will underpin this, securing the early delivery of strategic road, rail and
social infrastructure. The Consortium therefore strongly supports Hoo's identification for major new
mixed-use development as a central component of the Council’s new Local Plan and to help meet its
strategic housing requirement.

i) Vision for Hoo St Werburgh

The Consortium support and share the Council’s “Vision and Aspirations” for the expansion of Hoo,
which it feels will contribute to the creation of a sustainable and high-quality environment.

ii) The Illustrative Masterplan

The Consortium supports, in principle, the aims and aspirations of the published illustrative
masterplan and the general development area it identifies. At this stage, we understand this is purely
illustrative, and this is perhaps a reflection of the small scale at which it is published in the present
consultation document. We further understand this is an evolving piece of work that will continue to
be shaped by consultation feedback and technical studies currently being undertaken. In the light of
this, we do not comment on any of the perceived detail that one could seek to derive from the
illustrative masterplan at such a scale.
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The Consortium wishes to continue to feed into the masterplanning process and work collaboratively
with Officers (and its appointed consultants) to help shape and refine the development areas. This
is to ensure the masterplan is “deliverable” and will achieve the required housing numbers with
certainty, whilst also delivering on the Council’s aspirations for distinct development areas that are
sensitive to Hoo's rural setting.

Central to this, will be the need to refine the landscape/open space strategy to ensure that
this reflects the character and density of the new neighbourhoods identified. This is particularly the
case in respect of development around the Station, where it is identified as a focus for high density
development, plus the inter-face of the neighbourhood areas with the proposed rural/green edges
(ie with the Ratcliffe Highway/Peninsula Way). Such refinement will be vital to delivering on the
housing numbers put forward by the Council as part of its HIF bid and to ensuring the masterplan
delivers on the emerging Local Plan housing requirements.

In addition, we consider the Council will need to show evidence that it has a clear strategy for
how the identified density and buildings heights will be achieved and where lower and higher
density development will and will not be workable. This will underpin an understanding of how overall
housing numbers will be achieved. However, we would advocate flexibility in the final Development
Framework Document (which this consultation informs) in order to allow for variations outside any
development density or height ranges/restrictions it puts forward, in order to support good place-
making and for example to allow for the transitioning from one character area to another.

It is essential that further masterplanning work is further shaped by an informed understanding
of the infrastructure requirements, particularly social infrastructure, i.e. schools and health care,
which is currently absent from the Plan. This is to ensure these can be coordinated and delivered
within the required timescales and support the sustainable expansion of the settlement.

It is noted that the masterplan identifies the potential for five new Neighbourhood Centres, which
are identified to serve each of the five new “neighbourhoods”. These are in addition to the existing
centre of Hoo. Each of these centres or “hubs” (as they are also referred) are identified to provide
opportunities for employment, leisure and shopping.

To ensure the success of each of these centres, further consideration should be given to the role and
function of each, to ensure they are distinct from each other so as not to undermine the existing
centre of Hoo or their success as centres individually. The distribution of different pieces of social
infrastructure across these centres could assist in this and in providing each with a different purpose.

ifi) Neighbourhood Areas

The Consortium supports the principle of the creation of different neighbourhood areas, which
respond to different environmental influences and the creation of a more distinct development.

The character attributes of each area are high level and as with the masterplan, the Consortium
would welcome continued dialogue with Officers as to how these “characteristics” are intended to
manifest themselves in the Development Framework in the form of any design guidance and/or
restrictions on building heights and density. As above, it will need to be ensured that housing numbers
are maintained but remain appropriate to their location.

The Consortium has several queries regarding the delineation of the “character areas” and looks
forward to liaising with the Council (and its consultants) in identifying the most appropriate type/form
of housing for each area.

TOWN PLANNING INFRASTRUCTURE & ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING This product is printed
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DEVELOPMENT ECONOMICS managed forests.



27257/A3/LW/sjo -3 - 11 May 2020

This is particularly the case in locations where suggested “character areas” overlap with each other.
Whether this is the transition between “village living in Chattenden” and “parkland living in
Deangate”, or “rural town living in Hoo St Werburgh” and “riverside living in Cockham Farm” — by
way of 2No examples only — such delineations can only be refined by closer grained analysis with
each character area and working with the relevant promoter who will be delivering each scheme.

In the light of the above, and as set out from the outset, we do not therefore comment on the
illustrative masterplan or sketches/photos of individual character areas. We understand these are
purely illustrative and indicative of the extent, type and form of development that “could” take place
in each location.

iv) Function of the “Planning for Growth” Framework

The draft document advises that the responses the Council receives to the present consultation will
help inform the emerging Local Plan, the Reg 19 version of which is due out later this year. The
document also advises that its purpose is to help inform the coordinated provision of infrastructure
associated with the £170m HIF funding, which are to be in place by 2024. Both of these matters are
clearly understood.

It is clear from the above timescales that if the requirements/obligations of HIF are to be achieved
(ie major infrastructure in place by 2024), then such provisions will need to be consented/delivered
in parallel to the emerging Local Plan process. This is also particularly true of the other associated
development (inc residential development and social infrastructure) that will actually be “delivering
on the ground” what is required by the HIF funding.

In the light of these considerations, we have assumed that the document (and subsequent iterations)
will be utilised in the form of a “"Development Brief” that is prepared/considered in parallel to the
emerging Local Plan, as opposed to a “Supplementary Planning Document” (SPD), which would have
to go through its own formal process after the Local Plan has been adopted.

We have reached this assumption in view of the need to direct/utilise HIF monies by 2024, and the
acute housing land supply shortfall that presently persists across Medway, ie that development will
need to be approved ahead of the Local Plan being formally adopted. It is considered that such a
document (ie a Development Brief) could be adequately used to help guide future development (and
the HIF process) and interim planning applications in parallel to the emerging Local Plan process.
This would provide sufficient flexibility and the necessary commensurate “weight” in planning terms
for the determination of the required planning applications ahead of the Local Plan being adopted.

I trust that the above comments will be taken into consideration and if you have any questions
regarding the above then please do not hesitate to contact me. In the meantime, the Consortium
looks forward to continued dialogue with Officers intaking forward the masterplan and Development
Framework.

Yours sincerely

LUCY WILFORD

Associate

cc The Hoo Consortium
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Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Planning for growth on the Hoo Peninsula consultation

Thank you for providing Kent County Council (KCC) with the opportunity to comment
on the “Planning for growth on the Hoo Peninsula” consultation.

The County Council has reviewed the consultation document and would like to raise
the following comments for consideration.

Transport Strategy

The impact of a development of this scale on the wider road network will need to be
carefully considered and impacts on the strategic road network, especially at M2
Junction 1 and on Kent’s local road network, will need to be fully assessed. As work
progresses, it is requested that Medway Council works closely with Highways
England and KCC on mitigating any potential adverse impacts.

It will also be imperative to work closely with Highways England in assessing the
cumulative impact on the road network of any future growth on the Hoo Peninsula in
conjunction with the Lower Thames Crossing, and the proposed improvements to the
A228 and A289.

It is encouraging to see a focus on promoting sustainable travel (such as walking,
cycling and the use of public transport) as an integral part of the growth of the Hoo
Peninsula. Any masterplan work should seek to ensure that walking and cycling
routes are well connected with the wider Public Rights of Way (PRoW) network,
including other proposed upgrades and improvements. The County Council also
recommends that facilities for electric charging points should also be fully integrated
into the design.



The County Council recognises the challenges that will be faced in unlocking the
Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) and utilising the funding to deliver the necessary
infrastructure within the required timescales. The County Council would be interested
to understand whether Medway Council has considered an alternative means of
delivery, should the HIF funding not be able to be used as a mechanism for delivery.

Public Rights of Way (PRoW)

KCC is committed to working in partnership with Medway Council to achieve the aims
set out in the KCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan® and the Medway Rights of Way
Improvement Plan. The partnership aims to provide a high-quality PRoW network,
which will support the Kent and Medway economy, provide sustainable travel
choices, encourage active lifestyles and contribute to making Kent and Medway a
great place to live, work and visit.

The PRoW network provides significant opportunities for outdoor recreation and
active travel across the region. Both the County Council’'s Countryside and Coastal
Access Improvement Plan? and Medway Council’'s Rights of Way Improvement Plan
highlight the lack of existing off-road equestrian access provision, and the proposed
growth on the Peninsula provides an opportunity to address this issue. New routes
with higher user rights could be created, and the potential for establishing new
eguestrian provision and cycle routes as safe alternatives to existing on-road routes
could be explored.

Opportunities and Constraints

There is an opportunity to improve, connect and enhance the PRoW network of the
Peninsula, which is described within the consultation document as fragmented, for
walking, cycling and equestrian users. The access over the A228 Peninsula Way
would need particularly careful consideration for all users to ensure connectivity
between the villages of Chattenden, High Halstow and Hoo St. Werburgh. An
assessment of the road crossings should be made to determine the type of
infrastructure that is required to ensure safe and secure road crossing facilities for all
Non Motorised Users (NMUSs). The incorporation of sustainable access opportunities
for the local population, ensuring they are not dependant on private vehicle use,
would enable the ease of movement and reduction of short car journeys,
encouraging a modal shift to pedestrian, cycling and alternative transport away from
the car.

The aims for improved mobility and quality of pedestrian experience are supported
and could include equestrian users and cycle routes, as off road connections are
segregated from main roads by means of green buffers. Accessibility for users with
limited mobility will also be important.

1 https://www.kent.gov.uk/ __data/assets/pdf_file/0005/90491/Rights-of-Way-Improvement-Plan-2018-2028.pdf
2 https://www.kent.qov.uk/ _data/assets/pdf file/0009/90567/Countryside Access Improvement Plan 20072017.pdf

2
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The impact on quiet rural lanes would need to be considered for construction and
operational phases of development .There would be a risk that if these road links are
used as haulage routes or vehicular traffic substantially increases along the lanes, it
could deter public use of the PRoW network.

The four principles

The landscape-led development principle (principle 1), which looks to integrate
access provision with greenspace and encourage natural amenity, is supported. The
quality of the environment through which access routes pass is as important as the
construction of the route. Connectivity across the scheme for all users should be
seamless and KCC would support the use of and enhancement of the PRoW network
to achieve this.

In respect of principle 2, KCC would strongly support the shift to walking and cycling
movements away from car journeys. High quality design will be critical in creating
spaces that are safe, secure, and encourage the public to walk, cycle, ride and
connect with the outdoor environment. Cycle facilities should be a key element, for
residential and commercial areas.

In respect of principles 3 and 4, the County Council is supportive of the emphasis on
walking and cycling to connect green infrastructure and local amenities and would
highlight the need for accessibility for all levels of user and for all levels of mobility to
be included. A scheme of this scale will need to address the integration of existing
and new neighbourhoods and PRoW can be an integral part of this.

Neighbourhood Characters

Masterplan work, incorporating any necessary improvements to infrastructure that
can develop safe walking and cycling routes, both within a new development and
connecting it to the wider environment, will be vital — and the Medway ROWIP, KCC
ROWIP and the Kent ‘Good Design Guide™ will be helpful tools to help shape the
proposed neighbourhoods. Designing places to enable increased levels of active
travel participation will also improve public health and well-being and air quality, by
reducing short vehicle journeys and vehicle congestion.

Hoo Framework Plan

The England Coast Path (ECP), due for opening in 2020, passes through the Hoo
Peninsula (see attached Map). This is a new National Trail being created by Natural
England. The long-distance walking route will eventually circumnavigate the entire
English coastline. As part of this work, a coastal margin has been identified, which
includes all land seaward of the trail. Much of the coastal margin is open access land
under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (CRoW Act). Opportunities
should be taken to enhance the trail where possible (such as creating new access
rights for cyclists and equestrians, establishing new links with the ECP to create

3 https:/iwww.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-and-policies/regeneration-policies/kent-design-guide



circular routes, improving the surface of the trail and replacing infrastructure to
enhance accessibility).

The scale of growth proposed at the Hoo Peninsula would create a significant impact
on PRoW networks and would add to the pressure and importance of the PRoW
network surrounding the Peninsula, as residents seek opportunities for outdoor
recreation and leisure in the countryside. It is therefore critical that consideration is
given to these links, to ensure they are not degraded. With the likely increase in
usage, opportunities should be taken to make significant improvements to the
existing PRoW, as they will increasingly serve as sustainable transport links and
provide opportunities for recreation and employment.

Considering the scale of this project and the wide range of NMUs who will be
affected, it may be beneficial to establish an overarching access strategy. This would
ensure there is a joined up approach for delivering an action plan that would benefit
all path users.

Minerals and Waste

It is recognised that within Medway, there is reliance on the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019) (NPPF) and the National Planning Policy for Waste (2014)
(NPPW), in lieu of specific policies within the adopted Local Plan.

The County Council notes that this consultation document does not address minerals
and waste safeguarding matters. The County Council recommends that in planning
for growth on the Hoo Peninsula, there should be consideration of waste
safeguarding matters, given the absence of explicit safeguarding of waste
infrastructure in the NPPF and NPPW.

The Council does not anticipate growth in the Hoo Peninsula to affect any minerals
infrastructure; however, it may affect important economic materials (sand, gravel and
brickearth superficial deposits). Therefore, minerals and waste safeguarding should
be acknowledged. This could be in the form of an assessment to review if any
sterilisation will occur, and an assessment as to whether it is acceptable. This could
be linked to the emerging Medway Local Plan.

Heritage Conservation

The County Council would like to see further consideration of heritage in respect of
potential growth plans on the Hoo Peninsula. The area has a wide-ranging and
fascinating past that can be used to shape the planned growth and contribute
significantly to an attractive life in the future and the wellbeing of residents and
visitors alike.

Although the consultation document is high level, it is clear that the proposed growth
will impact significantly on very important heritage assets. The County Council notes



that only some of these assets are designated and KCC has sought to review the
range of assets more fully below. Many of the non-designated assets, however, are
of high quality as those that are protected and need to be given careful attention
during the master-planning process.

For such a sensitive area, and for such an extensive proposal, the County Council
recommends that a formal, detailed baseline assessment is prepared by a heritage
specialist. This will need to include greater detail than the baseline heritage
assessment prepared as part of Medway’s Heritage Strategy. The assessment
should review all relevant heritage information, including Historic Environment
Record data and historic mapping, but particularly the results of the Historic England
Hoo Peninsula area survey?, as well as other relevant research projects such as the
Medway Valley Palaeolithic Project®. It should identify the ways that the proposal will
impact on heritage assets. The assessment can also suggest ways that the heritage
can contribute to the proposal more positively, for example, by helping new build
integrate effectively with existing developments and serving as high quality green
infrastructure and routeways.

The County Council is aware that Medway Council is currently preparing a National
Lottery Heritage Fund (NLHF) application ‘Whose Hoo?’. There is a significant
opportunity for the lottery project to support the goals of the New Vision for Hoo St
Werburgh by helping the local communities integrate the changes proposed in the
Vision into their existing structures in ways that conserve what is so special about the
Hoo Peninsula. The County Council recommends that irrespective of whether the
NLHF application is successful or not, the initiatives and projects identified could be
supported by Medway Council.

It should also be noted that the County Council has sought to provide a high level
heritage and archaeological assessment of each of the Neighbourhood Character
Areas as set out within the consultation document (Appendix 2).

A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh
Built heritage

The built heritage of Hoo St Werburgh and the Hoo Peninsula more widely has a
number of key themes that policies could develop and support.

The fortifications of Grain constitute one of the most powerful and varied sets of
defence sites in the country. These could play a much greater role in Medway’s
tourism industry, which could be particularly important given the range of challenges
faced by that part of Medway. There are additional defence sites along the Medway
that could be incorporated into river-based tourism, even if some, such as FortHoo
and Fort Darnet could not be visited. These include the Medway Council owned
Upnor Castle, an existing tourist site whose potential may not yet be fully realised.
Within the Hoo Peninsula the remnants of the Second World War GHQ Stop Line

4 https://historicengland.org.uk/research/current/discover-and-understand/rural-heritage/hoo-peninsula/
5 http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/medway eh 2009/
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forms one of the most complete military landscapes of the Second World War in Kent
and in conjunction with the nearby military remains at Chattenden, could again play
an important economic and social role in this growth area. Further to the west, Cliffe
Fort and Slough Fort also have further tourism development potential.

The exploitation of the Thames Estuary for industrial purposes has also left a wealth
of historic remains that can be seen today in the form of wharves, jetties, hard
landings and structures. These were constructed to serve a range of industries but
the most important of these may have been the gunpowder and explosive industries
that flourished in the area, particularly at the Curtis and Harvey Explosives Works at
Cliffe. Many of these remains will be clearly visible to people using the coastal path
and provide an excellent opportunity for interpretation. Across Medway there are
numerous industrial structures that may not be listed buildings, but which
nonetheless form key components in the area’s character and which would be
suitable for sympathetic re-use rather than wholesale replacement.

Townscape and landscape

Settlements have a historic character that go beyond just Conservation Areas and
Listed Buildings. The urban environment as a whole contributes to historic character.
Elements in this environment, such as streets and street patterns, structures,
furniture, surfaces, boundaries, open and green space (such as squares and urban
parks) help to give settlements a sense of place even when they may not warrant
protection as Conservation Areas.

For rural settlements, as is the case for the villages of the Hoo Peninsula, careful
thought needs to be given to how the built townscape form articulates with the
surrounding landscape. There is a clear and appreciable historic link between the
agricultural/horticultural land of the Hoo Peninsula and the rural settlements and
farms that it supported.

The opportunities and constraints section notes the aim that key view points are “to
be protected and easily accessible”. In identifying such viewpoints, account should
be taken of views to and from heritage assets and how development might affect the
setting of key heritage assets.

Sustainable urban Drainage Schemes

Sustainable urban Drainage Schemes (SuDS) may have both direct and indirect
impacts on the historic environment. Direct impacts could include damage to known
heritage assets — for example if a historic drainage ditch is widened and deepened as
part of SuDS works. Alternatively, they may directly impact on unknown assets such
as when SuDS works damage buried archaeological remains. Indirect impacts are
when the ground conditions are changed by SuDS works, thereby impacting on
heritage assets. For example, using an area for water storage, or improving an area’s
drainage can change the moisture level in the local environment. Archaeological
remains in particular are highly vulnerable to changing moisture levels which can
accelerate the decay of organic remains and alter the chemical constituency of the



soils. Historic buildings are often more vulnerable than modern buildings to flood
damage to their foundations.

When SuDS are planned, it is important that the potential impact on the historic
environment is fully considered and any unavoidable damage is mitigated. This is
best secured by early consideration of the local historic environment following
consultation with the Kent Historic Environment Record (HER) and by taking relevant
expert advice. KCC has recently produced advice for SuDS and the historic
environment. It provides information about the potential impact of SuDS on the
historic environment, the range of mitigation measures available and how developers
should proceed if their schemes are believed likely to impact on heritage assets.

Design Frameworks and Development Frameworks

There are a number of key studies and resources that should underpin any
consideration and use of Medway’s historic environment:

o Kent Historic Environment Record - a database of archaeological sites,
historic buildings and landscape features in Kent and Medway®

e The outputs of the Hoo Peninsula Historic Landscape Project — a major
project carried out by Historic England from 2009 — 2012 that examined all
aspects of the peninsula’s heritage’

o Kent Farmsteads Guidance (2012) for developers and planners considering
development in the countryside®

e Kent Historic Landscape Characterisation (2001)°

Principle 1: A landscape-led development

The brochure refers to the “natural landscapes” of the Hoo Peninsula, but these are
not just natural landscapes, they are also “historic landscapes”. The landscape of the
Hoo Peninsula is a product of man’s adaption and management of the peninsula and
its estuaries through fishing and the farming of crops and livestock over thousands of
years. The low-lying areas of the peninsula have been shaped by the reclamation of
the estuary, from at least the time of the Norman conquest, to provide improved salt-
marsh grazing for livestock. Similarly, the pattern of fields, lanes and trackways have
developed over centuries, and continue to evolve in response to changing
agricultural practices. In many places on the peninsula, the arrangement of modern
fields can be directly related to the pattern of medieval farming, demonstrating a high
level of landscape continuity. Below the ground there will be archaeological evidence
that shows how people have settled on and farmed the peninsula since Neolithic
times.

8 http://www.kent.gov.uk

7 https://historicengland.org.uk/research/current/discover-and-understand/rural-heritage/hoo-peninsula/
8 http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/land-management-quidance/historic-farmsteads.html
9 http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/kent _hic 2014/
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The benefits of green infrastructure

If properly designed, the County Council considers that green infrastructure has the
potential to help new development be better integrated into the existing rural and
urban landscape by ensuring that it fits into the grain of what is already there. The
pattern of roads, tracks and lanes on the Hoo Peninsula has been used for centuries
to link Medway’s towns, villages, hamlets and countryside. By taking advantage of
these existing and historic routeways, people will be able to move through the area
while retaining the historic geography of the region, but also following routes more
likely to be accompanied by historic hedgerows and planting. This has the potential
to unite heritage and ecology to help people access and enjoy features more easily
and naturally.

Using historic routeways also allows designers to incorporate heritage assets to
provide features of interest. In turn this will help people accessing the green
infrastructure to become more aware of and value Hoo’s heritage which will in turn
assist their conservation and re-use. For example, the Hoo area has links to
internationally important fortifications at Grain. Green infrastructure can also be used
to support tourism in Medway by linking historic sites and landscapes such as the
Chatham Lines, Rochester Castle and Cathedral and the historic explosives works of
the Hoo peninsula.

To fully appreciate the Peninsula’s landscape character and incorporate it into green
infrastructure effectively, it is first important to understand it. The main method for
investigating historic landscape character is by historic landscape characterisation.
This is a method of assessing the pattern of tracks, lanes, field boundaries and other
features that comprise the historic character of the modern landscape. This has been
completed for the Hoo Peninsula and KCC recommends that Medway Council draws
on the research to identify connectivity between the heritage assets of the area.®

Green infrastructure also makes an important contribution to health. Historic England
has released research that demonstrates how heritage actively supports health and
well-being through contributing to a generally more attractive environment, allowing
activities that encourage participation and inclusion and by encouraging outdoors
activities.

Medway’s blue infrastructure network

Hoo’s blue infrastructure network also has a strong heritage component. The
coastline of Medway has been exploited by humans for millennia. Traces of this
activity remain visible and accessible. This heritage includes defence sites such as
the remnants of the Second World War GHQ line (Hoo St Werburgh), coastal
industries such as the many prehistoric, Roman and medieval salt-mounds in the
marshes, sea-walls and drainage ditches across the north Kent marshes and
coastguard stations, jetties and wharves, all survivals of Medway’s maritime history.
All this rich heritage can be used to support the blue infrastructure network and

10 https://historicengland.org.uk/research/current/discover-and-understand/rural-heritage/hoo-peninsula/
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attract new audiences. Similarly, any works associated with the creation of the blue
infrastructure must ensure the conservation or enhancement of any heritage assets
affected.

Principle 2: Access and movement

When identifying key walking and cycling routes across the area, consideration
should be given to how the heritage assets of the peninsula might be better
connected so that they can best appreciated, understood and enjoyed. Creating
linked trails based around key heritage themes (e.g. defence, industry, agriculture)
might be one way to maximise the positive benefits that the area’s heritage can bring.

Principle 4: An attractive and tailored built form

The principle of carefully considered design that is tailored to the place and is
informed existing character is welcomed and accords with the objectives of the
NPPF. The County Council recommends that the illustrative photographs should
show housing which accord with the principle.

New buildings do not have to be exact replicas of historic styles; they do not have to
be limited to local materials, but they should respond to the local area — the existing
shapes, proportions, layouts, density, palette and grain of a place should be used to
inform new design.

Biodiversity

The County Council notes that the Hoo Peninsula is surrounded by the Medway
Estuary and Marshes, the Thames Estuary and Marshes Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI), Ramsar sites and Special Protection Areas (SPA); which have
primarily been designated for their wintering bird interest. The main impact on the
designated sites is likely to be the impact from recreational pressure and there is a
need to ensure a strategic mitigation approach?®.

Given the recreational impacts associated with the designated sites, the County
Council recommends that consideration is given to these sites and their issues when
considering growth on the Hoo Peninsula.

The County Council is aware of the progress being made with a Cumulative
Ecological Impact Assessment as part of the wider work associated with this
proposal. It is anticipated that the impact on biodiversity and designated sites will be
fully considered as plans for growth in this area are progressed.

KCC would welcome continued engagement as plans progress for potential growth
opportunities on the Hoo Peninsula.

11 hitps://birdwise.org.uk/.
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If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Stephanie Holt-Castle
Interim Director — Environment, Planning and Enforcement

Enc.

Appendix 1: English Coastal Path Map
Appendix 2: Kent County Council Heritage Conservation commentary on Neighbourhood Character Areas
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Appendix 2: Kent County Council Heritage Conservation commentary on
Neighbourhood Character Areas

Village living in Chattenden

Although the Chattenden village centre is some distance from the main Chattenden military
site, there are nonetheless several heritage assets that could be affected by the proposal.
On the Kitchener Road roundabout, part of one of the former 1961 guardhouses survives
alongside the main access road into the barracks. At Copse Farm, three concrete Second
World War (probably) barrack huts also survive. At the junction of Kitchener Road and
Chattenden Lane the former Garrison Church still survives, albeit as a civilian church. All
three of these sites are located in the area identified as the ‘indicative neighbourhood
centre’. In the event of major development in this area, it will be important to ensure that
those structures which are retained keep some of their context in terms of setting and
interpretation so the military origins of the area remain in the local memory.

In the angle of the land between Broad Street and the Ratcliffe Highway, aerial photographs
have suggested former field systems of unknown date. Also running through this area from
the main Chattenden village site was a small-guage railway from Chattenden to Hoo.

In the area south and west of the proposed village centre, there are numerous remains of
the area’s military past. These include a former nineteenth and twentieth century Naval
military railway that connected munitions and military depots around Hoo, a 1950s wireless
transmitter station at Beacon Hill, the remains of a Second World War Naval Signal Station,
the scheduled Second World War blockhouse and beacon, a Cold War air-raid shelter, a
Second World War pillbox and a First World War anti-aircraft battery. There are also areas of
First or Second World War practice trenches on Beacon Hill. This complex of sites would suit
being brought together in a trail or other form of interpretation both to help maintain the
green space between settlement areas and to retain memory of the military origins of the
Chattenden area.

Finally, recent archaeological investigations at Chattenden in response to housing
development have revealed important, but previously unknown, archaeological sites
including evidence for Mesolithic activity and Anglo-Saxon settlement. These discoveries
highlight the potential for further important, but unknown, archaeological sites to exist within
the proposed growth area. Any future masterplan for the area would need to be have
sufficient flexibility to take account of important archaeological discoveries. This will likely
require a comprehensive programme of desk-based, non-intrusive and intrusive assessment
and evaluation prior to any detailed masterplanning.

Parkland living in Deangate

Deangate is located in a highly significant military landscape dating originally to the late
nineteenth century use of the area as a major magazine establishment. Although much of
the site has been demolished, numerous magazines and protecting earthworks, as well as
later defences, still survive. During the Second World War, the entire site was defended by
an arm of the General Headquarters Stop Line that ran from Hoo St Werburgh to Higham
Marshes. A 2014 survey by Historic England has mapped the route of the Stop Line and its



accompanying pillboxes, earthworks and defences, which essentially follow the route of Dux
Court Road as far as Wyborne’s Wood before turning west. Four of the pillboxes in this area
of the GHQ Line have been designated as listed buildings and several features relating to
the Lodge Hill Magazine. Between Hoo St Werburgh and the magazine also formerly stood
the Deangate Second World War radar station, which included gun emplacements and
ancillary structures.

Rural Town Living in Hoo St Werburgh

Past archaeological investigations in the area have discovered extensive prehistoric and
Romano-British remains in the vicinity of Hoo. The alignment of a Roman road linking the
Hoo Peninsula to Roman Watling Street is projected to run to the south of the former
Chattenden Barracks close to the development area. To the north-west of the area, within
the Lodge Hill enclosure, a Romano-British cemetery has previously been identified and a
further occupation site has been found south of Hoo between the village and the shoreline.
The village itself contains built heritage assets such as the church and it is important to
protect the long views towards them. There are also Saxon and Medieval remains although
the site of the seventh century nunnery has yet to be identified. The landscape also contains
numerous survivals of the Second World War associated with the GHQ Stop Line that runs
from the foreshore south-east of Hoo to the north of Lodge Hill where it turns west.

Riverside Living in Cockham Farm

The Cockham Farm area has an extensive heritage. Both north and south of Stoke Road,
cropmark complexes and field boundaries have been observed in aerial photographs
although the dates of the complexes are unknown.

Along the route of the Saxon Shore Way, a number of well-dated archaeological discoveries
have been made. Palaeolithic artefacts have been recovered from a brickearth pit to the
south-west of St Werburgh's Church in Hoo in the 1930s. A late bronze age occupation site
was discovered during a watching brief in 1999. An iron age coin and torc were found close
to Hoo village. A Romano-British cemetery and occupation site was found in 1894 near
Cockham Cottages. The lost 7" century nunnery may exist either within the village or
perhaps within the Cockham Farm area and other middle Saxon features are known from
the area south of the village.

Along the coast can be seen numerous examples of more recent heritage assets. Although
Roman remains have been found at Hoo Marina Park, most of the remains relate to the
maritime use of the coastline. The most significant site is the scheduled seventeenth century
Cockham Wood Fort built by Sir Bernard de Gomme as a response to the Dutch Raid.
Despite its scheduled status the fort is included in the national Heritage at Risk register
where it is described as at risk of immediate further rapid deterioration or loss of fabric if no
solution for its conservation and management is agreed. There are also numerous wharves,
jetties and quays, as well as several examples of wrecked barges dating from the eighteenth
to twentieth centuries.



In addition to the maritime activity, there are several important twentieth century military
assets along the coast. The GHQ Stop Line meets the coast at this point and the junction
was defended by at least eight pillboxes and anti-landing sites.

Contemporary living by the New Rail Station

Prehistoric cropmarks enclosers and features have been seen in aerial photography
between Sharnal Street and Tunbridge Hill and also around Tile Barn Farm. A number of
prehistoric to Saxon discoveries were made during Isle of Grain gas pipeline works most
notably, a Late Bronze Age settlement or probable possible funerary site and a possible Late
Bronze Age small scale industrial site. A Romano-British industrial site with a probable
pottery kiln was also found.

The Second World War GHQ Line runs south-east to north-west through the western end of
the area and as described above (see Deangate), contains many surviving heritage assets
of importance. The indicative illustration appears to show extensive new development,
including the location of a proposed neighbourhood centre between Ropers Lane and Bells
Lane. The area is crossed by part of the General Headquarters (GHQ) stop-line between
Hoo St Werburgh and Higham Marshes; a notable surviving example of anti-invasion
defence. It is an important remnant of the Second World War defended landscape of the
peninsula and is a well-preserved example of this type of defence, which is part of a major
chapter in the national story. A group of pillboxes are located along the edge of the existing
development along Bells Lane, two of which are listed (Grade Il). The stop-line comprised an
anti-tank ditch, pillboxes (both anti-tank and infantry), barbed wire entanglements, road-
blocks and other features. The surviving remains form a coherent pattern of defence linked
to the local topography. Extensive development here would result in the loss of part of the
stop-line and would be harmful to the setting of the listed pillboxes.

Village Living in High Halstow

The area is centred on High Halstow village, which retains its medieval core and includes a
medieval church and tithe barn and several medieval buildings. Within the village, however,
older remains have been discovered including Bronze Age and prehistoric features. Outside
the village several enclosures and cropmarks have been seen in aerial photographs. Metal
detectorists working around the village have discovered numerous examples of artefacts,
particularly from the iron age to the medieval period.

Immediately to the east of the area is the Fenn Street Second World War air defence post
with associated radar station. The area also forms the northern extremity of the GHQ line in
Kent/Medway and there are several surviving pillboxes and other features.

The area is also crossed by several industrial and military tramways such as the Port
Victoria Railway, the Chattenden Naval Tramway and the Kingsnorth Light Railway.

The indicative illustration shows development between the existing village and Sharnal
Street on a ridge of higher ground that forms part of the 'spine’ of the Hoo Peninsula, with
views towards the Thames to the north and the Medway to the south. The site may have
been a favourable location for past occupation, having access to a range of natural



resources. A number of Late Iron Age gold coins have been found to the north of High
Halstow, whilst remains of Bronze Age date have previously been recorded south of the
village. Within the illustrated development area itself various crop marks and soil marks have
been observed indicating the presence of buried archaeological remains and landscapes.
These crop and soil marks include a ring ditch (possibly representing the ploughed out
remains of a prehistoric burial mound), along with enclosures and other features. The area
also has some potential to contain remains of Pleistocene/Palaeolithic interest.

A Thriving Employment Hub in Kingsnorth

Although archaeological investigation at Kingsnorth has been piecemeal, there have been a
large number of discoveries in the area.

Lower Palaeolithic organic material has been found well preserved at Kingsnorth Power
Station where a possible Mesolithic core was also found.

A possible Neolithic pottery sherd and a leaf-shaped arrowhead were found at Kingsnorth in
1998/1999.

A hoard of Bronze Age implements was found at Roper's Farm in 1973 and a number of
features interpreted as representing later prehistoric land-divisions were excavated in 2001.
A probable late bronze age cremation deposit was found at Damhead Creek Power Station
in 1998/9. Several linear ditches, pits and postholes in the Kingsnorth area over several
years, together with features suggesting both ritual use and more general occupation also
suggests that the Kingsnorth area was being widely used in the Bronze Age.

Many of the bronze age sites in the Kingsnorth area extended into the early iron age. In
addition, a possible late iron age round-house was found within an enclosure with pits, and
may represent a stock enclosure with associated field boundaries. The quantity of pottery
found suggests that the occupation or activity in the area was short-lived and many have
ended or been greatly reduced by ¢.50 BC.

The coast at Kingsnorth has produced numerous Roman archaeological discoveries. The
Medway estuary was, in Roman times, an important regional centre for salt and pottery
production and there are more than 60 records in the Kent Historic Environment Record
relating to Roman pottery vessels and salt kiln materials in the Kingsnorth area. There have
also be discoveries of trackways, postholes and pits and an early Christian inhumation
cemetery.

The area seems to have been used less intensively in the early medieval and medieval
periods, though some agricultural use persisted. During the post-medieval period much of
the landscape was farmed although the increasing use of the area for industrial purposes is
shown by the number of barge hulks that can be seen along the coastline.

During the twentieth century the industrial and military use of the areas greatly intensified.
The attempt to develop the Isle of Grain as a ferry terminal led to the construction of the Port
Victoria railway from the late nineteenth century though it continued well into the twentieth
century. In c. 1912 the Naval Airship Station was constructed as an experimental station and



later a training school. By 1920 it had been largely abandoned though the site was re-used
as an oil refinery from the 1930s. Significant archaeological features relating to the Naval
use may still survive at the site and some buildings belonging to the airship station survive

within the present industrial estate.



From: I

Sent: 11 May 2020 20:14
To: futuremedway
Subject: Hoo Peninsula Consultation

The vision for Hoo as the council and developer’s see it does appear to lack provision once again for the existing
residents of older and original properties especially in the Main Road area. The country parks are all on the outskirts
of the “town” transport will be needed by a lot of residents to access them. The residents along Main Road and
surrounding areas have suffered enough with the continuous bombardment of heavy traffic bouncing over the
suspiciously high ramps disturbing people day and night. As well as the poor air quality residents are expected to
endure. A dedicated road to the marina industrial site ought to be considered to elevate this and allow existing as
well as new residents a better quality of life.

Developers all ways seem to have the upper hand when it comes to planning, changing their minds during a project
which is always more favourable to them and this leaves new residents probably being miss sold their properties.
With more input from the council and the residents association hopefully we can avoid another repeat of the eye
sore at the top of Bells Lane.

J Burton



From: I

Sent: 13 May 2020 01:23

To: policy, planning

Subject: Planning for growth on the Hoo Peninsula
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Sir / Madam
| know | have narrowly missed the opportunity to make a formal representation but | wondered whether there was
scope to set out something about the location of local care and nursing home provision?

| note the vision of the plan is that people have access to facilities and services nearby but | think special mention
should be made about integrating elderly care into the heart of the community. You overall proposal makes sense
but the devil as ever will be in the detail. The Lodge Hill proposal really shocked me because it placed the care home
for the elderly at the furthest part of the development away from the centre. | think the choice of this isolated
location was geographically, economically and morally wrong and the care home provision should be set in the heart
of the community as a matter of planning policy even if it occupies relatively high value real estate. In twenty years
time | believe care homes will be even bigger drivers of Economic prosperity in communities such as you envisage
than they are today as the population demographic ages. Those who are least mobile should have greatest and
easiest access to facilities. It is a fallacy to think the elderly want quaint country views: they want to see action and
life ! The same consideration and thought need to be given to medical and dental provision at the heart of the
community and not left to market forces.

Yours Faithfully
Nicholas Larkin
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A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh.

The consultative document states that the expansion of the area and population will
secure demand for new services such as transport links, education, health services and
leisure facilities. Why should this have to happen in the future, when the existing
population have been demanding this for years?

The lack of an approved Local Plan has led to a number of predatory large developments
being approved and built, with no improvements in any services, particularly noticeable
in transport and health facilities.

What will come first, transport, education and healthcare developments or the building
of new homes in an area without the facilities to support them?

How can we be sure of the funding available by way of the “successful” HIF bid when
there are a range of conditions to be met before the money is released? Why are
Medway Council not prepared to release what these conditions are?

At the moment, approximately 70% of the working population of Hoo commute to
employment outside of the area. It will require a large expansion of local employment
opportunities to reverse this trend.

The consultation document quotes “The Local Plan is our strategy of how we will
carefully manage the growth needed in order to achieve a more successful, attractive
Medway”. During the years that consultation on the new Local Plan has been
proceeding the Hoo Peninsula has suffered and continues to suffer with the building of
large housing developments, which have increased pressure upon local services, with
little improvement in the provision of services and facilities, to a point where they are
unable to cope with demand.

The approval of new developments must be stopped until these issues have been
addressed.

OPPORTUNITITES AND CONSTRAINTS

Constraints
Whilst the constraints are correct in as far as they go, they miss several important
observations.



The air pollution has become an increasing problem due to the heavy increase in
commercial and private vehicles using the only access road, Four EIms Hill, to the
housing and commercial premises of Hoo St Werburgh and the remainder of the
Peninsula villages. Minor interruptions to the flow at the Four EIms roundabout or on
Four Elms Hill quickly leads to traffic blocking the local roads and, in many cases,
causing delays as far back as The Medway Tunnel, and the Wainscott Bye-pass. This
situation is exaserbated by the increased flow of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV) to and
from the new commercial developments at Kingsnorth Industrial Estate and the sand and
gravel excavations by Tarmac.

Opportunities

The diagram in the Consultation Document illustrates the route of the improved rail
services and the location of the new rail station, whilst it shows several proposed new
roads, these do not lead to anywhere in particular. They appear to be new roads on new
housing developments, but do not appear to assist traffic movement on and off the
Peninsula. There is no indication of the route of the new access road for the Peninsula,
just the general statement that a new access road could “take some of the burden off
Four Elms”.

Whilst the location of the new rail station is identified, there is no indication of the
footprint required for this facility, or the need for public transport that will be required to
enable people to make use of it. There will also be the need for a substantial car parking
facility, for many people will not be prepared to complete a thirty-minute walk, in all
weather and at all times of the year, to reach the station.

Will the general quality of life be improved through major development of the
Peninsula? These developments will lead to a large reduction in the existing green
spaces and countryside.

THE PROPOSED FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

There are a great number of key principles proposed throughout the development portion
of this document. However, recent developments that have been approved show, that
the people designing and building the developments will put financial gain as their
principle priority. The reality will not meet the rhetoric.

Recent developments on the Peninsula show that there are in fact narrow roads choked
with parked vehicles, as insufficient parking has been allowed for each dwelling. A
single off-road parking space does not reflect the reality that there will be a requirement
for two plus spaces for each dwelling, more for some of the larger, multi-bedroom
homes. Evenings and weekends present access problems for both residents and
emergency vehicles, as the roads are too narrow and residents have little choice but to
park on each side of the road, often blocking footpath access.
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The consultation document states that a key principle of the development will be
“landscaped, preserving and improving the existing natural environment”. This will
require very careful and sympathetic planning and development, something which past
and present developments do not illustrate. We are shown a large number of pictures
which pertain to illustrate the future developments. None of these illustrate what is
currently happening with the developments currently being built and those recently
completed.

We are also told that the developments will be sympathetic to the Hoo skyline with
using few three storey buildings, but we are then shown a large number of artistic
impression views, all of which show wide roads and with few parked vehicles, but most
featuring three storey developments.

We are promised that there will be better access around the area for walking, cycling and
public transport. How will the population be encouraged to change from the private car
when all statistics show increasing car use? It is easy to state that an improved bus
service has the potential to reduce commuting to 5 out of 10 in the future, but with a
population increase of 35,000 at the end of the plan, there will still be approximately a
12,000 increase in car journeys.

The plans for creating vibrant and sustainable neighbourhoods are very vague and
contain no information of how this is to be achieved.

There is a large reliance on the new rail station encouraging opportunities for business
expansion, leading to employment opportunities in the area. Previously the railway was
not well used which resulted in the station being closed in 1962.

There needs to be more information on the development of the facilities to be provided,
to include Health facilities (including Doctors, Dentists and Health Centres), Schools,
both Primary and Secondary, Shopping Outlets, Leisure and Recreation. We need to
know, where, when and how they will be provided.

One of the many concerns of the existing population of the Peninsula is that the Villages
of Hoo, Chattenden, Deangate and High Halstow become a single town, with no breaks
between them, and the whole area joins with Wainscott and Frindsbury to become part
of Strood. Each area is proud of its identity and would wish to retain it. The final version
of the new Local Plan will have to ensure that this development is restrained to prevent
this from happening.



COMMENT

This is a very professional produced document, which provides an artistic enhanced
description of the perfect place for people and their families to live. It bears little
resemblance to the way in which recent developments have shaped the area. The
document lacks facts. There is no recognition of the views of local people, strongly
expressed in the past, that they have no wish for this level of development of the area in
which they live.

There is no detail of how Medway Council will influence and control the large numbers
of predatory developments which will be involved in a scheme of this magnitude, to
achieve the vision set out in this consultative document.

It is obvious from recent developments that commercial priorities will overrule design
intentions, where additional facilities, quality of materials and funding of infrastructure
proposals and requirements are concerned.

The published brochure does not address the existing problems of Air Pollution, the
development of the infrastructure maintaining pace with the building of the new
properties, or the development of Health and Social Facilities required to service the
existing population, and if this development should go ahead to service the needs of the
population as it grows.

Hoo St Werburgh Parish Council opposes a development of this size and complexity for
the Peninsula. We would request that Medway Council takes the opportunity to revisit
and review the proposals for the Hoo Peninsula and produce a plan which better reflects
the wishes of the local population.



Hoo Parish Council — Supplementary Response
The Planning for Growth on the Hoo Peninsula Consultation 2020
Medway Council's Local Plan

Page 1. Hoo Parish Council's response:

1.1 We object to Medway Council's emerging Local Plan and Development Strategy with the creation
of a "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and Chattenden. We welcome the planning for our fair share of
growth and development on the Hoo Peninsula, particularly around Hoo and Chattenden. We of
course prefer long term local master planning compared to the vulnerability of inappropriate
development, in order to plan for and to fund local services such as health, education, leisure and
community.

Page 2. Hoo Parish Council's response:

2.1 We believe that Hoo can already today be described as a "thriving rural town" due to there once
being a good balance between housing, infrastructure, and local services. However, due to recent
inappropriate development, the balance is now "off" whereby the demand and strain on local services
and infrastructure has increased because of such recent inappropriate development.

2.2 We recognise that today Hoo is a large semi-rural village due to its post war development,
particularly the 1960s and 1970s. However, it can be argued that Hoo has managed to still maintain
many of the qualities of a traditional small village such as a low crime rate, general peace and
tranquility outside of rush hour (AM and PM), agricultural surroundings, some historic buildings, a
small vibrant high street, community fabric/spirit, sense of knowing many other residents and a
connection to the land (farming, horses, fishing etc.).

2.3 Recent inappropriate development was seen as threatening to these local qualities unless the
general consensus of new residents moving into Hoo was to enjoy and enhance these qualities. There
is a chance for any unbalance to be corrected or improved but what Medway Council is proposing,
over 12,000 homes and a "Small Rural Town", will result in a fundamental cultural change in Hoo
which could negatively impact the qualities, mentioned above, beyond repair.

2.4 We do not want Hoo to become characterless and non-entity urban sprawl which mirrors local
settlements and towns in the area. In terms of "thriving" as described by Medway Council, Hoo needs
to also retain an identity and a sense of place. Hoo cannot simply just be a piece of urban settlement
that forms a larger entity, the Medway Towns, and be overlooked.

2.5. We recognise that homes, jobs, and services must be built but be provided in the right and most
suitable places. We believe that Medway Council's Development Strategy of concentrating a vast
amount of greenfield development around Hoo and Chattenden, turning Hoo and Chattenden into a
"Small Rural Town", is not justified. However, there are potential brownfield development sites in
Hoo and Chattenden such as the footprint of the former Chattenden Barracks (500 homes).

2.6 We are not "Nimbys", we are happy for the local community to take its fair share of housing to
meet local demand as long as this is fairly dispersed on the best and most suitable sites across the
Medway Towns. Because of recent inappropriate development in Hoo and Chattenden, we are
advocating that other settlements and communities in the Medway Towns now also take their fair
share where there is enough available and potential greenfield development capacity.

2.7 We believe that there should be a legal mechanism and organisation, with every local new
development, for allocating affordable housing (rent and shared ownership) with a preference for
local Hoo residents and particularly young people.



2.8 We recognise that there is potential for expanding job opportunities locally at Kingsnorth
Industrial Estate. We have always supported job creating commercial development in this area as
long as proper mitigation is in place, such as an adequate lorry park and facilities for drivers of lorries.
Commercial development away from the main settlement of Hoo, if done correctly, does not
undermine the local qualities of Hoo mentioned above.

2.9 We believe that local services, particularly health and education, are under increased pressure due
to national circumstances as well as increases in local development recently. We expect a dramatic
increase in local services provision to facilitate a "Small Rural Town™ and 12,000 new homes as well
as current residents. Increases in provision should not simply facilitate new homes but also aim to
improve the quality of live for current residents and the current community. There needs to be a
visible, long lasting, and obvious range of benefits to existing residents from the building of 12,000
homes in the local community.

2.10 We believe that Hoo already has a vibrant local community and already has the capacity to
improve on this. We do not want to see Hoo simply turn into a dormitory settlement where its only
purpose is to house people. There is potential for a moderate tourism and leisure industry in Hoo,
giving the place an identity other than being just a settlement. This identity would recognise the
history of Hoo including industry, military, engineering, environment, and art.

2.11 We recognise that the transport mix in Hoo is too heavily reliant on private car transport.
However, because of the semi-rural location of Hoo, it would naturally be the case that private car
usage would be a higher than average. Hoo already benefits from a moderately frequent bus service,
although this is mostly interrupted by the amount of traffic on local roads (private cars). There should
be improvements to bus provision now regardless of planned development, to ease congestion and to
improve air quality, especially on Four EIms Hill (AQMA). Hoo already benefits from a good
commuter coach service which depends on the capacity of local roads.

2.12 We believe that it is unrealistic that Medway Council’s Planning Department wishes to introduce
a new passenger railway branch line onto the Hoo Peninsula. At present, local commuters drive to
Higham or Strood train station, park and then catch a direct train to London. Or, they make use of the
local commuter coach service in Hoo itself. We believe there are better and more cost-effective ways
of improving local railway provision for Hoo residents. This includes increasing bus provision to
transport residents to existing train stations on direct railway lines, as well as increasing parking
provision at such train stations and improving road capacity to handle increases in traffic. We believe
this is a more realistic, viable, sustainable, and achievable local transport strategy.

2.13 We hope that Medway Council’s Planning Department respects the past of Hoo in terms of
protecting and enhancing local heritage, creating tourism opportunities, and adding to a sense of
identity for Hoo. This includes securing and protecting listed buildings and community assets with
heritage value. As well as reinstating architectural heritage, character, attractive historic street
furniture and historic items which adds general attractiveness to the public realm in Hoo.

2.14 We do believe that Hoo can be a sustainable settlement for the future (without major housing
development) with the improvement of existing local services as well as providing affordable housing
for local people in the right location. Taking into account that Hoo itself has already absorbed its fair
share of housing and all settlements in the Medway Towns need to do the same.

2.15 We are sceptical of the claim that expanding Hoo and Chattenden with the building of over
12,000 homes in the area will result in significant opportunities and benefits to the existing local
community. We are concerned that any increase in infrastructure and local service provision will
simply just aim to accommodate the building of 12,000 additional homes, and therefore there will not
be any real increase in opportunities or benefits for existing local residents.



2.16 The building of over 12,000 homes and a new "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and Chattenden,
with the required infrastructure and services, is equivalent to building a new settlement from scratch,
such as Ebbsfleet Valley with around 15,000 homes (coordinated by the Ebbsfleet Development
Corporation). We are sceptical that Medway Council's Planning Department has the means on its
own to plan for and to enforce such a large scale and major housing project.

2.17 We are sceptical of the idea that there will be enough local demand, now and in the future, for a
new passenger rail station and the use of a railway branch line on the Hoo Peninsula. Medway
Council admits that the development of over 12,000 homes will take over twenty years to complete,
we believe that there will not be the demand for such a new passenger rail station and railway branch
line between year one and year twenty or more. We object to the potential idea of Medway Council,
and local taxpayers, propping up and subsidising an unsustainable and unviable new passenger rail
station, and railway branch line, until such a new service "breaks-even". It could be the case that if
such a new service is allowed to go ahead, Medway Council and local tax payers could be propping
up and subsidising the service for decades, way beyond the twenty-year period of building 12,000 or
more homes.

2.18 We are sceptical that the capital cost of such a new service will remain within the allocated
Housing Infrastructure Fund, and therefore it will be Medway Council and local taxpayers who would
have to pay for and subsidise any financial overruns. The fact that there are these financial risks
supports the argument that the proposed new service is unsustainable and unviable.

2.19 We accept that the only real viable improvements to transport infrastructure are upgraded roads
and new roads to accommodate development. We believe that Medway Council's Planning
Department's proposals could be more plausible if they stuck to road-based transport improvements.
However, we understand that there has to be a "transport mix" including sustainable transport options
in order to build the scale of housing which Medway Council's Planning Department is proposing.
Because we believe that the railway option is unrealistic, this furthers our case that Medway Council's
Development Strategy for the Hoo Peninsula is not sound or justified and should be scrapped.

2.20 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department should look at improving and
upgrading existing roads on the Hoo Peninsula, many of which are not currently maintained to a high
standard. This includes roads such as Upchat Road and Upnor Road (heading from the Hoo Peninsula
Towards the Medway Tunnel) and Dux Court Road, Cooling Road, Main Road Cooling, Town Road
and the B2000 (heading off the Hoo Peninsula via High Halstow, Cooling and Cliffe/Cliffe Woods).
By maintaining these roads at a good standard, and upgrading them in places, this would ease current
congestion problems as well as to allow for some sustainable development - without the need to spend
hundreds of millions of taxpayers’ money on an unviable and unrealistic new passenger rail service.

2.21 We welcome the idea of improving the pedestrian and cycling network on the Hoo Peninsula.
We believe that this can be achieved at a good quality level without the scale of development being
proposed, the building of over 12,000 homes. In fact, in order to reduce traffic congestion now rather
than in the future, Medway Council should already be investing in pedestrian, cycling and bus
provision already.

2.22 We believe that the claim by Medway Council's Planning Department of "enhanced green and
public open spaces that are easily accessible™ is ironic when the department has already allowed the
development of a large sports club with sizeable sports fields in Hoo (the former Peninsula Club) in a
good accessible location, as well as the development of a large sports field in Chattenden (the former
Arethusa sports field) also in a good accessible location. Medway Council's Planning Department
will now be in a position to try and find suitable land to turn into green and public open space,
including sports provision. This may cost considerably more than if the sites mentioned above were
protected in the first place, taking into account their more central location.



2.23 We hope that Medway Council’s Planning Department ensures that the proportion of green space
to housing is maintained at a high degree and that the lost green space mentioned previously is
compensated to the community by allocating the same acreage in a good location. With the building
of 12,000 or more homes, we are concerned that a desirable proportion of green space to housing will
not be maintained.

2.24 We welcome the view by Medway Council's Planning Department that they want to try and
improve the overall quality of life for local residents (current and future), particularly health and
education. Medway Council's Planning Department should recognise that the building of over 12,000
homes around Hoo & Chattenden poses a huge risk of fundamental change in our community as well
as a rapid decrease in quality of life due to natural strains on local health services and education
services (if they fail to keep up with the scale of development). Because of the lack of "joined up
thinking" being demonstrated by the fragmented system and autonomy of health and education
providers, we are not convinced that Medway Council's Planning Departments claims of
improvements to quality of life are realistic and will actually come to be.

2.25 We believe that it is unacceptable for there to be in a sense of a gamble with regards to Medway
Council's Planning Department hoping that service providers will keep up with the development of
over 12,000 homes. Medway Council's Planning Department cannot guarantee that the overall quality
of life for local residents (current and future) will improve as they have no control of or jurisdiction
with some service providers such as health and education. This is why we believe that a dispersed
greenfield Development Strategy, across the whole of the Medway Towns on the best possible sites
(closest to existing infrastructure), will ensure that individual communities are better placed to
accommodate and absorb additional housing, overall ensuring that this alternative Development
Strategy is more sustainable than the current one being proposed.

2.26 We welcome the idea that any development in Hoo and Chattenden should be landscape led.
This is welcomed because of the semi-rural character of the local community, including the current
local qualities mentioned previously and the local impression and view that Hoo does maintain a
village identity despite its large size. We support the view that any development site in the
community should have a large proportion of green open space for the public's benefit, but also to
maintain and improve the attractiveness and character of the settlement overall. We believe that
improvements to the overall landscape attractiveness of Hoo and Chattenden can be achieved
regardless of the proposals.

2.27 We recognise that there does need to be improvements to pedestrian and cycling access between
communities on the Hoo Peninsula. For example, there is not adequate surfaced footpath access
between Hoo and Stoke or Hoo and High Halstow. The roads between settlements on the Hoo
Peninsula are also very poor, even for a semi-rural location. For example, between Hoo and High
Halstow there is Dux Court Road which can only be described as appalling and unsafe. We believe
that simple and substantially lower cost solutions can be found to rectify these problems without the
requirement to build over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula and the £170m of Housing
Infrastructure Funding.

2.28 We believe that Medway Council should already be investing in local pedestrian, cycling and bus
network connectivity in order to reduce local traffic congestion and encourage more residents to use
the private car less or not at all. There has already been a number of new developments built in recent
years around Hoo and Chattenden, which of course will raise additional council tax income for the
authority. Funding which should be reinvested into the local community such as improving
pedestrian, cycling and bus network connectivity.

2.29 We believe that Hoo and Chattenden are already a vibrant local community with capacity to
improve. Because of recent house building in Hoo and Chattenden the "sustainability balance™
between homes, local services and infrastructure is "off". However, we believe that this can be put
right over time without the need to build a "Small Rural Town". We welcome that new housing



should be an attractive and tailored build form for any new development in our local community.
Any such new development must "blend in" well with the surrounding settlement envelope.

2.30 We recognise that there is a property mix in Hoo and Chattenden which is varied in terms of
different architecture from different periods in time. However, we believe that this situation should
not allow for a "free for all" in terms of relaxed design and "anything goes"”. We believe that local
housing design should aim to improve the overall look of the area, respecting our semi-rural location,
and it should even try to reinstate lost or desired former architectural design which is suitable to the
history of Hoo and Chattenden.

2.31 We accept that any new housing or development has to be built for the future in terms of catering
for need. We believe that Medway Council’'s Planning Department’s capacity to reflect on or protect
Hoo and Chattenden's past and rural character will be an afterthought and will not be a high enough
priority when the authority "opens the floodgates" to developers and gives them the green light to start
mass housing development.

2.32 We do not believe that concentrating the building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula
which consists of only one major road on and off, which is already a AQMA because of the pollution
generated from such a road already, will constitute sustainable development which addresses climate
change.

2.33 We do not believe that Medway Council already well maintains the natural landscape around
Hoo and Chattenden, which could already have its accessibility improved now if Medway Council
wanted to. Hoo Parish Council does not believe that Medway Council will all of a sudden start to
maintain the natural landscape to a decent standard just because there would be 12,000 homes built on
the Hoo Peninsula.

2.34 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department is misguided to believe that local
residents (present and future) will have suitable access to local services and facilities (present and
future) in order to not need to travel into other settlements (such as Strood or the rest of the Medway
Towns). Medway Council's Planning Department cannot guarantee that local service provision will
"keep up" with house building around Hoo and Chattenden. Therefore, there is a risk of overall
sustainability not being achieved and a situation where the building of a "Small Rural Town" will add
huge strain to services and infrastructure in nearby settlements such as Strood, because local residents
will have to travel. Medway Council's Planning Department needs to demonstrate where there is
"joined up planning™ with services such as health and education providers showing that they can
"keep up" with demand as house building commences. We believe that Medway Council's Planning
Department does not have this reassurance or "joined up planning" with local service providers.

2.35 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department's plans for a new passenger rail service,
which is a railway branch line, is not a credible option. The proposed railway branch line is not
sustainable or financially viable and Medway Council's Planning Department should instead consider
a transport infrastructure alternative, such a road, or even more credible, completely change their
Development Strategy and come up with a more viable and sustainable plan.

2.36 We welcome the creation of a community hub and a new or expanded business centre at
Kingsnorth Industrial Estate, which can be achieved already regardless of the proposals.

2.37 Medway Council's Planning Department's claim of a "direct access to London", in terms of a
new passenger rail service, is not realistic. The fact is that what Medway Council's Planning
Department is proposing is a railway branch line which is attached to a railway main line. We do not
believe it is sustainable or viable to run a direct passenger railway service from the Hoo Peninsula into
London when such a direct railway service already exists on the railway main lines through the
Medway Towns. This is why Medway Council's Planning Department's Development Strategy of not
developing land close to the existing railway main lines, across the Medway Towns, is misguided.



2.38 What is concerning is the suggestion by Medway Council's Planning Department that local
residents in Hoo and Chattenden, present and future, will get the train into the rest of the Medway
Towns. We cannot see any evidence that present local residents will use the proposed passenger rail
service either into London or into the rest of the Medway Towns, has Medway Council's Planning
Department surveyed local residents?

2.39 We believe that local residents already have the ability to work from home using technology and
that with the upgrading and small expansion of Kingsnorth Industrial Estate, working physically
closer to home can be achieved already regardless of the proposals. We believe that Hoo and
Chattenden is already a sought after place to live and work and welcome the idea of thoughtfully
designed homes and neighbourhoods with attractive streets and public spaces, all of which can be
achieved already by Medway Council.

Page 3. Hoo Parish Council's response:

3.1 We welcome any new development being set and well designed in a rural character. We welcome
a decent network of local parks with sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS), which also have
local wildlife benefits. Because of the local topography, and particularly our heavy clay soil
composition, Hoo and Chattenden does suffer from surface water problems and is especially prone to
flash flooding in certain lowland areas. We welcome the maintenance and upgrading of existing
public spaces for community events and gatherings, as well as the creation of new areas as long as
they are maintained to a high standard also.

3.2 We welcome new vibrant and walkable neighbourhood centres and the improvements and
upgrading of existing ones. We welcome the improvements to existing transport, particularly local
bus services and the general improvements and basic maintenance of existing roads. We believe that
Medway Council's Planning Department should concentrate on more realistic and viable transport
methods such as the improvements to local bus provision, commuter coach provision and local roads.
We welcome the improvement to existing green infrastructure and existing footpaths which should
already be maintained to a high standard.

3.3 We welcome the provision of high quality, strong character and well built homes on any
development site within the local community. We are sceptical of how Medway Council's Planning
Department will enforce such high quality when we believe their track record so far has been poor in
terms of existing and recent development sites. We welcome many of the measures mentioned above,
all of which can be implemented now. We do not believe that Medway Council's Planning
Department will suddenly change their standards and quality of service overnight with the building of
12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula, therefore we are sceptical of such claims.

Page 4 and Page 5. Hoo Parish Council’s response:

4/5.1 We do not accept Medway Council's Planning Department's claim than there is a challenge with
finding land for housing. We have identified over 500 hectares of available greenfield development
sites, outside of Hoo and Chattenden, which would provide for over 15,000 homes. Meaning that the
development of Hoo and Chattenden into a "Small Rural Town" is completely avoidable, especially as
these identified more suitable sites are a reasonable alternative collectively.

4/5.2 We will be presenting our own assessment of potential development sites and an alternative
Development Strategy to that of a "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and Chattenden. This alternative
Development Strategy will identify the most appropriate development sites, many of which are close
to existing infrastructure which can be upgraded or have its capacity increased. For example,
development sites in North Rainham which are present right next to an existing railway main line
(with direct access to London).



4/5.3 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has been too ambitious with regards to
the proposed transport mix infrastructure with the creation of a "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and
Chattenden. Particularly the attempt to introduce a new passenger rail service onto the Hoo Peninsula
which is the fundamental flaw to the sustainability of their Development Strategy and the creation of a
"Small Rural Town" with over 12,000 homes.

4/5.4 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department's current plans would be a lot more
credible if they removed their unrealistic proposed new passenger rail service on the Hoo Peninsula.
Medway Council's Planning Department could instead increase further the road transport
infrastructure out onto the Hoo Peninsula. However, we understand that in order to produce
sustainable development on the scale of what Medway Council's Planning Department has proposed
on the Hoo Peninsula, you have to have a mix of sustainable transport infrastructure (rail, bus, coach,
taxi, shared car etc.). Therefore, as the proposed new passenger rail service is not viable or
sustainable, Medway Council's Planning Department should scrap and re-think their entire
Development Strategy and move away from the proposed "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and
Chattenden. The scale of development proposed for Hoo and Chattenden, and the rest of the Hoo
Peninsula, is unsustainable.

4/5.5 We support Medway Council's Planning Department's vision that the main focus of a
Development Strategy should be the regeneration of urban waterfronts and town centres as a priority.
We also support the view that Medway Council's Planning Department does need to look more widely
across the whole of the Medway Towns to find potential development land. This includes areas such
as North Rainham, East Rainham, Capstone Valley and Hempstead. We do not believe that Medway
Council's Planning Department is seriously considering potential development in these areas and
therefore they only propose the creation of a *Small Rural Town" in Hoo and Chattenden.

4/5.6 We do not believe that Medway Council's Planning Department is fully following the guidance
set out in the NPPF. Guidance which states that sustainable development can also be achieved across
a range of sites, that are the most suitable to develop, which are attached to existing villages and
towns, supported by suitable infrastructure. The former Independent Examiner, Laura Graham,
confirmed this and hinted that Medway Council's Planning Department should move away from a
single site mass housing project (“Small Rural Town™). Medway Council's Planning Department has
not learnt the lessons from Lodge Hill.

4/5.7 We recognise that the Hoo Peninsula can only sustain small increases in incremental
development on the most suitable development sites. The scale of development currently being
proposed by Medway Council's Planning Department is unsustainable and unviable. We welcome
that Medway Council's Planning Department recognises that the Hoo Peninsula is a distinctive place
which is an important area for wildlife as a whole. As well as very limited services and infrastructure
with only a small capacity for any potential growth.

4/5.8 We welcome that Medway Council's Planning Department recognises that there would need to
be a substantial and significant upgrades to transport to facilitate any major development in order for
it to be sustainable. We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department does not recognise that
there is only so much transport infrastructure on the Hoo Peninsula that you can upgrade or improve
before the proposals become unviable and unsustainable. Therefore, the capacity for housing
development on the Hoo Peninsula is fundamentally limited.

4/5.9 Even though that Medway Council's Planning Department's Housing Infrastructure Bid has been
initially successful, we understand that there are many complicated obstacles and conditions that
Medway Council's Planning Department need to meet in order for any of the proposals and funding to
come to fruition. Medway Council's Planning Department's Local Plan and Development Strategy
can be ultimately "thrown out" by the Independent Examiner, this would also "throw out" the Housing
Infrastructure Fund bid and proposals. The Housing Infrastructure Fund does not predetermine the
outcome of the Independent Examination and in fact, Medway Council's Planning Department is at



fundamental risk of wasting taxpayers' money on such proposals which may not be formally signed
off in the end.

4/5.10 The suggestion by Medway Council's Planning Department that the infrastructure
improvements, both rail and road, will be in place by 2024 is not credible. We believe that what
reduces even further the credibility, viability, and sustainability of a new passenger rail service on
the Hoo Peninsula is the location of the proposed new railway station. The proposed new railway
station is on the outskirts of the new settlement to the East which means that users of such a new
railway station are most likely to drive from residence in the West all the way through the "Small
Rural Town" in order to park up and use such a new railway station.

4/5.11 We are not convinced that residents, present and future, will use sustainable transport methods
(pedestrian, cycle, bus, taxi etc.) if they live more than 10 minutes walk to such a new railway station.
Train stations normally are found in the centre of a settlement and what Medway Council's Planning
Department is proposing is not the norm, which discredits their theory that the majority of local
residents, present and future, will simply walk, cycle or use busses to get to the proposed new train
station.

4/5.12 We believe that it is unrealistic for Medway Council's Planning Department to suggest that
local residents, present and future, will use the train from Sharnal Street to travel to Strood or any of
the other Medway Towns. It is also unrealistic to suggest that such a new passenger rail service
would be viable and be able to provide direct passenger services to London without changeovers at
Gravesend etc., especially as the new passenger rail service would be operating from a railway branch
line (and not a railway main line). There is also the unjustified physical interruption to consider, from
a railway branch line, of the railway main line caused by Medway Council's Planning Department's
proposals.

4/5.13 We welcome the proposals to increase capacity on the local road network and to improve road
transport in general. We believe that this is the only realistic and viable transport option for Medway
Council's Planning Department to consider. Such improvements to road transport could facilitate
increases in bus, commuter coach, pedestrian and cycling provision and capacity. It would also be
more realistic to upgrade the existing train stations of Strood and Higham, such as increasing car
parking capacity, in order to facilitate some development on the Hoo Peninsula. This is because at
present, many local residents drive to these train stations, park, and then board direct train services to
London.

4/5.14 We believe that with the building over 12,00 homes on the Hoo Peninsula, the problems with
the AQMA will get worse and we could even see the extension of the management area itself because
of increases in local pollution. There could even be the creation of new AQMA's on the Hoo
Peninsula due to the bottleneck effect on local road infrastructure, even with the upgrading of local
roads and increases in capacity due to the shire volume and increases in traffic.

4/5.15 We welcome the improvements to local green infrastructure including the creation of new
green spaces, accessibility, allotments, parks, playgrounds, the planting of thousands of new native
trees and hedgerows and the creation of fruit orchards. We believe that a suitable level of these
measures can be achieved without the need to build over 12,000 homes.

4/5.16 We welcome the improvements to existing and the creation of new cycling and walking routes
around Hoo and Chattenden, of which can be introduced now. We believe that Medway Council's
Planning Department has no credibility with their claim that they would provide new sports pitches
due to the fact that they have allowed development recently on a number of sports pitches in Hoo and
Chattenden.

4/5.17 We cannot see how suddenly Medway Council's Planning Department will start to deliver such
green infrastructure measures when they have not done so previously even with recent local



incremental development. Medway Council's Planning Department's suggestion of a "green
pedestrian bridge" shows that the authority is being unrealistic. This type of ecological and green
ambition by Medway Council's Planning Department is not consistent with their local track record,
which includes the destruction of sports pitches, woodland, hedgerows, and trees etc.

4/5.18 Medway Council's Planning Department's idea of creating new wetlands, close to the River
Medway, is a more realistic green infrastructure prospect, due to the existing local topography. We
welcome this prospect due to the positive impact it would have on the local environment and wildlife,
due to wetlands being very rich in biodiversity and a means of absorbing carbon. The Hoo Peninsula
is well known for its wetlands and its wildlife habitat, particularly for birds. However, we are
sceptical to believe that such improvements will be in place by 2024.

Page 6. Hoo Parish Council's response:

6.1 We welcome Medway Council's Planning Department's view that public transport, predominately
busses, on the Hoo Peninsula is infrequent, underused, and generally poor and as such this leads to
traffic congestion, poorer air quality, pollution and AQMA's as a result. We believe that its already
within Medway Council's powers to improve such bus provision on the Hoo Peninsula if they really
wanted to.

6.2 We believe that Medway Council has already failed with their promises of improving Four EIms
Roundabout and Foul EIms Hill. There was supposed to be millions of pounds spent on improving
this area of the road network already, regardless of the emerging Local Plan and Development
Strategy, or the Housing Infrastructure Fund. These improvements were to facilitate development in
Hoo and Chattenden which has already happened recently or is in the pipeline to be built.

6.3 We welcome Medway Council's Planning Department's view that the existing pedestrian and
cycling network is fractured in many places across the Hoo Peninsula. However, it is already within
Medway Council's power to improve and upgrade this provision which they have failed to do so. We
welcome Medway Council's Planning Department's view that Peninsula Way requires multiple safe
crossings as it is a very dangerous and busy road, particularly for walkers and cyclists who wish to
access Deangate Recreation Ground via Dux Court Road (which is also a very dangerous road).
However, again, it is already within Medway Council's power to ensure that roads are safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. Medway Council has failed to introduce significant safety infrastructure so
far on dangerous and busy roads on the Hoo Peninsula. We are not confident that Medway Council's
Planning Department will actually deliver such infrastructure improvements.

6.4 We believe that Lodge Hill should be utilised and turned into a country park (Hoo Country Park),
incorporating the former Deangate Golf Club site as well. Such a country park could be one of the
best and largest in the South East, and a rival to Kent County Council's Shorne Woods Country Park.
We would of thought that Medway Council's Planning Department would see this as a fantastic
opportunity for Medway Council. We believe that improvements to provision mentioned above and a
Hoo Country Park (Lodge Hill and Deangate Golf Club) can be achieved already. So far Medway
Council has not done the most within its power to improve such provisions already on the Hoo
Peninsula.

6.5 We welcome Medway Council's Planning Department's view that SSSI sites should restrict nearby
development. We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has not considered the impact
on all local SSSI sites by the proposals.

6.6 We believe that the centre of Hoo does have the capacity to provide key services and employment
opportunities to the existing population. However, the building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo
Peninsula would not be sustainable for just the centre of Hoo to try and cater for key services or
employment opportunities.



6.7 We accept that the A228 is a physical divider which needs to have safety improvements (for
pedestrians and cyclists) made anyway regardless of the proposed "Small Rural Town" around Hoo
and Chattenden.

6.8 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has not contemplated that the building of
a train station, car park, facilities, homes and a hub at Shanal Street would have to result in the
complete movement and redesign of overhead power line cables across the whole of the Hoo
Peninsula, something National Grid may not be in favour of. There are also significant high pressure
fuel pipes running underground close by to the proposed train station site. We believe the location of
the proposed train station is also not realistic.

Page 7. Hoo Parish Council's response:

7.1 We will only support development and the creation of a new neighbourhood centre in Chattenden,
as part of the development of the former Chattenden Barracks (500 homes). Such a hew
neighbourhood would need to include shops, a doctor surgery (to serve Chattenden), a pharmacy, an
upgraded community centre, an additional primary school, a sports field, play parks, allotments and a
public centre. As well as new bus links and provision, and adequate pedestrian and cycling links and
provision.

7.2 We recognise that Chattenden lacks its own neighbourhood centre which could provide services
for its own community, reducing demand on Hoo and the need to travel into Hoo to access services.
We Dbelieve this can all be achieved already regardless of the proposals. We also support the idea of
an improved pedestrian and cycling crossing at the top of the dangerous and busy Four EIms Hill in
order the safely link South Chattenden and North Chattenden together. Again, we believe this can be
achieved already.

7.3 We recognise that the communities of South Chattenden and North Chattenden feel separate and
distant and there should be measures and facilities put in place to correct this in order to create a
united, well designed and single community of Chattenden. We would support incremental
development in North Chattenden if this meant that new services for Chattenden could be created and
a new a road could be built to link up Main Road Roundabout to Kitchener Roundabout (outside the
former Chattenden Barracks). This would be supported regardless of Medway Council's Planning
Department's plans for a "Small Rural Town" around Hoo and Chattenden. We believe that this
simple linking of roads would facilitate a diversion and increase general capacity (via Cliffe Woods
and via Upnor) if Four Elms Hill was blocked due to an accident or slowed due to congestion. This is
without the need for a major relief road and junction being proposed as part of the Housing
Infrastructure Fund.

7.4 We believe that the roads surrounding the former Chattenden Barracks (such as Woodfield Way
and Upchat Road) should be adopted and maintained by Medway Council anyway. We believe that
additional housing in Chattenden can constitute sustainable development with the original proposals
and funding (not the HIF) to upgrade infrastructure at Four EIms Roundabout and Four EIms Hill as
well as new service provision mentioned above.

7.5 We believe that the settlements of Hoo and Chattenden should remain separate and continue to be
identified as such. We are sceptical based on Medway Council's Planning Department's proposals
that this separation will be maintained and protected. We are not convinced that Medway Council's
Planning Department will put in place measures and legal or environmental protections to enforce
such a separation in order to prevent development in the future from undermining such "gaps"
between Hoo and Chattenden.

7.6 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department made a crucial error with regards to
allowing development on the former Arethusa sports field, in South Chattenden, when Chattenden
itself lacks such sports facilities and pitches. We fundamentally believe that the community of Hoo



has already absorbed its fair share of housing development, for natural growth and some external
demand, for the foreseeable future. We recognise that there is capacity in Chattenden for some
housing development (particularly the former Chattenden Barracks with 500 homes) in order to allow
for the creation of a neighbourhood and local services specifically for Chattenden. Apart from this,
we believe that Medway Council's Planning Department's Development Strategy should instead
consist of dispersed greenfield development across the whole of the Medway Towns, developing the
best sites which are closest to existing infrastructure, such as major motorways and railway main
lines, which can be upgraded or capacity increased (sites in North Rainham, East Rainham, Capstone
Valley and Hempstead).

7.7 We welcome the idea of upgrading local roads for vehicles and bicycles and the enhancement of
local bus services and infrastructure. We believe that some improvements to these can be made now.
Medway Council's Planning Department's proposals for a new relief road is the only credible part of
their transport infrastructure plan.

7.8 We welcome Medway Council's Planning Department's view that there needs to be a reduction in
the volume of traffic using Four EIms Hill and Four EIms Roundabout. This can be achieved with
more viable transport infrastructure such as upgrading existing roads as well as increasing bus and
commuter coach provision, and, the upgrading and provision of pedestrian and cycling networks.
Medway Council also needs to get on with already secured improvements to Four EIms Hill and Four
Elms Roundabout which have not come to fruition yet, this is regardless of the Housing Infrastructure
Fund proposals. Medway Council's Planning Department cannot guarantee that the general quality of
life for existing residents will be greatly improved, taking into account that there is no evidence of
"joined up planning™ and thinking with local service providers such as health and education.

7.9 We welcome the view that the local pedestrian experience needs to be improved in terms of access
and a network of connectivity, as well as the creation of additional green spaces such as parks. We
believe that improvements to these can be achieved already. We do not believe that existing local
green space for wildlife and people is at its full potential. Medway Council has not invested in and
made the most of existing green spaces to date and we are not confident that this will all of a sudden
change. They have instead undermined and allowed development on key and potential green space
sites around Hoo and Chattenden.

7.10 We recognise that Hoo and Chattenden has a mixed housing design but we believe that this
should not allow for a housing design “free for all” with new housing developments. We believe that
there should be an attractive and heritage led housing design standard for Hoo and Chattenden and
this can be achieved already. Medway Council’s Planning Department has recently allowed out of
keeping housing designs on new developments in Hoo and Chattenden. We are not confident that
Medway Council’s Planning Department will all of a sudden start to properly plan for and
administrate a desired housing design for Hoo and Chattenden.

7.11 We welcome the view that walking and cycling routes should be identified or enhanced.
However, we believe that Medway Council should already be identifying and enhancing walking and
cycling routes around Hoo and Chattenden as well as across the Hoo Peninsula. We believe that
improvements to walking and cycling provision can be achieved already. We welcome the view that
improvements should be made to blue infrastructure locally such as the expansion of wetlands and
biodiversity. We believe that Medway Council should already be making improvements to blue
infrastructure and biodiversity now. We are not confident that Medway Council will all of a sudden
start to invest in and improve local blue infrastructure and biodiversity.

Page 8. Hoo Parish Council's response:
8.1 Our full response to these statements are outlined in detail previously, see pages 1 to 6 of this

report concerning page 2 of the consultation presentation. We support any development being
landscape led. This is should respect the semi-rural location of Hoo and Chattenden and also look to



enhance the overall appearance and feel of the two settlements. However, Medway Council’s
Planning Department should already be applying landscape led design to any new development in
Hoo and Chattenden, regardless of the proposals.

8.2 We welcome sustainable access and movement including improvements to road, bus, coach,
cycling and walking provision. However, we do not believe that the proposed new passenger rail
service is viable or sustainable and therefore the scale of Medway Council’s Planning Department’s
proposals are overall unviable and unsustainable. We believe that some improvements to access and
movement across the Hoo Peninsula can be made now.

8.3 We welcome an attractive and tailored build form which we believe that Medway Council’s
Planning Department should be applying to new developments already, regardless of the proposals.
The design of new developments should respect and celebrate the heritage and history of Hoo and
Chattenden, including allowing for the reinstatement of former historic architectural designs and
features.

8.4 We welcome the view that any new development needs to be sustainable and contribute to the
vibrant-ness of a local community. We already believe that there is a vibrant local community with
room to improve and that the sustainability of the local community is at full capacity. However, the
building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula could have the opposite effect of reducing
vibrant-ness and sustainability of the local community.

Page 9. Hoo Parish Council’s response:

9.1 We welcome the view of preserving and improving the existing natural environment for local
people and for local wildlife. However, Medway Council’s Planning Department has a local track
record of allowing development on former sports pitches in Hoo and Chattenden as well as the
destruction of hedgerows, trees and most recently woodland. We believe that this statement from
Medway Council’s Planning Department is ironic. We welcome better accessibility to local natural
assets throughout Hoo and Chattenden. However, we believe that improvements to accessibility can
be made now.

9.2 We believe that one of the best and largest natural assets on the Hoo Peninsula is Lodge Hill. We
believe that Lodge Hill should be turned into a large country park, a rival to Shorne Woods Country
Park, in order to utilise such a vast natural asset on the Hoo Peninsula. We welcome improvements to
local biodiversity. However, the building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula will have a
significant negative impact on local biodiversity and close by SSSI sites.

9.3 We welcome the view that local key viewpoints and landscape identity needs to be protected and
enhanced. However, the building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula will dramatically
change the local landscape and undermine attractive and key viewpoints around Hoo and Chattenden.

9.4 We welcome the view of a careful approach to the physical, environmental, and visual impacts of
any new development, in Hoo and Chattenden, to ensure for resilience and sustainability. However,
we do not believe that these factors have been applied with recent development in Hoo and
Chattenden and therefore we are not confident that such factors will be applied in the future.

9.5 We believe that the capacity of local services has already been reached and any expansion of
services is limited, therefore any new housing development, without significant upgrades to local
service provision, will always be unsustainable.

9.6 We welcome the view for a comprehensive green infrastructure network consisting of both natural
green assets and public open spaces which will provide a seamless journey to key destinations for
pedestrians and cyclists. However, we believe that improvements to this should be made now.



9.7 We welcome the planting of 1000s of new native trees and shrubs, the planting of kilometres of
new hedges and acres of new fruit orchards. However, we believe that this statement from Medway
Council’s Planning Department is ironic when the authority has allowed the destruction of local trees
and hedgerows on recent new housing developments. We believe that improvements to tree and
hedgerow provision can be made now without the need to build thousands of homes. We believe that
the creation of a green pedestrian bridge over the A228 is unrealistic and will not come to fruition.

9.8 We welcome the designing of new walking and cycling routes which connect the open space
network across the Hoo Peninsula. However, we believe that this should already be a priority for
Medway Council regardless of the proposals.

9.9 We welcome the idea of creating new biodiverse wetland habits south east of Hoo. Because of
the local geography and proximity to the River Medway, this is an existing opportunity regardless of
the proposals. We recognise that wetland habitats are an excellent way to capture carbon as well as
providing a home for a variety of species.

9.10 We believe that Medway Council should be already seeking to enhance the natural environment
of the Hoo Peninsula anyway, regardless of the proposals. We welcome the view that green corridors
should be created between all existing settlements on the Hoo Peninsula. Particularly the green
corridor gap between Hoo and Chattenden and Hoo and High Halstow. However, we do not believe
that Medway Council's Planning Department will stick to these principles and will not put in place the
legal protections of these green corridors ensuring they remain in place.

9.11 The green corridor between Chattenden and Strood (Wainscott/Frindsbury) is naturally enforced
by the vast woodland around Four EIms Hill. We would like to see woodland created between Hoo
and Chattenden and Hoo and High Halstow in order to provide and enforce a natural separation of
those settlements. When such woodland has fully matured it will be very difficult for developers to
want to build on woodland areas which would undermine the green corridors separating settlements.

9.12 We believe that if Medway Council's Planning Department ultimately gets their new passenger
rail service and train station, which we highly doubt, this would put huge amount of development
pressure on land surrounding the train station, including most of the green corridor between Hoo and
High Halstow. We are not confident that the green corridor between Hoo and High Halstow will be
protected and maintained indefinitely.

9.13 We believe that all green corridors across the whole of the Hoo Peninsula should be linked up
with suitable walking and cycling provision, we believe that this can be achieved already. If all green
corridors were adequately linked together it could form a greater country park across the whole of the
Hoo Peninsula, centred around Lodge Hill and Deangate.

9.14 We believe already that the Hoo Peninsula has a wildlife rich future which can be worked on
regardless of the proposals. We do not believe that Medway Council has already made the most of
the Hoo Peninsula's natural qualities and provided the investment that the Hoo Peninsula community
deserves.

9.15 We welcome the view that local blue infrastructure should be connected up and enhanced to
improve biodiversity. We believe that this should be achieved already. The Hoo Peninsula is famous
for its blue infrastructure and wildlife which Medway Council has not made the most of and provided
the investment for so far. We are not confident that their approach will suddenly change with the
building of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula.

9.16 We welcome the view of improving key view points and creating opportunities to access and
enjoy new vistas. However, the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula will have a
detrimental effect on existing local view points and vistas, removing many entirely.



9.17 We welcome the view of bringing nature closer to people with an extensive and comprehensive
green infrastructure network. We believe that improvements to this can be made already. Medway
Council's Planning Department have not implemented many of these ambitions with recent housing
development in Hoo and Chattenden, therefore we are not confident that there will all of a sudden be a
dramatic change in their approach.

9.18 We would like to see Medway Council and Medway Council's Planning Department officially
and properly acknowledge and recognise the natural landscape importance of the Hoo Peninsula as a
valuable resource to be cherished, protected, and enhanced.

9.19 The Hoo Peninsula is a vast mosaic of intertidal wetland habitat as well as inland SSSI sites and
nature reserves, the qualities of a national park. The Hoo Peninsula has the potential to be a major
tourism draw for the Medway Towns if Medway Council cherished, protected and invested in the Hoo
Peninsula rather than potentially cause tremendous harm with the construction of over 12,000 homes
as they are proposing.

9.20 Medway Council needs to promote the sense of distinctiveness and uniqueness of the Hoo
Peninsula, which encompasses the tranquility of the area including its nationally and internationally
protected wildlife sites, as well as the agriculture, historic sites and village settlements which
intertwine the peninsula.

9.21 Medway Council and Medway Council's Planning Department should join the bid and campaign
with the Hoo Peninsula's Parish Councils in order to have the Hoo Peninsula formally join the Kent
Downs AONB - the Hoo Peninsula is actually geographically part of the Kent Downs but is not
included as part of the formal Kent Downs AONB jurisdiction.

9.22 We would also like to see Medway Council and Medway Council's Planning Department fully
support the England Coastal Path that will run around the Hoo Peninsula, ensuring that there is
investment for facilities and services for walkers and potential tourism from such a new coastal path -
making sure that the Hoo Peninsula fully benefits from the England Costal Path.

Page 10. Hoo Parish Council's response:

10.1 We welcome the view that Hoo and Chattenden need to be better connected with transport.
However, we do not believe that the choice of travel will include a viable and sustainable passenger
train service. Therefore, the only viable and sustainable choice of travel is road which facilitates bus,
coach, cycle, and walking.

10.2 We disagree with the view that any route within Hoo will be more convenient and safer by
walking, cycling and public transport compared with the private car. We believe that this view is
misguided by Medway Council's Planning Department. In fact, the building of over 12,000 homes on
the Hoo Peninsula will mostly attract predominately private car users who will not be convinced to
use public transport or walking/cycling provision.

10.3 We disagree with the view that the only opportunity to significantly increase rail capacity in the
Medway Towns is on the Hoo Peninsula. We believe this is complete nonsense. We disagree with
the view that the "new relief road" will address congestion on Four EIms Hill in the long term along
with the proposals. The scale of Medway Council's Planning Department's proposals is too great for
the new road transport provision being proposed to facilitate such development on that scale.
However, we recognise that road transport provision upgrades are the only viable and sustainable
option for Medway Council's Planning Department to consider. The congestion and AQMA at Four
Elms Hill could be made worse and be extended further along the A228 by the proposals.

10.4 We welcome the view for new, improved, and safer routes in Hoo for walking, cycling and bus
transport to discourage and reduce private car usage. We believe improvements to this can be made



now. We believe the use of walking distances to determine access to services and the density of
development is misguided. We believe there will always be a majority of private car use usage in
Hoo and Chattenden even though we have to encourage and improve the use of public transport as
much as possible to reduce the impact of private car usage. We believe that a proportional mix of
transport usage should be used instead, including private car.

10.5 We welcome the view that any development site has to be well connected the adjacent settlement
envelope. New residents moving into such developments have to feel fully part of the community
physically and not be cut off or be separate from the rest of the community.

10.6 We welcome the view of an enhanced bus service for the Hoo Peninsula, which can and should
be achieved already. However, we are sceptical with the claim that locally half of all commuting trips
in the future will be by public transport, we believe this view is misguided. We welcome the view
that safe street layout design can improve walking and cycling, and we believe that this can be
achieved already.

10.7 We welcome highly and well designed places as part of new and existing development and we
welcome the view that ‘Home Zones’ can encourage more street and community activities through the
integration of play, socialising and car parking. However, Medway Council's Planning Department
has not demonstrated this recently with recent housing development sites, so we are sceptical that
their approach will suddenly change.

10.8 We welcome the view that parking for bicycles and larger vehicles including commercial vans is
a vital part of the key design process and not introduced as an afterthought. However, and again,
Medway Council's Planning Department has not demonstrated this approach previously and therefore
we are sceptical that they will suddenly change their approach.

10.9 We welcome the improvement and offer of local services to facilitate the existing population and
new development. However, we are sceptical of the claim that existing and new residents will not
need to travel outside of Hoo and Chattenden in order to use services. In fact, this contradicts
Medway Council's Planning Department's view that local residents will use the new passenger rail
service to access Strood and the rest of the Medway Towns. We believe that existing and new
residents will continue to travel, mostly by private car, into Strood and the rest of the Medway Towns,
therefore Medway Council's Planning Department's views and Development Strategy is misguided.

10.10 We welcome the view of an improved and extended road network. We believe that road
infrastructure is the only viable and sustainable transport option for Medway Council's Planning
Department to consider which should result in a reduction in the scale of the development proposals
for the Hoo Peninsula.

10.11 We welcome more efficient and better connected bus services for the Hoo Peninsula which
should already be a priority for Medway Council and Medway Council's Planning Department,
regardless of the proposals.

10.12 We welcome an integrated and easily accessible pedestrian and cycling network for the Hoo
Peninsula, of which should also be a priority for Medway Council and Medway Council's Planning
Department, regardless of their development proposals. We believe improvements to bus services,
cycling and pedestrian networks can be achieved already.

Page 11. Hoo Parish Council's response:

11.1 We believe that the Hoo Peninsula can be a vibrant and sustainable place to live, work and
socialise locally without the need to build over 12,000 homes. We believe that Medway Councils
Planning Department's view on what constitutes sustainable development on the Hoo Peninsula is
misguided.



11.2 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has not properly demonstrated evidence
of "joined up planning" with local service providers to ensure that service provision keeps up with the
increases in homes and population, ensuring that overall sustainability is achieved as promised. We
believe that Medway Council's Planning Department's view that local residents will not need to travel
far or travel outside of Hoo and Chattenden in order to use services is misguided. In fact, the building
of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula may put additional pressure on services and infrastructure
in Strood and the rest of the Medway Towns.

11.3 We believe that Hoo is already a hub for the rest of the Hoo Peninsula and that there is limited
capacity for improvements to be made in order to accommodate a much smaller scale of development
compared with over 12,000 homes currently proposed which is unsustainable.

11.4 We welcome any improvements to walkable neighbourhoods which are well connected. As well
as a comprehensive pedestrian friendly green infrastructure network and improved public transport.
However, we believe that improvements can be made to existing settlements now.

11.5 We believe that the creation of community hubs around Hoo and Chattenden, apart from one in
Chattenden itself, will have a detrimental impact on existing businesses and shops within the centre of
Hoo, many of these have served their local community for decades. We do welcome the view of
creating high quality public spaces to encourage and provide room for community activities.
However, we believe that improvements can be made regardless of the proposals. Medway Council
already has within its powers to ensure that they are providing high quality public spaces and we are
sceptical that the authority will all of a sudden start to do this. The creation of a business hub, around
the proposed train station, will have a seriously detrimental impact on existing small local businesses
and shops which have served their local community for decades.

11.6 We welcome the view of new fundamental services such as health and education that will serve
Hoo and the rest of the Hoo Peninsula, located conveniently with good and easy access by walking,
cycling and public transport. However, we are very sceptical of such claims when Medway Council's
Planning Department has not shown evidence of or demonstrated "joined up planning™ with local
service providers in order for them to keep up with demand as housing increases on the Hoo
Peninsula.

11.7 We believe it is confusing when Medway Council's Planning Department is calling their overall
plan and creation a "Small Rural Town" but also describe settlements within this "Small Rural Town"
as villages, such as "Village Living In Chattenden" and then bizarrely "Rural Town Living In Hoo".
We are also concerned that High Halstow is now being included in the proposals which add to our
fears that in time the green corridor between Hoo and High Halstow will be undermined.

11.8 We welcome the view that any development should be of mixed tenure homes and housing
types, regardless of the proposals. We would like to see a preference for local resident's needs and
requirements such as affordable housing for local young people and local young families. We would
also like to see housing for local older people, such as flats and sheltered housing, which in turn frees
up housing for other local residents. There also needs to be affordable housing for local single people
and local couples without children. New housing in Hoo and Chattenden should not simply just
accommodate for inward migration, particularly from London.

11.9 We welcome the view of new schools and healthcare as part of essential services. We welcome
the creation of new and upgraded community and open spaces that encourage social interaction. We
believe improvements and provision can be made now.

Page 12. Hoo Parish Council’s response:



12.1 We believe that Hoo is already a desirable place to live and it already has the ability to correct
the imbalance to make the settlement sustainable regardless of the proposals. We welcome the view
that any development needs to have careful and thoughtful design and built environment. However,
Medway Council's Planning Department has not demonstrated this previously with recent housing
developments.

12.2 We welcome the view that any development needs to provide a mix of housing types to meet the
needs of the local community. New housing should not just be designed to just attract inward
migration from areas such as London. We welcome the view that young families, older people, and
people with disabilities should be priorities, as well as single people and couples with no children.

12.3 We welcome the view that the build form of Hoo's existing rural character will be preserved by
thoughtful density distribution. However, Medway Council's Planning Department is not concerned
that the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula will result in the urbanisation of the
area and therefore we are sceptical of such claims. We also believe it is ironic by Medway Council's
Planning Department to say that building heights will be controlled and be in keeping as they have
previously allowed multi storey blocks of flats to be built East of Bells Lane and most recently at the
top of Bells Lane on a ridge. Therefore, we are not confident that Medway Council's Planning
Department will stick to such principles.

12.4 We believe that the creation of a high density neighbourhood around the proposed train station,
which we do not believe will come to fruition, will result in a sense of separated communities
between Hoo and this proposed area. The higher density will also add development pressure around
the proposed train station which will undermine the green corridor between Hoo and High Halstow.
We fear that the area around the train station would become its own settlement in its own right.

12.5 We welcome the view that affordable housing in the form of low rise flats and terraced homes
should be included on any development across Hoo and Chattenden, in keeping with the historic
Victorian terraced houses around Hoo and Chattenden. We welcome the view that any new homes
should be both attractive and inclusive, including the use of high-quality materials and harmony with
existing neighbourhoods. However, this has not been the case with recent housing developments in
Hoo and Chattenden. Therefore, we are not confident that all of a sudden Medway Council's Planning
Department will change their approach.

12.6 We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has already undermined Hoo and
Chattenden's rural identity by allowing inappropriate recent housing developments. The claim that
Medway Council's Planning Department has the ability to strengthen the rural identity of Hoo and
Chattenden is not convincing.

12.7 We are sceptical of the claim and do not believe that the development of Hoo and Chattenden
into a "Small Rural Town" will be gradual and controlled, we feel this is idealistic and contradictory.
This statement also adds to our view that the proposed new passenger rail service is not viable and
suitable do to the fact that it will take decades to even attempt to provide the demand for such a new
service. In the meantime, while housing is being built, such a new passenger rail service would be
running at a loss for the first twenty years or more - therefore the proposal is unviable and
unsustainable.

12.8 We believe that the statement by Medway Council's Planning Department that the development
of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula will have a minimal impact on the local environment is
misguided. We believe it does not require the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo
Peninsula in order to increase the environmental credentials and sustainability of a property or a group
of homes. Medway Council's Planning Department has not demonstrated previously with recent
developments the environmental and sustainability credentials they claim to want to put in place.



12.9 We disagree with the view that Hoo should allow for custom and self-build housing which
delivers quality and sustainable design. We do not want Hoo to become a "sand pit" for Medway
Council's Planning Department. We do not want a housing design "free for all" which could have a
detrimental effect on the overall build environment of the area.

12.10 We welcome the view of healthy streets and public spaces. However, Medway Council's
Planning Department has not demonstrated this principle previously with recent housing
developments. We are sceptical of such claims. We welcome the view of attractive and inclusive
design, but this has not been demonstrated previously by Medway Council's Planning Department
and we are not confident that this approach will suddenly change with the construction of over
12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula.

Page 13. Hoo Parish Council's response:

13.1 We welcome the view of maintaining the existing village character at Chattenden. However, the
village character at Chattenden needs to be greatly improved, particularly in North Chattenden (North
side of Four EIms Hill). We welcome the view of a compact development on the former Chattenden
Barracks to protect the SSSI. We would like to see a mix of housing types to cater for all groups in
the community, such as affordable housing for young singles and couples with or without children.
As well as housing for older people in order to downsize such as sheltered housing or low rise flats.

13.2 We believe that there are a number of green spaces in Chattenden that need to become part of the
public realm and put to good use, such as sports pitches and play parks. We welcome the view of
protecting the existing green gap between Hoo and Chattenden. However, we are sceptical of how
Medway Council can legally enforce the green corridor to stop development going ahead in the future
that would undermine the gap between both settlements. We would like to see woodland planted
between the two settlements which when mature will make it harder for development to take place
within the green corridor.

13.3 We support the view of a new local neighbourhood centre for Chattenden and a village square
for community events and activities, surrounded by local services. We would support incremental
development in North Chattenden, subject to creating a village centre for Chattenden itself (including
services and infrastructure) regardless of Medway Council's Planning Department's current proposals
for over 12,000 homes to be built on the Hoo Peninsula. We welcome the view of protecting the vast
majority of existing mature vegetation. We would like to see Medway Council's Planning
Department plant new woodland between Hoo and Chattenden in order to compensate for any loss of
trees and vegetation from previous local developments.

13.4 We welcome the view of providing a housing typology of mostly terraced and semi-detached
homes which will accommodate affordable housing for local young people and older people of all
requirement types. Such housing needs to be attractive and in keeping with the historic Victorian
terraced homes within Hoo and Chattenden, respecting the history of the area. We also welcome the
view of encouraging communal uses and activities. We agree with the view of promoting a home
zone approach and preserving the existing green buffer and woodland between Hoo and Chattenden
and Chattenden and Strood (Wainscott/Frindsbury).

Page 14. Hoo Parish Council's response:

14.1 We are concerned that Medway Council's Planning Department previously promoted the creation
of a country park at Deangate which seems to now be absent from the proposals. There were two
country parks to be created, now there seems to only be one proposed to the South. We are not
confident that Medway Council's Planning Department will keep promises of services and
infrastructure and this situation shows the insincere behaviour of the authority.



14.2 The term "parkland™ is used but it is unsure if this means the same as the country park that was
proposed previously. Medway Council's Planning Department is possibly suggesting that housing is
built within a country park setting at Deangate which would be unacceptable. We believe that the
community asset of Deangate should form a large country park with Lodge Hill. We believe that it is
unacceptable for any development to take place on the former Deangate Golf Club site. Medway
Council's Planning Department needs to recognise that Deangate ultimately belongs to the local
community and it is not a potential development site for the authority to profit from.

14.3 We believe that any new development's design should be influenced by the local natural
landscape. We strongly oppose a "free for all" and "anything goes" approach to housing design. We
are also concerned that "innovative design™ could result in "tatty" and "bad taste™ housing.

14.4 We are concerned that the proposed indicative neighbourhood centre on Dux Court Road is very
close to the existing Deangate Recreation Ground. We believe it would be unacceptable if Deangate
Recreation Ground was developed and Medway Council's Planning Department needs to be reminded
that Deangate Recreation Ground is a separate site to the former Deangate Golf Club, and therefore
the recreation ground is protected by the NPPF. We believe that Medway Council's Planning
Department is being unclear with what it means by "parkland setting” and they need to confirm if
Deangate is going to be a country park or not.

Page 15. Hoo Parish Council's response:

15.1 We recognise that Hoo is the most densely populated neighbourhood already, out of the proposed
new neighbourhoods. We believe that the centre of Hoo can facilitate and serve the current
population but will be undermined and harmed by what Medway Council's Planning Department is
proposing, the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula and the creating of numerous
neighbourhoods.

15.2 We believe that any new development needs to work harmoniously with the existing village
setting and be sure to be in keeping with the rest of the settlement. We welcome the view that any
new dwellings will be mostly comprised of terraced, low rise flats or semi-detached homes with tree
lined streets. We believe that Medway Council's Planning Department has not demonstrated this
previously with recent housing developments and we are sceptical of such claims. We are concerned
that if neighbourhoods are too distinctive then this will lead to a fragmented community which will
harm community cohesion.

15.3 We welcome the view of walking and cycling provision to allow easy reach of new and existing
communities. We believe that this is important in order to keep in place a sense of community
between all the proposed neighbourhoods. We welcome attractive and healthy streets which can be
applied to any housing development and we welcome active neighbourhood centres. However, so far
Medway Council's Planning Department has not demonstrated this previously with recent housing
developments, so we are sceptical of such claims. Medway Council already has not made the most of
existing neighbourhood centres in Hoo and Chattenden.

Page 16. Hoo Parish Council's response:

16.1 We believe that development North of the inland Saxon Shore Way will have a detrimental effect
on some of the best viewing points and vistas of Hoo and Chattenden. We believe that one of the key
reasons for sparing most of the land which is South of the inland Saxon Shore Way is because the
topography of the land is not preferred by developers. This is because of the steep hills and inclines
along this stretch of land which make development here more difficult and more expensive. We are
sceptical to believe that the predominate reason for the exclusion is due to the proximity to sensitively
woodland and the estuary areas because the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula
will have a detrimental impact on all SSSI sites and all sensitive estuary sites collectively.



16.2 We welcome the view that any open space should be managed to a high standard for people and
for wildlife and that such management should reflect local farmland connections. However, Medway
Council has not demonstrated previously that they can manage open space to a high standard for
people and for wildlife, particularly with reference to the former Deangate Golf Club. We are
sceptical to believe that all of a sudden Medway Council will begin to manage open space to a high
standard for people and for wildlife just because of the construction of over 12,000 homes on the Hoo
Peninsula. We welcome the improvements to any footpaths and walkways, this can should and could
be achieved anyway regardless of Medway Council’s Planning Department’s proposals.

16.3 We believe that one of the only sensible locations for any new services is opposite the Hundred
of Hoo Academy, this location will provide a mid-way point between Hoo and Chattenden.
However, local service development needs to be sensitive to the surroundings in this area and be of
high quality design. We believe that any new development needs to reflect local farmland
connections and be in keeping and sensitive to the surrounding settlement.

Page 17. Hoo Parish Council's response:

17.1 We strongly disagree with the view of creating a “new town quarter” based around the proposed
train station. We feel this would seriously undermine local businesses and the centre of Hoo. This
could result in a fragmentation and separation of the communities of Hoo and this new neighbourhood
by the train station which would damage community cohesion. We do not believe that this proposed
new neighbourhood, by the proposed train station, is in keeping with the rest of the settlements on the
Hoo Peninsula.

17.2 We do not believe that the high density and high building heights being proposed for this area is
in keeping with the rest of the settlements on the Hoo Peninsula. We welcome the view of providing
affordable homes for local singles and young families, although this can be achieved already.
However, we strongly reject any attempt of gentrification on the local community with the provision
of homes to attract external young professionals, predominately from London. We are very
concerned that this proposed new neighbourhood around the proposed new train station is an attempt
of gentrification on the local community.

17.3 Medway Council’s Planning Department has stated that the future success of the “rural town” at
Hoo overall depends on the creation of this new neighbourhood around the proposed new train
station. We do not believe that the proposed new passenger rail service is viable or sustainable and
we believe the proposed service will not come to fruition. Therefore, the creation of the proposed
new neighbourhood around the proposed new train station is void and in turn the overall viability and
sustainability of the “Small Rural Town” is also void. We are concerned with the view of a creative
approach to housing design in this proposed new neighbourhood would most certainly result in the
proposed neighbourhood being out of keeping with the rest of the settlements on the Hoo Peninsula.
We believe the creation of this new neighbourhood around the proposed train station would seriously
undermine and threaten the countryside and the green corridor between Hoo and High Halstow.

Page 18. Hoo Parish Council's response:

18.1 We believe that it would be inappropriate for us to comment on the individual proposals for High
Halstow. Medway Council’s Planning Department should seek the feedback from High Halstow
Parish Council regarding the individual proposals for High Halstow.

Page 19. Hoo Parish Council's response:

19.1 We support improvements made to Kingsnorth as a commercial centre and employment hub.

However, such improvements and increases in commercial activity need to be supported by viable,
sustainable, and adequate provision and improvements to infrastructure. This does not include the
unviable and unsustainable proposal of a new passenger rail service on the Hoo Peninsula. We are



concerned with the physical expansion of Kingsnorth into surrounding agricultural fields when the
brownfield footprint of Kingsnorth has not yet been fully utilised and occupied. We would like to see
a regular bus service to Kingsnorth established which would allow local residents and residents from
the Medway Towns be able to commute to Kingsnorth for work.

Page 20. Hoo Parish Council's response:

20.1 We believe that the scale of Medway Council’s Planning Department’s proposals is unviable and
unsustainable. The proposals are not justified and are not sound. We are very sceptical that Hoo,
Chattenden and High Halstow will retain their rural character and unique identities, in fact, we
concerned that such proposals will have a disastrous consequences for the local community. The
proposed new passenger rail service is unviable and unsustainable, and we believe will not come
fruition in the end, this is a fundamental flaw in Medway Council’s Planning Department’s proposals.
We accept that the only viable and sustainable upgrades in infrastructure are road, bus, coach, cycle,
and pedestrian. However, these improvements will only allow a limited amount of housing
development on the Hoo Peninsula.

20.2 We believe that Medway Council should already be performing a number of improvements to
green and blue infrastructure on the Hoo Peninsula and we are not confident that their approach will
suddenly change with the construction of over 12,000 homes. We sceptical of the promise of new and
improved local service provision when Medway Council’s Planning Department has not demonstrated
“joined up planning” with local service providers. We believe that overall sustainability of the “Small
Rural Town” will not be achieved to plan which will result in disastrous consequences for the local
community. We do not believe that the fragmentation and range of neighbourhoods will create a
sense of a united and singular community and it will in fact undermine community cohesion.

Page 21. Hoo Parish Council's response:

21.1 No detailed response is needed by Hoo Parish Council for this section. However, because of the
coronavirus pandemic, we would like to see reassurances that there will be a full and comprehensive
consultation, with local residents and organisations, on Medway Council’s Planning Department’s
proposals, including the draft Local Plan and the Development Framework for Hoo and Chattenden.

It is unacceptable to just apply the legal minimum 6-week time frame for consultations when Medway
Council’s Planning Department’s proposals are of a considerable scale.
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