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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: Alan Moss (President)

Name of organisation (if applicable): City of Rochester Society

Address:

Email:

Phone:

Ref:

Part 2 – Your Response
•
•
•

This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.
The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic
and locally distinctive.
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 √
No 
Comments: Yes, the consultation document is clear about the vision for the Hoo St Werburgh area
by 2037, although it is less clear about what is envisioned for the area beyond, ie towards the Isle of
Grain. It is to be hoped that that area will remain largely unaffected by new development in view of
its natural, wildlife and scenic qualities.

2. Does the vision describe the Hoo Peninsula as opposed to anywhere?
Yes √
No 
Comments:

3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?
Yes



No



Comments: The City of Rochester Society is anxious about the impact that the additional 12,000
homes, jobs, etc are likely to have on the local infrastructure, in particular the impact on our area of
interest, ie Rochester and Strood.

4. Is it concise and easy to understand?
Yes √

No



Comments: No additional comment on this aspect

5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?
Comments: So far as the Society is concerned, the vision will have been achieved only if, having
carried out the proposals as set out in the consultative document, the impact on living conditions for
the residents of Rochester and Strood have not been adversely affected in any way.

6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:
No

Ref:

7. Please use the space below to make any other comments on the consultation document:
The Society appreciates that Medway Council – like other English local authorities – is under pressure
to facilitate the construction of many new homes over the coming decades. It is also appreciated that
the scope for opening up more land for development in north Kent is becoming increasingly limited.
The Hoo Peninsular, with its expanse of – as yet – relatively undeveloped land, is an obvious target for
the planners looking for such land.
Although the peninsular is outside the Society’s main area of interest (ie it is outside the boundaries of
the City of Rochester as existing before the local government changes of 1974) what happens there is
obviously of more than a little concern to us as any major developments or influx of people and jobs will
have an impact on the infrastructure of the city, This can already be seen only too clearly in the buildup of traffic at certain times as people from the peninsular seek to access Strood, Rochester and – via
the Medway Tunnel – Chatham and Gillingham.
Traffic is not our only concern, however: 12,000 new homes (equating possibly to more than 30,000
new people) will obviously put pressure on other aspects of local infrastructure, eg our health and
education services, our telecommunications, water, gas, and electricity supplies. We are concerned
about the additional burden on Medway Maritime Hospital – and its satellite facilities – which are
already under pressure. Also, what plans will be put in place to provide sufficient capacity in education
there? Apart from the Hundred of Hoo Academy, there are no senior schools on the peninsular and
students seeking higher-level education would need to travel into Rochester or Gravesend to access
grammar schools, which may well themselves be under pressure.
The proposed road and rail improvements are welcome, especially the proposal to re-open to
passenger traffic the railway line to the Isle of Grain, including the building of a new station at Sharnal
Street, though its success will obviously depend on the quality of the service provided. A local service
to Strood (or to Gravesend such as existed before 1960) will not suffice and will simply add to
congestion on already crowded trains to and from London; a dedicated through service from the
peninsular to London will be essential. Bus services into the Medway Towns must also be up graded.
The aforementioned improvements to all elements of local infrastructure must be put in place before –
or at the same time as – the proposed housing developments come to fruition if life is to remain
bearable, not only for the newcomers but also for the exiting resident population of Rochester and
Strood.
On behalf of the City of Rochester Society I urge most strongly that the aforementioned matters are
taken fully into account before the proposals are finalised and incorporated within the new local plan.

Planning Policy
Planning Services
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham, Kent
ME4 4TR

Our Reference:
6 May 2020

Dear Sir / Madam
Planning for Growth on the Hoo Peninsula consultation
This further submission is made on behalf of AC Goatham & Son. This is in addition to previous
submissions made on behalf of the company as a significant employer and contributor to the
local economy. AC Goatham & Son are horticulturalists providing a major contribution to the
provision of hard fruit (culinary and dessert apple and pear) nationally. In this respect the
company supports the broad principle of planning for growth on the Hoo Peninsula. It supports
the key principles of planning for new services, protecting and enhancing the environment. It
also supports the key objectives of sustainability, housing balance, services, jobs and nature in
surroundings providing a blue and green infrastructure.
With particular regard to the individual chapters set out in the growth plan, we would add:1.

“A thriving employment hub in Kingsnorth”

This chapter should incorporate reference to the Flanders Farm Business Hub. It should also
make reference to the proposed ancillary specialist employment and supplier business proposed
within the community for supporting the local horticultural industry. This industry is a significant
contributor to both the local GDP of the Medway area and the Peninsula in
particular. Accordingly, it should have specific reference in this chapter.
2.

“Contemporary living by the new railway station”

There should be reference to a proposed linkage between this facility and the Flanders Farm
Business Hub. This should provide for pedestrian access as well as other means which afford
safe passage across the Peninsula Way (A228). It is noted a draft proposal has been set out for
such a crossing as an extension of the existing Jacobs Lane. This would be fully supported.

Bloomfields is the trading name of LAMBERT & FOSTER (Bloomfields) Ltd (company no. 08278915)
an owned subsidiary of LAMBERT & FOSTER LTD (No.10574225) Registered Office, 77 Commercial Road, Paddock Wood, Kent TN12 6DS

3.

“Parkland living in Deangate”

The indicative neighbourhood centre in this area should provide a direct link with the
business/employment hub. The hub development is illustrated clearly on the attached drawing
number P.01.002.2267. Direct correlation between this draft proposal and the drafts for the
planning of the Deangate Parkland area requires co-ordination.
The proximity of housing and or business units outside of the businesses control, to the farm’s
orchards or associated infrastructure (present and future) must be given careful
consideration. ‘Urbanisation’ around farms can result in significant issues of trespass and
increased levels of complaint about agricultural activities that are required in order to manage
the landscape and complete the associated activities of getting produce to market. The
proximity to new areas of development and boundary treatments should therefore be given
serious consideration to not adversely affect our existing and future business activities and
farming operations; whilst ensuring future occupiers on adjacent land are equally preserved.
4.

Principle 4: “An attractive and tailored built form”

This proposal is supported with the request that the design must follow the master planning and
delivery infrastructure plan both of which must be fully worked through in advance of release of
land particularly for mass residential development. This must be an infrastructure lead master
plan given the major constraints that presently exist particularly with regard to access onto the
Peninsula.
5.

Principle 3: “Vibrant and sustainable neighbourhoods”

It is agreed with the designed principles and in particular linkage with the employment hubs for
all forms of access including walking, cycling and public transport.
Similarly, a range and variety of appropriate social mixes should be introduced into the
neighbourhood design philosophy. From a marketing view point, we consider there to be
commercial advantage in the community being offered a range of differing design philosophies in
the various neighbourhoods at one time. Operating developments in parallel provides choice,
competition and avoids exclusivity of different parts of the area.
6.

Principle 2: “Access and Movement”

The proposed relief road to overcome congestion at Four Elms is an absolute priority which must
be delivered in advance of any of the neighbourhood development areas proposed.
7.

Principle 1: “A Landscape Led Development”

As a potential contribution to the landscape, AC Goatham & Sons would be pleased to offer their
advice on the potential to provide and assist with the management of community orchards. It is
acknowledged with the community concept certain constraints to modern horticultural practice
would have to be appropriately managed, but it would be possible with an appropriate
management plan to provide orchard areas for access and in particular social linkage for the
community and education of the contribution this vibrant local industry has with the Peninsula.
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8.

Opportunities

Fully support the approach.
We reiterate the importance of a master plan co-ordinated expansion. This must avoid individual
fragmented approach to the overall development. The whole concept of the Peninsula
development must be infrastructure led.
9.

Constraints

Fully supported approach.
Again, key infrastructure to afford appropriate access to the Peninsula and avoid the main
arterial routes becoming barriers between neighbourhoods is needful. Good circulation between
the neighbourhoods will be essential to bring together the greater community of Hoo St
Werburgh and its adjacent villages.
10.

A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh

Fully supported approach.
There is concern that the target infrastructure improvements being implemented by 2024 leaves
very little opportunity for consultation, flexibility of approach and more particularly time to
implement development. Perhaps a more considered timescale is needful with appropriate renegotiation of existing funding sources.
Yours faithfully

Thomas Ogden BSc (Hons) MRICS MBIAC AssocRTPI
Director
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 May 2020 16:38
futuremedway
"Planning for Growth on the Hoo Peninsula" - comments on the proposals

Please see below my comments on the above brochure Medway Council emailed to me on 6 March.
I am sending this as an ordinary email, because I could not access the Council’s “consultation response form” and
felt an attachment might be inadvertently overlooked.
From:

.

.

A “rural town” at Hoo
1. If there have to be 12,000 more houses on the Hoo Peninsula (HP), I agree Hoo, as the nearest HP settlement to
the Medway towns, is the most suitable location for most of them. I appreciate the proposals also cover High
Halstow - but, as indicated, most of the development would be at Hoo.
2. The Council’s vision of Hoo as a thriving “rural town” is indeed heroic - attractive to “young professionals” (like
me, when I moved to the HP in 1985, after 7 years in London), sensitively designed, close to nature and
“outstanding” landscapes, split into 4 quarters, Hoo “proper”, Chattenden, Cockham Farm and Deangate, each with
its own distinctive colour and character - and, perhaps, a 5th, the “station” quarter, for the smoke-weary London
commuter.
3. But - is it realistic ?
4. 12,000 new houses (by 2040 - it seems) equates to c.29,000 more people, at 2.4/household (UK average 2017 ONS). Assuming the 2020 population of Hoo and High Halstow is (also) c.12,000 (2011 census - 10,752), this gives a
total 2040 population, for the 2 parishes, of c.41,000.
5. With a pre-COVID UK in-work population of 33.07m. (Dec. 2019/Feb. 2020 quarter - ONS), out of a total UK
population of 67.9m. (mid-2020 - UN estimate), c.41,000 people in turn equates to c.20,000 jobs, c.14,000 of them
new.
6. Unless the Kingsnorth and Grain industrial areas expand hugely, and with employment-heavy service industries
(admittedly, like Amazon - and as distinct from, for example, employment-light power generation, fuel storage and

port facilities), this “rural town” of c.41,000 (including High Halstow) will function largely as a dormitory for the
Medway towns, Maidstone, Gravesend, Dartford - and, of course, central London.
7. As such, it is unfortunately hard to see it retaining (as the Council wishes) a “rural character” (and some would
doubt whether Hoo - as distinct from the rest of the non-industrial HP - even currently qualifies) - especially as built
Chattenden (part of Hoo) will (as now) be less than 1 mile from the nearest point in the Strood urban area (at
Wainscott).
8. Yes, some of the landscapes (for example, at Deangate, with ridge views, to the Thames and Medway) will
certainly be impressive. And the (likely) relatively low price of the new housing (by Southeast/London standards) will
no doubt attract London commuters. But, without significant local employment, this “dormitory” will probably
assume a suburban character, as a Medway towns appendage - rather than the Council’s (laudable) objective, a fullflavoured rural self-sufficiency, independent of the towns. Arguably, of course, none the worse for being suburban (I
was brought up in a leafy Merseyside suburb - Heswall). But, definitely, more Borstal than Allhallows, more Croydon
than Ludlow.
A new station at Hoo
9. From the proposed Hoo station (at Sharnal Street), a rail connection to Strood (as well as London) is envisaged but how can this be achieved, in a practical way, without a new line, from Hoo to Strood ? - and yet the brochure
makes no mention of this (nor its expense/route). Without it, you would have to travel west to Gravesend, and then
change there, to head back east, to Strood ! I am assuming another new station is not envisaged at Hoo Junction but (construction costs apart) this, too, would involve going west, then east - and, also, a change, at the Junction,
unless the train reversed there.
10. As for the proposed Hoo/London link, I query the likely demand. In March 2019, when I was last working, the
High Speed Train (HST) was more popular with Strood/London rail commuters than the (much slower) Thameslink.
For the HST, unless car-parking near Strood station becomes more restricted, it will probably be quicker and easier
(no change of train) to drive to Strood, and then board the HST there, rather than driving/walking to Sharnal Street,
taking the non-HST to Gravesend, and then changing onto the HST at Gravesend. Also, if you board the HST at
Strood, rather than Gravesend, you are more likely to get a seat, because Strood is one stop further out. I am
assuming the HST will not be extended to Hoo - since I am not aware this is proposed.
COVID
11. The above was largely written pre-“lockdown”.
12. Now, in May 2020, it is too soon to judge the long-term impact of the “lockdown” on the Council’s proposals.
Note, too, there may not, in fact, be any material effect - except the year’s delay, already announced, for the
commitment of the HIF money. We must not panic.
13. That said, I would make 2 points.
13.1 Internet connections/WFH. In 2018/9, I worked from home, at St. Mary Hoo, for 1 day/week, and found the
internet connection adequate. My work laptop functioned well. I note, too, that, at “80.1”, Medway’s 2019
“download speed” was the best in Kent (2nd Dartford - “67.7”) ("The British Broadband Index", cited in the
“Medway Messenger”, 7.5.20). If Medway maintains its pre-eminence here, this suggests the HP will be well-placed
if, post-“lockdown”, there is indeed a UK WFH boom - as many currently predict.
13.2 A new station (again)/WFH. Conversely, more WFH would mean less commuting - weakening the case for a
new station at Hoo. Less commuting would also reduce pressure on car-parking space near Strood station, making
driving there more attractive vs. driving/walking to Sharnal Street (see 10. above). Even pre-“lockdown", the Grove
Road, Strood, car park (opposite the station) was noticeably quieter on Fridays - no doubt reflecting WFH, as well as
4-day weeks.
8 May 2020
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Ref:

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: Chloe Rose

Name of organisation (if applicable): RSPB

Address:

Email:

Phone:

Ref:

Part 2 – Your Response
•
•
•

This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.
The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic and
locally distinctive.
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?
No
While we get a sense of what the Hoo St Werburgh will be like in 2037 as a rural town, it doesn’t provide
a clear sense of what the Hoo Peninsula as a landscape will be like by 2037. While Principle 1 describes
a landscape-led development including - “improving the existing natural environment for people as well
as the local wildlife”, this lacks any detail around the Hoo’s natural assets and what the Peninsula may
look like in the future. Climate change for one will play a key role in shaping the future character of the
Hoo Peninsula, with increasing sea levels and reduced freshwater.

2. Does the vision describe the Hoo Peninsula as opposed to anywhere?
No
The vision doesn’t characterise what makes the Hoo Peninsula landscape (and ecology)
“extraordinary”. Briefly describing the special character of the Peninsula – e.g. woods, freshwater
wetlands, estuaries and coast rich in wildlife – in the vision would improve its reflection of the area.
3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?
No
We would like to see better recognition within the vision (and the wider consultation document) of the
rich wildlife of the area and the vulnerability of that wildlife to the urban effects of housing growth. We
appreciate that “sensitively integrated into the extraordinary landscape of the Hoo Peninsula” hints at
this, but it needs to be more explicit. We suggest that the vision would be improved by adding the words
“and protecting and enhancing its special wildlife” to better recognise this important issue.
There is also a huge opportunity to connect with people on the Peninsula who will be living amongst
exceptionally rich and highly sensitive wildlife. We would like to see something in the vision about how
the people living and working around the Hoo Peninsula will recognise it as a world-class wildlife site
and feel strongly that is should be protected and enhanced, increasing their well-being and increasing
their connection to the natural world.

4. Is it concise and easy to understand?
Yes
5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?
Comments:
The cumulative Ecological Impact Assessment (cEIA) that is currently underway should establish an
effective and robust baseline that measurable targets for species and habitats can be set against in
order measure future success in respect of ecological protection.

Ref:
6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:
Comments
Whilst the vision is clear, forward-looking and time-bound, we would like to see the following reflected in
it:
•

Better recognition of the special character of the Peninsula’s biodiversity and a clearer vision as
to what the Hoo Peninsula will look like as a landscape by 2037

•

A clear commitment to protecting and enhancing the Hoo Peninsula’s vulnerable wildlife (see our
suggested additional text under Question 3 above).

•

Greater reflection of the need to connect Hoo’s local communities and visitors to its exceptional
wildlife.

7. Please use the space below to make any other comments on the consultation document:
As explained above, we are concerned that the consultation document doesn’t adequately reflect the
exceptionally rich and highly sensitive wildlife of the Hoo Peninsula, and the challenge of delivering
sustainable development that protects and enhances this significant asset.
Indeed, there are a number of statements in the document that we consider could directly conflict with
the Council’s duties concerning protected wildlife sites in the area. For example, under Principle 1, a key
aspiration includes “providing better public access to the natural assets throughout Hoo”. We welcome
and support the Council’s commitment to a wildlife-rich network of open spaces both for residents
(existing and new) and visitors and the opportunities to create new wetlands closer to the River Medway;
the RSPB is fully supportive of people accessing nature sensitively and responsibly. However,
accessibility must not come at the cost of increased recreational pressure causing impacts to protected
sites. The substantial number of new houses proposed for the area risks putting Hoo’s statutory protected
wildlife site network under damaging levels of recreational (and other urban) pressure, and a number of
these sites will require careful protection from such impacts.
The RSPB is particularly concerned by the level of proposed new housing, set out in the consultation
document, within close proximity to the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI), the UK’s most important site for nightingales. This site and its nationally important
population of breeding nightingales is extremely vulnerable to the indirect effects of urbanisation,
including recreational pressures, cat predation, noise and artificial lighting. These impacts must be
carefully assessed before potentially undeliverable allocations for new housing are put forward within
close proximity (i.e. within at least 400m) of the SSSI, where impacts such as cat predation will be
difficult, if not impossible, to mitigate. We would remind the Council that Paragraph 175(b) of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that: “development on land within or outside a Site
of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in
combination with other developments), should not normally be permitted.” Protected sites like
Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill should not, however, simply be viewed as constraints (Opportunities
and Constraints, page 6). SSSIs like this are the jewels of UK natural heritage and should be
recognised as places to be protected, effectively buffered and enhanced.
Protecting and enhancing Hoo’s natural assets, while providing new habitats and new areas of accessible
greenspace to reduce recreational pressures on their sensitive wildlife should be a central theme to the
final development framework if the desired level of new development on the Peninsula is to be truly
sustainable. The development framework must therefore be clear that the proposed growth must be more
than just “sensitive to the environment” (Local Plan context, page 4). In line with national planning policy,
the new growth should both protect and enhance the natural environment, in particular the protected sites
network. The protection of Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI (alongside that of other protected
wildlife sites in the area) will be a key test of the Council’s success in delivering truly sustainable
development on the Hoo Peninsula.

Ref:
The RSPB is grateful for the opportunity to engage with the Cumulative Ecological Impact Assessment
(CEIA) that the Council has commissioned to fully assess the effects of the proposed housing growth on
the Hoo Peninsula. It is essential that the findings of the CEIA inform the next stages of the Medway Local
Plan and Hoo Peninsula development framework in order to avoid and mitigate the impacts of the new
development on protected sites and other wildlife assets in the area.

A response to the consultation document published
by
Medway Council.

Planning For Growth
On
The Hoo Peninsula.
Produced by

E-mail

April 2020
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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 happen in the future,
when the existing population have been demanding this for years?
The lack of an approved a 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.
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OPPORTUNITITES AND CONSTRAINS
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 Elms 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 Elms 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.
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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.
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 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
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
4

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.
Both myself and 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.

5
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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: Tim Collard

Name of organisation (if applicable): Avison Young on behalf of Homes England

Address:

Email:

Phone:
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Part 2 – Your Response




This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.
The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic
and locally distinctive.
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



No



Comments:
Homes England considers that the brochure is informative and broadly indicates the level of
development anticipated, but this document is high level and details of how (and when) the Hoo
Peninsula development will come forward and be delivered needs to be clearly outlined in the draft
local plan.
2. Does the vision describe the Hoo Peninsula as opposed to anywhere?
Yes



No



Comments:
The vision is specific to the Peninsula particularly in seeking that new development in the form of a
rural town is sensitively integrated into the “extraordinary landscape of the Hoo Peninsula” in the 17
year period to 2037.
3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?
Yes



No



Comments:
Homes England are broadly supportive of the vision, and as landowner will play a key part in
ensuring the vision becomes a reality in enabling the delivery of c.500 homes at Chattenden
Barracks. Homes England has provided some specific comments to outline Home’s England’s
aspiration for land within its ownership in the Hoo Peninsula (see the response to Q7). This picks up
on Homes England’s proposals for Lodge Hill Camp and the Chattenden Barracks land parcels.
4. Is it concise and easy to understand?
Yes



No



Comments:
The vision provides the overarching objective for development on the Hoo Peninsula. Further details
are required, but Homes England would agree that overall the messages in the brochure are easy to
understand. However, the document as a whole is not clear what its purpose is or what, following this
consultation, it might become and how detailed it might get. For example, is this to become an SPD?
If that is the intention, then MC should be making that clear now.
5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?
Comments:
Over the 17 year period to 2037 it will be important to monitor the delivery of housing, infrastructure
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and facilities. Homes England suggest that a specific Hoo Peninsula growth section could be created
for Medway’s annual monitoring report, to track progress against key milestones.
6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:
Homes England suggest adding “whilst utilising previously developed land” at the end of the above vision
statement.
7. Please use the space below to make any other comments on the consultation document:
Homes England provide specific comments on the Vision document in the table overleaf. This reflects
Homes England’s proposed development and objectives for its land ownership parcels on the Hoo
Peninsula. Overall the comments indicate the importance of Medway Council:








outlining the pressing housing need issues and the need for growth around Hoo;
providing clarity on what this document might become;
being clear about how the settlement will function as whole;
not being overly prescriptive at this stage but discusses critical success factors;
indicating that development is expected to happen on Chattenden Barracks and Lodge Hill Camp;
removing the reference to the Neighbourhood Centre at Chattenden Barracks and;
being clear that the alignment of the proposed new relief road is yet to be fixed.
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Page
Number
1

Homes England Comment and Ref
1.0 Cover Page
1.1 No comments.

2

2.0 A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh (Page 1)
2.1 We would suggest adding “enhanced” to “Principle 2 – Enhanced Access and movement”.
2.2 The messaging ‘Where People have access to the services and facilities close by and don’t need to drive……’ seems to be slightly at odds to the need
to create significant new road infrastructure on the Hoo Peninsula.

3

3.0 A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh (Page 2)
3.1 The high level plan on Page 3 does not indicate any proposed development at Lodge Hill Camp which is previously developed (brownfield land). The
document must show potential development here and, like the photographs, include a title i.e. “indicative masterplan showing broad areas for
development of the Hoo Rural Town”. This plan should not be taken to identifying the only development in this area as there could be other
locations like Lodge Hill Camp that is redeveloped in the plan period to 2037 and such development opportunities should not get overlooked.
3.2 No key to illustrative masterplan, it would be helpful if this detail is provided alongside future plans.

4

4.0 A New Vision for Hoo St Werburgh (Page 4)
Local Plan Context
4.1 The introductory sections should better tell the story about how Medway Council has reached this point, the technical work that has been done,
the liaison with landowners, the issues that have been explored, the optioneering etc. This could be more compelling by discussing housing need,
the fact that Housing need has to be met in full wherever possible and outlining what the National Planning Policy Framework says about how and
where to deliver growth and the need to achieve sustainable development;
4.2 Some detail on the specific housing numbers identified for the Hoo Peninsula and reference to the variety and quantum of non‐housing
development may have been helpful here – the commentary is fairly broad.
4.3 In relation to Local Plan Context, it may also be worth referencing the stages the Council has been through in relation to Regulation 18 Plan
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Consultation, wider liaison with stakeholders/ developers and landowners.
4.4 Suggestion that ‘Biodiversity’ as well as ‘wildlife’ is acknowledged as an important consideration.
The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF)
4.5 This section needs more of an introduction in where Medway Council explains why it has been sought and more information on what it is intended
to facilitate (i.e. housing growth). Government has not just given £170m for infrastructure, it has given £170m for infrastructure that is needed to
unlock a significant quantum of new homes – it is felt that this this could be drawn out in a little more detail.
4.6 More details are required as to the timetable for delivery of HIF infrastructure and how this links in with housing and neighbourhoods being phased
and that are planned to come forward in the new rural town.

5

5.0 A Vision for Hoo St Werburgh
5.1 The key matter in relation to SEMS is that Medway Council is considering options for SEMS in the light of the proximity of nationally and
internationally significant habitats and populations of protected species, these include nightingale, breeding waders, bats and invertebrates, and a
final scheme will be designed in due course based on the need to achieve improved connectivity between core sites for instance Chattenden
Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI, Northwood Hill SSSI and Cliffe Pools.
5.2 Homes England would wish to see emerging plans for SEMS providing improved habitat connectivity between core sites.
5.3 Suggest inclusion “Opportunities to create new wetlands closer to the River Medway will also be explored in addition to creation of potential
grassland and scrub mosaic habitat in targeted locations.”

6

6.0 Opportunities and Constraints
Constraints
6.1 First para – It would be helpful to have some clarity on the traffic and air quality issues that are referenced i.e. is this point solely related to the 4
Elms Roundabout and specific AQMAs?
6.2 It would be helpful to have some reference to the levels of highways movements that will result from the c.12,000 homes which underpins the
need for transport related infrastructure;
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6.3 The plan does not fully illustrate the SSSI boundary which is a significant flaw – this could be seem as misrepresenting the scale, extent of the SSSI,
whilst indicative it should be noted that there are areas of non‐SSSI brownfield land with retained buildings within the area shown, such as Lodge
Hill Camp;
6.4 Coupled to the above point, the fourth paragraph states: “Lodge Hill north of Peninsula way is closed to the public, limiting access to the nearby
countryside”. This is misleading alongside the image, as certain parts in green are accessible (i.e. the Lodge Hill recreation ground) and it is still
possible to travel along Chattenden Lane to through this impermeable barrier outside of the Lodge Hill site. Limitations / restrictions need to be
acknowledged (as do the benefits of limiting access) but the document could talk about the need to explore how appropriate and sensitive access
to the green space is enhanced. It should also be made clear that Lodge Hill is a privately owned site and subsequently the commentary is
misleading in that it suggests that it should be facilitating access (in its current condition) to land beyond it.
6.5 It is not clear what is meant on the plan annotation which references ‘Sensitive Development Area’ which seem to point at both the SSSI and
brownfield land – perhaps it would be better referenced as ‘sensitive boundaries / interfaces. The annotation misleads the reader in terms of
development potential of land that is appropriate to development.
6.6 The plan does not annotate the areas coloured ‘purple’.
6.7 It would be useful if the commentary explained what the ‘major road barriers’ are that are annotated on the plan.
6.8 It would be helpful to understand the absence of Deangate Ridge which not annotated on the plan?
6.9 Why is there no reference to the SPA / Ramsar notifications in this section? It is considered that the full extent of environmental constraints is not
recognised here.
7

7.0 Opportunities
7.1 Homes England acknowledges the proposed ‘indicative new road’ which is indicated as running through their landholding. This exact alignment of
this road will be subject to discussions with Homes England (as landowner).
7.2 More information could have been provided on the proposed ‘enhanced bus services’.
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7.3 The opportunity to ‘re‐use previously developed land’ should also be identified specifically with reference to the Lodge Hill and Chattenden
Barracks parcels. Lodge Hill Camp is not clearly identified at all which does not reflect the communications held on this parcel with Medway Council
(to date).
7.4 “Key viewpoints” are not identified on the map / in the document, so it would be helpful if specific viewpoints that Medway Council wish to protect
could be identified.
7.5 The SSSI network should also be seen as an “opportunity” as the SSSIs and the vicinity of these sites should be identified as areas to potentially
enhance and improve habitat connectivity – consider these are being identified/addressed incorrectly;
7.6 ‘Indicative Neighbourhood Centres’ have been represented on the ‘opportunities plan’ but with no detail as to the reason for the locations shown
nor what facilities these Neighbourhood Centres could provide.
7.7 There is no recognition of the potential green connections between the SSSI’s in Hoo or between potential significant green spaces.
7.8 Deangate Ridge has been omitted from this plan as a potential greenspace/country park contribution to the overall greenspace strategy.
7.9 In that a new road is shown in close proximity to an indicative neighbourhood centre at Chattenden, it would have been helpful to have had some
clarity as to how the interrelationship between both features would work.

8

8.0 Design Principles and Development Frameworks
8.1 Homes England very much envisages an ‘environmental / landscape‐led’ development approach as opposed to just a ‘landscape‐led’ development
approach.

9

9.0 Principles 1: A Landscape‐Led Development
9.1 It would have been helpful for the ‘Green Corridors’ Plan to have shown the specific locations of all the SSSI in the vicinity as well as the broad
locations of the SPA / RAMSAR.
9.2 Providing better public access should be coupled with current limitations to public access particularly with respect of the Chattenden Woods and
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Lodge Hill SSSI which has limitations for public access. Furthermore indicating ‘green corridors’ and “bringing nature closer to people” may be
misleading as whilst it is a green corridor in ecological terms it should not necessarily represent a public access route particularly around the SSSI
particularly in relation to the north south corridor shown between Chattenden and Hoo St Werburgh. The document and future consultation
documents need to acknowledge these limitations and possibly even reflect on the benefits of these for ecology.
9.3 Agree with the depiction of an indicative Green Corridor and Landscape buffer – however, the indicated Relief Road would sever this. Careful
consideration should be giving to pedestrian and cycle connectivity across the new relief road and the existing Peninsula Way / Four Elms to ensure
a cohesive Rural Town and how the parcels of land can link to the proposed country park.
9.4 We note that this plan and several others in the document are ‘high level’ to give an indication of the issues. There are therefore likely to be
differences when looking at specific details, such as the Green Corridors that are identified (i.e. the actual developable areas may not accurately
reflect developers proposed developable boundaries)
9.5 Final bullet point: 9 – Homes England suggest that strategic gaps are discussed indicatively. Definitive boundaries will only be capable of being
drawn when detailed masterplans are produced, i.e. with respect of a gap between Chattenden and Hoo St Werburgh.
9.6 We also query as to how a strategic gap will be maintained between Chattenden and Strood with a proposed relief road running through it?
9.7 There is potential for proposed development in close proximity to the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI to be ecology‐led, and perhaps this
should be noted as a priority for Hoo.
9.8 Suggestion that Country Parks should be referenced here as one is shown in the Green Corridor’s plan, and that they can serve more than one
function, providing recreation, semi‐natural landscapes and habitats, as well as protecting more sensitive areas from use.
10

10.0 Principles 2: Access and Movement
10.1 Whilst Homes England supports the broad intentions to increase the choice of alternative modes of travel for the local community, the tone of
the commentary is misleading in that the fact that a relief road is being proposed must be underpinned by the acknowledgement that car travel
will be predominant as a mode of travel onto and off of the Hoo Peninsula.
10.2 Homes England is broadly supportive of a bus connection through, or near to, the Chattenden Barracks site promoting sustainable connectivity
but little information is provided to the proposed bus routings.
10.3 Visual representation of the relief road, bus routes and walking distances referenced within the text would be helpful to understanding this
plan.
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10.4 The brochure makes reference to a new Relief Road. It would have been helpful for the document to draw out more information around the
function of this road and how the creation of a new route links to the other access improvements as part of a wider transport solution (as well
as other options considered).
11

11.0 Principles 3: Vibrant and Sustainable Neighbourhoods
11.1 Homes England are supportive of the aspirations set out for a Hoo Peninsula which will be a vibrant and sustainable place for those to live, work
and socialise locally.
11.2 Homes England supports the aspiration for walkable neighbourhoods clustered around the existing villages but clarification is required as to
how these walkable networks will integrate within the large scale transport related infrastructure being proposed amongst the village locations.
11.3 It is noted that there is very little information in the document about what Hoo currently has, what it needs to thrive as a sustainable
settlement, and where facilities need to be bolstered to create a settlement with coherence and a heart (rather than just a collection of
neighbourhoods).
11.4 Homes England note that opportunities for each neighbourhood to be: “in close reach of a community hub, offering opportunities for
employment, shopping and leisure” will vary in terms of scale and quantum between each area or neighbourhood shown and where facilities
need to be bolstered to create a coherent settlement. Homes England therefore queries exactly how these neighbourhood ‘hub’ locations have
been identified and what such a hub would provide.
11.5 Any community hub (or Neighbourhood Centre) in Chattenden on Homes England land would only be provided on a limited basis and even then
is subject to commercial and viability assessment.

12

12.0 Principles 4: Attractive and Tailored Built Form
12.1 The ability to utilise and transform previously developed land, particularly around Chattenden Barracks and to effectively use such land should
link into this principle.
12.2 In response to commentary on the 2‐3 storey guide for homes across the Peninsula, the policy should build‐in some flexibility for taller buildings
around the rail station and in and around the new neighbourhood centres.
12.3 Homes England very much supports Medway Councils objective in that a wide mix of housing types is provided that will meet the needs of
different sectors of the community.
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12.4 The brochure commentates that Hoo’s existing Rural Character will be preserved by thoughtful density distribution, building height control and
design – Homes England feels that this could be even stronger with perhaps reference to a design guide (Building for Life 12 etc).
12.5 Homes are supportive of the proposed provision of Custom and self‐build housing opportunities.

13

13.0 Village Living in Chattenden
13.1 With reference to the ‘indicative’ Local Neighbourhood Centre in Chattenden: Homes England would have liked to have seen a level of detail
around the decision making for a Neighbourhood Centre in this location and what such a centre constitutes or means in concept
masterplanning terms.
13.2 Homes England would be keen to understand where discussions regarding Neighbourhood Centres are to be taken next? Presumably,
discussions will be held with landowners around the commercial feasibility of such centres in the locations shown.
13.3 Coupled to this, further consideration has not been be given within the document to the existing community facilities located within
Chattenden – such as the community centre, church building and existing primary school and how these facilities ‘fit’ into the future vision for a
Neighbourhood Centre. Homes England would be keen to see existing community facilities integrated within new development so that they can
become a sustainable part of the new vision for this area.
13.4 There is no reference to school provision within the vision for ‘village living’ in neighbourhood.
13.5 Consideration needs to be given to the compatibility of the proposed new relief road and primary school the safety of pedestrian crossings and
appropriateness of open space provision near the road. It is important to encourage a well‐designed scheme which is compliant with Manual
for Streets and DfL12 design guidance.
13.6 Homes England supports the proposal for “A compact development to protect SSSI sites and other green spaces that surround Chattenden.”
However, it would be helpful for the document to have perhaps clarified as to what ‘compact’ means in development terms – is there perhaps
the potential for higher density development in this location?
13.7 No reference within the supporting bullet points is made as to how the proposed relief road will integrate into the Village Living ‘vision’?
13.8 The illustrations indicate the promotion of a Home Zone Approach ‐ Homes England would support this approach being applied to the
Chattenden Village area as this approach is associated with design interventions that slow traffic through residential developments.
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13.9 Homes England queries why the document is not showing enhanced links between Chattenden and Deangate? Please refer to the attached
sketch which shows better connected green linkages between these sites.
13.10 In reference to the text suggesting that terraced and semi‐detached houses will be the predominant housing typologies, it is Homes England
view that guidance around future house types in this location should be kept more flexible – Homes England suggests an approach in that "A
range of housing types should be provided to accommodate for different households, ages and lifestyles and to create a neighbourhood which
caters for diversity and inclusivity" which would enable a market facing scheme for each individual site to be developed.
13.11 No key is provided on the plan so it is unclear what the green dashed routes are? The plan shows an “indicative new connection” through the
north east of the Chattenden area towards the SSSI. Promotion of access to and recreational impacts on the SSSI should be carefully considered
alongside feedback from relevant statutory bodies / consultees.
13.12 Homes England suggests that some reference could have been made that the intention should be that development should also be designed
flexibly around important tree/tree groupings/existing landscape features.
13.13 The commentary places very little emphasis on how Village Living in Chattenden will be sustainable.
13.14 The setting out of indicative housing numbers for Chattenden Village would have been helpful to enable readers to understand the potential
future scale of development in this location.
13.15 There are considerable areas of previously developed /brownfield land (such as Lodge Hill Camp) shown as existing open space within the Lodge
Hill site. It is important that existing (brownfield) development is identified ‐ even on high level plans. T
13.16 It is felt important to make the point that whilst the plan in this section is deliberately high level, there are areas located in the northern part of
the of Lodge Hill estate that are open land but sit amongst areas within the notified SSSI ‐ these areas must not be misconstrued as SSSI land or
existing open space (or publicly accessible).
13.17 The plan requires annotation as there are green arrow annotations which are assumed to be new created vehicular and pedestrian routes.
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13.18 It would have been useful for the existing mature vegetation referenced in the supporting text to be identified on the plan.
14

14.0 Parkland Living in Deangate
14.1 Homes England query whether a country park is going to be shown in this location, given the indication that it is characterised as “Parkland
living”?
14.2 Homes England queries the developable area in this character area, as currently drawn it is difficult to distinguish where development /
parkland areas will be provided.
14.3 Very little information is provided in relation to the indicative neighbourhood area.
14.4 There is no mention of the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI here, yet the SSSI sits adjacent the north of the “Deangate neighbourhood
area” (and in fact there is notified SSSI within the Deangate Ridge site) which is not made clear in this section.
14.5 In addition to page 13 it is unclear what the green dashed routes are and a key is not provided on the plan. Homes England also underline the
importance of connectivity and green linkages between neighbourhoods / character areas (i.e. Parkland Living in Deangate to Village Living in
Chattenden).

15

15.0 Rural Town Living in Hoo St Werburgh
15.1 Opportunities for higher densities should be set out across the proposed new town where appropriate, and it may be worth Medway Council
suggesting higher densities would be appropriate closer to new facilities where appropriate.
15.2 There is no key associated to the plan which would have been helpful to understand the spatial relationship between the Historic Centre and
other Neighbourhood / Character Areas (i.e. Chattenden).

16

16.0 Riverside Living in Cockham Farm
16.1 There is no key associated to the plan which would have been helpful to understand the spatial relationship between the Neighbourhood /
Character Area of Cockham Farm with Chattenden, which sits to the West, in terms of connectivity, landscape led routes across the SSSI areas
etc.

OFFICIAL

Ref:
16.2 It would have been helpful to understand how the proposed Country Park (sitting adjacent to Cockham Wood Fort) works in wider open space
terms with other significant open greenspace areas in the Hoo Peninsula as part of a coordinated open space / greenspace strategy.

17

17.0 Contemporary Living by the New Rail Station
17.1 Homes England would outline the importance of the existing centre in Hoo, so development around the proposed new station does not detract
from its vitality and viability when considering the additional provision of services and employment.
17.2 It would be useful to understand how the provision of a new rail station feeds within a wider sustainability vision for the Hoo Peninsula and how
it assists the various Neighbourhood / Character Areas to come forward.

18

18.0 Village Living in High Halstow
18.1 No comments.

19

19.0 A Thriving Employment Hub in Kingsnorth
19.1 Homes consider that it is important to highlight the benefits of new additional employment close to new dwellings which would provide
additional jobs closer to new homes. This neighbourhood would be complementary to commercial interest in the wider Hoo Rural Town.
19.2 It would have been have been useful to have seen some commentary on the wider employment strategy associated to the Hoo Peninsula and
how a major employment at Kingsnorth (for example) could perhaps work in association with the identified Neighbourhood Centres and also
with other smaller locations which may be appropriate for employment‐le development (i.e. Lodge Hill Camp, Flanders Farm).

20

20.0 Hoo Framework Plan
20.1 The plan is very high level and Homes England would reiterate comments made in relation to the “Village Living in Chattenden” and the
considerable areas of previously developed /brownfield land (such as Lodge Hill Camp, and the magazines) which are shown as existing open
space. It is important that existing development is identified, even on high level plans. The northern area of Lodge Hill site outside the SSSI,
specifically, should be shown as “non‐residential development” but the description as ‘green land’ could be misconstrued as SSSI land or
existing (accessible) open space. This area includes existing previously developed land and buildings.
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20.2 Homes England notes about the alignment shown on Framework Plan but would like to make clear that the alignment shown in this plan is not
an alignment which has been accepted by Homes England (as landowner). It is recommended that for the purposes of future consultation
documents, Homes England’s preferred alignment is shown and that text is added to confirm that precise alignment will be determined in due
course.
20.3 It would be prudent for the overall masterplan to indicate that there is existing fencing around the SSSI area which restricts public access. The
plan as drawn suggests that there will be open access across the whole site, which is misleading. It may also be pertinent to show the SSSI as its
own colour to distinguish it from proposed neighbourhood areas and land outside this environmental designation and possibly even reflect on
the benefits of restricted access for ecology.
20.4 There is very little information in the document about what Hoo currently has, what it needs to thrive as a sustainable settlement, and where
facilities need to be bolstered to create a settlement with coherence and a heart (rather than just a collection of neighbourhoods). In that a
Neighbourhood Centre and Secondary Public Space is identified within Chattenden, Homes England would have liked to have seen more clarity
on how these features manifest themselves ‘on the ground’. It is also recommended that precise Neighbourhood centre locations should be
determined later as masterplanning progresses once the commercial need / viability is fully explored and also how these centres work
collectively with other major employment areas on Hoo (Kingsnorth, Flanders Farm).
20.5 Further supporting information within the document regarding infrastructure such as primary and secondary schools, health services etc,
would be beneficial within the document. There are number of existing 1 form entry primary schools within Hoo, including those at Chattenden
and High Halstow which are at capacity. If new schools are to be proposed within these areas, a question must be raised as to how the future of
the existing school(s) been considered.
21

21.0 Next Steps
21.1 It would be helpful if Medway Council could indicate the proposed development trajectory assumed for the Hoo Rural Town and whether it is
envisaged that this would go beyond the plan period which is currently to run until 2037.
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Supplementary Plan – Proposed Connections across Hoo [See Concept Plan on Page 16 – below].

Homes England is suggesting a number of potential new connection routes which promote the ethos that new / improved connections should link up within one another to
form loops with the following two key objectives;
i.

Promote connectivity from Chattenden Barracks towards the proposed Country Park to reduce recreational pressure on the SSSI;

ii. Connect the new and improved connections to one another, to form a loop, or series of loops between green spaces and key facilities on the Rural Town to remove
recreational impacts on protected habitats.

OFFICIAL

Ref:

OFFICIAL

Ref:

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:
Chris Fribbins
Name of organisation (if applicable):
Railfuture

Address:

Email:

Phone:

Ref:

Part 2 – Your Response
•
•
•

This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.
The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic and
locally distinctive.
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 ❑
Comments: There is concern about the difference between reality and a consultant’s vision and care
will be required to manage this against a pure ‘for profit’ solution. Improved development control and
Community Involvement will be needed at the earliest opportunity.

2. Does the vision describe the Hoo Peninsula as opposed to anywhere?
Yes X
No ❑
Comments:

3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?
Yes X

No

❑

Comments: Movement of people, including multiple modes as appropriate (including Rail).

4. Is it concise and easy to understand?
Yes X

No

❑

Comments:

5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?
Comments: Percentage of personal travel by rail (including that transferred from Road to Rail, Bus and
other active transport solutions.

6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:
Railfuture welcomes the development of a rail solution to some of the transport issues that already exist
on the Hoo Peninsula and the role it can play as part of a comprehensive future solution, involving active
transport, wider public transport and also private transport that is essential in a mixed urban and rural

Ref:
environment. The development of a quality transport interchange at the railway station is key to this. The
transportation options are key to the support of the proposed growth in the area. Without the development of
the proposed rail solution, there would be more pressure on other existing stations at Rochester, Strood and
Higham with a consequent increase in vehicle traffic (bus and car) on the A228 and country lanes. Without
this development it is difficult to see how the growth proposals could be sustainable.

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

Ref:
11th May 2020
Catherine Smith
Planning Policy
Medway Council
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
ME4 4TR
Dear Catherine,
Re: Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)
Consultation on Proposals for the Hoo Peninsula
Introduction
We act on behalf of F D Attwood and Partners and this submission responds to the consultation
in respect of potential development on the Hoo Peninsula which relies on the provision of
infrastructure to support a mixed development including up to 12,000 dwellings. The required
infrastructure is to be financed, as we understand it, by the monies secured through the
Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid approval secured in November 2019.
The formal consultation response form has not been completed because all suggested
feedback response options relate to the quoted ‘vision’ of how a new settlement might best be
delivered. It will be shown that the consultation document should instead be addressing more
fundamental questions at this stage of the local plan process including;
1. Should the new community be developed in this location and is this comparatively the
best spatial option available as a “building block” of the local plan?
2. What are the timescales for delivery? There is little recognition in the document that
the £170 million HIF funding to deliver crucial rail, road and green infrastructure will be
spent by the 2023 bid deadline. Instead the document suggests a ‘vision’ “that by 2037,
this new settlement will be a thriving community” without any evidence to back this
assertion up.
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It is relevant that several unsuccessful attempts have been made by our clients during the HIF
bid process to access information via both Medway Council and MCHLG (including Freedom
of Information requests to both bodies). For these reasons, it is uncertain what extra capacity
the HIF bid actually creates and how much of the public funding is dealing with existing
capacity problems (or giving a recognised unsustainable location some basic credibility as a
possible sustainable location for growth leading to a question of whether the planned
infrastructure will create sufficient capacity for a 12,000 home development. As a result, it has
not been possible to compare the ‘value for money’ from this £170m level of public investment
in the scheme with other spatial options.
It is evident that as part of the HIF bid, a cost benefit assessment was undertaken but there is
no evidence in the public domain that growth proposals for the Attwood family landholding
(which offers a significant alternative urban extension option which is not reliant on any public
funding to deliver infrastructure), will not deliver greater benefits. This is particularly relevant
when account is taken of the fact that growth and supporting infrastructure in the Hempstead
corridor would not only benefit new householders but also the existing neighbourhoods
surrounding it.
There are similarities to the Tandridge Local Plan where the Local Planning Authority has
committed, up until an advanced stage of the local plan process, a spatial strategy that was
predicated on a new community at South Godstone that was reliant on HIF funding. After a
recent announcement that the HIF fund bid had been unsuccessful, the Local Plan Inspector
has questioned the Council’s spatial strategy (the HIF Fund response from the MCHLG
highlights the cost/benefit analysis findings and the Local Plan Inspector’s follow up response
letter is appended to this statement.
It is acknowledged that the situation in Medway is different where the bid was successfully
announced in November 2019 but it would appear unlikely that this funding could be spent on
the critical infrastructure within the time constraints of 2023 set out in the bid. We assert that
a renewed HIF bid (or extension request) which would be submitted, within a completely
different economic landscape, should not be presumed to be guaranteed and will need to be
re-evaluated by the Government in due course. Even if the timing of the HIF expenditure is
extended, the MCHLG have made clear in response to our submissions, that a commitment to
funding availability should not pre-determine spatial decision making as part of the Medway
Local Plan process.
Overall, we are critical of this timing of the “Hoo vision” consultation for the peninsula by
Medway Council because this stage of the local plan process should, we feel, be focused on
evaluating the best location for growth for Medway. Instead, the vision document in our view
represents a sales promotion brochure for one preferred spatial destination that the council
has been pursuing unsuccessfully as a general location for decades now.

Vision Objectives?
The breakdown of the 4 key principles embodied in the vision document of being;
1.
2.
3.
4.

Landscape led
Access and movement
Vibrant and sustainable neighbourhood and
Attractive and tailored built form
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are really no more than a commitment to best practice when planning any new
community/neighbourhood and represent principles that could equally be applied to a
greenfield site in other locations.
By the vision brochures own admission on Page 4 it states ‘We also need to make sure that
development takes place in the most appropriate places. This means that growth must be
sensitive to the environment and be supported by services and infrastructure.’
However, Medway Council has ignored a strategic spatial option owned by the Attwood family
that would not only incorporate all of the above best practice ‘vision principles’ embodied in
the consultation document but would also benefit the existing surrounding communities and
in addition would have a greater chance of being delivered within a shorter timeframe with no
reliance on public funding.

Comparative Environmental Effects
The vision document is apologetic of the environmental effects of development at Hoo and
whilst the general narrative and supporting images are attractive, the design theme of ‘homes
set in rural character’ is a recognition of the sensitivity of the character of the area. The
proposed branding of the five individual character areas as ‘parkland’ , ‘riverside rural town’,
village living’ with the focus of development alongside the proposed rail hub described as
‘contemporary living’, are an acknowledgement themselves of the sensitivity of the landscape.
It is asserted in the document that these character areas will allow housing to be assimilated
within the landscape, with the green corridors functioning to separate Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden and High Halstow and Hoo St Werburgh and maintain what are considered the
important strategic gaps of Chattenden and Strood. This green infrastructure, it is stated, will
maintain the rural character of the peninsula serving to consolidate the natural buffer between
urban and rural Medway.
The assertion that growth of this scale circa 12,000 houses with road, community services
employment and infrastructure can safeguard the wider rural character of the Peninsula and
maintain its distinctiveness from ‘urban Medway’ south of the river, is a bold and central
assumption in the document. There is much emphasis placed in the vision document on green
infrastructure, again funded by a £14m HIF fund bid.
The conclusion that the delivery of a country park is an attraction of positioning development
growth in a remote and sensitive location, directly conflicts with Medway Council’s assessment
of its own existing green assets in “urban Medway”. The council has previously claimed that
patronage of the Capstone Country Park is low. This existing and underutilised green asset is
a centrepiece of the Attwood family’s own vision for the Hempstead corridor that will improve
accessibility and maintain a green lung which is accessible to a very significant population
catchment and will take recreational pressure away from the SPA and SSSIs on the Hoo
Peninsula in line with Natural England’s wider objectives.
Improving the land area, accessibility and facilities of Capstone Country Park would be of
benefit to new and existing residents in the catchment area securing investment in an existing
asset to make it more attractive and usable. Nor would such a locational selection be reliant
on some £14 million of public funding. Although we cannot access any cost benefit results
undertaken to date, by any comparison index, the delivery of enhancements to the Capstone
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Country Park would have wider benefits than the vision for Hoo which look to be offered in an
attempt to lessen the impact of development on the character of the area and to prevent sprawl
of the Medway urban area on to the peninsula and to mitigate the more significant biodiversity
impacts. National planning guidance is clear that the correct spatial assessment approach
should be to avoid harm in the first place only seeking mitigation when the harm is
unavoidable. This approach has been highlighted to Medway Council at earlier consultation
stages of the local plan by both Natural England and the Kent Wildlife Trust.
Page 12 of the vision document concludes; ‘these measures will ensure natural and gradual
growth of Hoo without losing its rural identity, rather strengthening it through better
accessibility and the overall quality of life.’ These statements represent a simplistic aspirational
narrative of what is necessary to make an unsustainable location more acceptable for policy
decision makers driven by a singularly focused leadership commitment to a new settlement
on the Peninsula without an objective assessment of the alternatives. This was the reason that
the Medway Local Plan was previously forced to withdraw and because of the limited
availability of background evidence and recognition of the true environmental effects of
development of this scale on the peninsula, there is no evidence to suggest that this
comparative assessment, which should be a building block of the local plan, has been
undertaken to date.
There are other environmental implications of development aside from the impact of
development on the wider character of the area and existing settlements which are not
acknowledged within the vison document including;
•

Air quality because of the proximity of Hoo to an air quality “blackspot”.

•

The environmental implications of necessary supporting road infrastructure including
the proposed road “bypass” of Chattenden, which is not detailed to any degree in the
document or evidence base and because the alignment is not clear, the impact on the
SSSI are not in the public domain and how this will impact on the SSSI is also uncertain.

•

General highway capacity issues…..The existing problems of the Four Elms
roundabout which have already led to a separate Local Economic Partnership (SELEP)
funding being successful committing over £11 million to improve capacity issues
between the M2, Junction 1 and the Medway Tunnel. There is little evidence in the
public domain about the additional infrastructure that will be delivered by the circa
£86m of HIF funding or the resultant environmental implications of what is planned (e.g
there is a reference to a flyover between Main Road to the Wainscott bypass) and the
suggestion that this infrastructure will be delivered before 2023, is optimistic in our
view.

Landscape and Habitats
The Hoo Peninsula has been the subject of studies of both its landscape and biodiversity. The
Green Cluster Study of the Peninsula published in March 2008 and in which the council was
a stakeholder, is one of a number that seek to create a green grid across the public realm and
sets out ways to implement it. It concisely defines the qualities and character of the Peninsula
as follows;
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The Hoo Peninsula shelters the River Medway forming a buffer and landscape setting for
Medway City. The wide ridge at the core of the peninsula is a solid backbone flanked by the
vast, flat open Cliffe Marshes and Cooling Marshes to the west and the more secluded
wetlands of Yantlet Creek to the east. Beyond Yantlet Creek, the Isle of Grain seems separate
and remote despite a constant stream of heavy lorries servicing the industry and container
terminal there. It is an exceptionally large-scale, exposed rural landscape, where domestic,
rather “urban” villages and open farmland are juxtaposed with expansive coastal marshes and
clusters of huge industrial buildings.
The Executive Summary states that the purpose of the Green Clusters Studies’ vision for the
Hoo Peninsula draws together and expresses a common vision for the Cluster as a whole. It
will create a more distinctive, valued landscape which will be attractive, popular and accessible
to local communities, urban dwellers from Medway and visitors alike. It goes on to say that the
Peninsula has long been perceived as a location for heavy industry and local communities
typically have low expectations and morale.
Historic England produced a book in 2015 entitled The Hoo Peninsula Landscape. This was a
substantial and informative publication that looked at the characteristics of the landscape in
different locations and the manner in which historic uses and activity have resulted in the
diversity it holds now. When discussing the future of the Peninsula’s landscape, the book
concludes that change has created a distinctiveness of place and sustainable planning
decisions need to recognise the cultural processes that have shaped it. It goes on to say that
it is not a blank canvas upon which major change can take place without consequences for its
historic character and the way that character benefits the people who live, work and spend
time there.
The book concludes by stating that the Hoo Peninsula is highly prized for the beauty of its
natural environment and contains habitats and populations of flora and fauna that are of
international importance. Despite the impact of past and present industries on the Peninsula,
it always was and largely remains, a predominantly agricultural landscape.
The current proposals for up to 12,000 dwellings in a mixed development, despite the
proposed green infrastructure, will have a substantial impact on the character of the area.
Development of the scale envisaged will also substantially change the character of the villages
and the landscaped setting in which they lie and would appear inimical to the objectives of the
Green Clusters Study and the findings set out in the Historic England book. This raises the
question as to whether the Peninsula is a suitable place per se for the development currently
being considered.
Development on the Peninsula will need to be assessed for its potential impact on habitats in
the Thames Estuary and Marshes, Medway Estuary and Marshes and the Swale Special
Protection Areas and Wetland of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention
(Ramsar Sites). It will also impact on the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI).
The emerging local plan will require a Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental
Assessment to assess the likely effects of the plan when judged against reasonable
alternatives. The plan will also require an Appropriate Assessment as set out in the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) because development
on the Peninsula as currently considered, will have significant effects on habitat sites. The
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Sustainability Appraisal will also need to take account of the findings of the Appropriate
Assessment.
Once again, the outcome of these findings may conclude that the Peninsula is unsuitable for
the scale of development contemplated because the level of impact will be such as to be
beyond the current provisions and requirements of the Thames, Medway and Swale Estuaries
Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) or indeed any competent
system of management and monitoring.
For these reasons it is considered that Medway Council has underestimated the manner in
which the development will impact on the character of the Peninsula, particularly its landscape,
the historic settlements within it and the wide ranging habitat interests of international
importance. These are substantial constraints to development which the council has
overlooked and failed to address.
The approach taken is the wrong way around. The constraints outlined above are clearly the
determining factor in the level of development, if any, that might be accommodated on the
Peninsula, whereas the council has come up with an untested level of development which at
this stage is no more than an outline project promoted in untested terms for which there is no
foundation.
Delivery
There are other factors that are relevant to the comparative assessment of housing delivery in
the Hoo Peninsula relative to the Hempstead Corridor owned by the Attwood family which
must be considered at this stage.
•

The Attwood landholding is in single family ownership so there is no land fragmentation
or land value equalisation issues between landowners.

•

All infrastructure in the Hempstead corridor will be developer funded and this
investment will also secure benefits to the existing surrounding population catchment.
For the Hoo location, all of the public funded infrastructure investment is necessary to
make a currently unsustainable location more sustainable and there will be limited
wider benefits other than for the community that the infrastructure individual serves.

•

If the £170m HIF fund is not spent by 2023, it cannot now be certain that the
Government’s funding commitment will be extended in the current economic climate.
This risks Medway Council being placed in a similar situation to the Tandridge example
case highlighted earlier in this statement. During the consultation, we sought points of
clarification on the bid which was not forthcoming. The required infrastructure is
substantial, and it was noted that it may require the compulsory acquisition of the
necessary land to provide it. No understanding has been provided of the terms of the
bid or the manner and timing of infrastructure provision and importantly who or what
agency will effectively project manage the necessary works. There are many
interrelated issues that would be required to make growth at Hoo a success including;
a) By what exact date in 2023 does the infrastructure need to be provided as a
condition of the bid?
b) Who or what agency will oversee, co-ordinate and project manage infrastructure
provision and indeed subsequent development on the Peninsula?
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c) Whether the money from the bid has to be repaid should the development yield a
return?
d) At what point are the first dwellings anticipated to be built? It is relevant that the
first 800 dwellings at East Hill in the Hempstead corridor are subject to a current
planning application that will go to Planning Committee in July 2020 and will be
capable of delivering housing in 2021 with other phases following promptly should
this wider area be allocated.
The vision document does not include any breakdown of phasing. A fundamental of the vision
and attempting to make this location more sustainable is the circa £63m public investment in
rail infrastructure including the provision of a new station at Sharnal Street. The vision
document recognises that higher density and a range of medical, education and other services
will be delivered around the proposed hub and this must be a building block of this whole
growth option. This brings into question;
a) whether the development can proceed if this rail infrastructure around the hub cannot
be delivered and;
b) if there is delay, what will happen to the delivery of later phases of planned growth
which are acknowledged in the document to be totally reliant on the rail hub and the
new core services and facilities (including education/medical and employment) that
are proposed?
What is known at this stage is that rail investment has been costed and that £63 million has
been identified for the provision of a new train station at Sharnal Street and potentially the
construction of what is described as the Medway Chord to Higham. What is not clear from the
figure for rail improvements is whether it takes into account the operating costs of the
additional train service i.e. rolling stock, track access, electricity and staff. The other issue that
is not clear is whether a demand assessment has been carried out to determine whether the
scheme represents Value for Money (VfM), an issue that will be decided by the Department
for Transport (DfT). A demand assessment is required to establish a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR)
i.e. the calculated return for every pound spent. The DfT considers a scheme to represent
medium VfM with a BCR between 1.5 and 2.0 and a high VfM with a BCR of between 2.0 and
4.0.
Answers to these questions will determine whether it is realistic to expect rail infrastructure to
be provided within the required timescale; and of course provision and justification for this
level of expenditure relies on development in the manner proposed being a component part
of the local plan which is not to be adopted until the end of 2021 at the earliest.
We are uncertain about the level of progress that has been made on rail provision and the
position of the DfT in respect of any demand assessment. Also, if the Higham Chord is to be
provided whether or not this requires the compulsory acquisition of land or whether disposal
of the necessary land is to be through private treaty.
Highway improvements appear equally substantial and we question whether work at Four Elms
roundabout and overall improvements to the A228 and A289 will be completed in the time
required by the conditions of the bid. There is also the currently running issue of traffic
modeling in respect of the level of development required through the local plan and Highways
England’s concern about capacity at the various junctions of the M2 Motorway. What level of
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improvement to junctions 1 and 2 as well as junction 3 is necessary to accommodate the level
of growth proposed on the Peninsula?
Employment is proposed as part of the vision, but this is located a significant distance from the
motorway network. The Hempstead corridor growth option by comparison directly connects
with Junction 4 of the M2. Employment at the Peninsula is a) not best placed relative to known
locational interest by employment investors, b) will place more strain on the local highway
network as employment traffic seeks to access the motorway network and c) the locational
justification in the vision document to locate employment uses on the peninsula again seems
to be motivated by making an unsustainable location more sustainable.
The vision also adopts the assumption that Hoo will become a ‘sought after place’, in other
words, locationally purchasers will want to live there. Whilst it is easy to sell the location
through the vision brochure, the ‘better dressing’ of the location on the peninsula is a gamble
in terms of delivery. In this respect, proposal for the peninsula would be comparable to the
long standing commitment to growth on the Isle of Sheppey for neighbouring Swale . It should
be recognised that the Isle of Sheppey never developed in the planned timescale anticipated
by Swale policy makers because of market demand and this is the reason why recent growth
at Faversham and Iwade, adjacent to Sittingbourne, has needed to be recognised in local plan
allocations. In the more recently adopted Swale Local Plan, because of the marginal viability
(due to comparably low sales values) and in an effort to stimulate development, it has been
accepted that development on the Isle of Sheppey will not contribute affordable or
infrastructure contributions. We have attached the Barton Hill Appeal decision where the
Inspector upheld the provision of zero affordable housing in a 700-unit development on
Sheppey, (LPA Ref 18/503135/OUT and APP/V2255/W/19/3238171).

Conclusion
The vision document fails to make any mention of the reasons for the locational decision to
focus on the peninsula relative to the comparative advantages of alternative growth options
nor provide any focus on development delivery which are fundamental flaws of the
consultation, and for this reason we conclude that feedback on the details of the vision itself is
premature at this point.
For these reasons, the vision document functions at this stage as a ‘sales promotion brochure’,
or example of best practice of what the planning system should be delivering and is very
generic, without explaining why the same development principles, which are fundamental to
good place making, could not be delivered in other greenfield locations in Medway. We are
therefore concerned that the document fails to respond to the more relevant and primary
function of spatial policy making at this juncture of the local plan process, namely could this
vision be delivered in•

A more sustainable location;

•

With less environmental and biodiversity impact;

•

Where a known market already exists for housing and there is strong employment
demand because of the sites proximity to the M2 motorway;
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•

Represents an option that is not reliant on £170 million of Government funding for rail
and road infrastructure necessary to correct some fundamental flaws in the choice of
location in the first place and are therefore necessary before the peninsula could be
given any credible acceptance as a sustainable location.

•

which also relies on public funding investment in country parks to lessen the impact of
development on the wider character of the peninsula when there are existing assets
such as the Capstone Country Park where investment could be focused that would
also benefit existing communities too.

Finally, the document fails to identify why the outlined design principles in the “vision” cannot
be achieved at the edges of existing urban area where;
a) infrastructure is already in place accelerating the delivery of housing and ;
b) benefits delivered by the new development can also be spread to existing communities
in the immediate urban area who will gain from new facilities, better public transport and
road systems and green infrastructure and cycle and footway linkages. Such locations
would promote social cohesion better in comparison with the Hoo Peninsula where an
“island” of development is offered and where the facilities and services will have a limited
wider benefit to existing communities.
For these reasons, it is maintained that the vision document is a generic universal brochure
“selling” how residential development of scale should be planned to reduce its impact and is
not a convincing justification why growth should be directed to Hoo. It is asserted that the
documented design principles of a) landscape led, b) movement, c) vibrant neighbourhood
and d) quality of built form could equally be delivered in any of the greenfield options available
to Medway local plan policy decision makers.
It is concluded that the consultation at this stage of the local plan process should instead focus
on what are the locational benefits of Hoo relative to other spatial available options. As part of
this assessment, there should be convincing evidence available to justify from a cost benefit
perspective why such a level of public funding is necessary just to make an otherwise
unsustainable location more sustainable.
If this more fundamental question is not critically reviewed at this point then it would be
justifiable to argue that the “vision” of a place should not be leading where the growth
locationally should be sited as appears to be the case. Like previous local plans that have
focused unsuccessfully at Lodge Hill and now the wider Hoo Peninsula, there is no evidence
that the comparative benefits of an urban extension in the Hempstead corridor that can be
delivered without the crutch of public funding have been properly examined. This represents
a fundamental flaw of the spatial decision making process and the soundness of the plan,
which we will be expanding upon when more details of the environmental and technical
evidence supporting Hoo are understood and additionally whether the expected delivery rates
for housing are realistic.
The final paragraph of the consultation document on Page 21 suggests that feedback will be
considered in the drawing up of the local plan. Given that the Regulation 19 consultation stage
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of the Medway Local Plan is due to be published in October 2020 and the fact that the
document really is looking for feedback on matters of detailed place making; this consultation,
combined with the timing of the HIF bid and lack of public information being made available to
date, would suggest that Medway Council has continued a pre-determined focus on Hoo as
the centrepiece of the spatial strategy. This stage of the consultation should instead be
focused on the comparative advantages of Hoo relative to other spatial options.
Whilst we offer no comments on the ‘vision’, this is because it is generic and reflects best
practice and in our view, represents a side-line issue with the most important consideration at
this point being what is the best spatial location to accommodate Medway’s growth in the most
sustainable areas where the prospects of this development being delivered, are greatest and
can be secured without public funding and where rather than creation of a ‘neighbourhood
island’ infrastructure, benefits will also be felt by the existing surrounding population
catchment.
We would welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss the contents of this response.

Regards

Yours sincerely

A J Hume
Principal
Hume Planning Consultancy Limited
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Tandridge District Council.

Examination of ‘Our Local Plan:2033’

Inspector: Philip Lewis BA(Hons) MA MRTPI
Programme Officer:
Tel:

Elaine Jackson
Acting Chief Executive
Tandridge District Council

28 April 2020
Dear Ms Jackson
Examination of the Tandridge District Council Our Local Plan: 2033
As I indicated at the conclusion of the examination hearings on 28 November 2019, I intend to set
out my thoughts on the Tandridge District Council Our Local Plan: 2033 (the Plan) and outline my
thoughts on the way forward for the examination. Before I do so however, I have a number of
questions arising from the recent decision by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (MHCLG) in regard to the unsuccessful bid made to the Housing Infrastructure Fund
(HIF) Forward Funding: Unlocking Strategic Development Sites (HIF/FF/577).
By way of background, the Statement of Common Ground with Highways England (SDTCE23) is clear
that the impacts of the development proposed through the Plan as a whole on the Strategic Route
Network would be in terms of the National Planning Policy Framework ‘severe’. It is the view of
Highways England that mitigation is required at Junction 6 of the M25 by 2024/25, unless a later
date is justified. This strategic infrastructure is considered necessary prior to any delivery of
dwellings at the proposed South Godstone Garden Community (Policy SGC01).
Given the outcome of the HIF bid, I would welcome your views on what the implications are for the
delivery of the housing supply as proposed in the Local Plan including the proposed South Godstone
Garden Community and for the soundness of the Plan.
In particular, I would welcome your comments on the implications of the HIF bid decision for the
deliverability and developability of the proposed housing supply and for the housing trajectory. You
may wish to consider whether there is a need to undertake further transport modelling to ascertain
what is the level of development which may take place in advance of the necessary strategic
infrastructure works which were to be funded through the HIF bid and delivered by 2024/25? It
would be helpful if you could confirm your position through a statement of common ground with
Surrey County Council as Highways Authority and Highways England.
I would also welcome your views on how, in the absence of HIF funding, any necessary strategic
infrastructure would be secured and consider any implications for the viability of the proposals in
the Plan, given that the HIF process has refined the infrastructure costs from those assumed in the
viability assessment for the Plan.

The MHCLG letter also expresses a concern that the South Godstone Garden Community has the
potential to create increased congestion on local roads, without clear mitigations. This appears at
odds with the transport evidence submitted in support of the Plan where mitigation measures are
proposed to address the transport effects. Could you explain the difference and what bearing does
the conclusion reached in MHCLG letter have in relation to soundness?
Finally, we are at present working within the unique and difficult circumstances due to the
Coronavirus (COVID-19). Please provide your realistic estimate as to when the Council will be able to
respond to my questions given the present circumstances, with particular regard to the fact that
answering my questions will require cooperation other bodies, including Surrey County Council and
Highways England. Please advise my Programme Officer Mr Chris Banks accordingly and we can
agree the way forward.
On receipt of this letter, the Council should make it available to all interested parties by adding it to
the Examination website. However, I am not seeking, nor envisage accepting, any responses to this
letter from any other parties to the examination at this stage.
Your sincerely

INSPECTOR

Tandridge District Council
Our Local Plan 2033

Examination – Note for Inspector
Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF)
Background and Update Information

November 2019

Document Reference TED24:
Tandridge District Council – Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Background and Update
Information – November 2019

Introduction
1. This note provides background information on the Surrey County Council (SCC) Housing
Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Bid for Government capital funding of the major highway
improvements necessary to facilitate the proposed South Godstone Garden Community
(SGGC) development. This includes background on the supporting information that has been
required from Tandridge District Council (TDC) on its commitment to delivery of the SGGC
(this is known as the ‘dependent development’). The note also updates on the current position
on the Bid and the likely timetables for:
•

Funding decisions

•

Deadlines for HIF capital spend and implications for implementation of the highway
improvement schemes

2. The HIF Bid has been progressed in parallel with publication and submission of the Our Local
Plan 2033 (LP). Because the detailed Bid submissions and proceedings are confidential and
due to Bid process timings, it has not been possible to include full HIF Bid information in
published LP evidence. Some of the documents associated with the Bid are available in the
evidence library and are referenced below. Most are not, as they consist of:
•

Infrastructure scheme designs and costings still in development. This information
could mislead interested parties as to the Highway Authority’s final proposals and
intentions (particularly on possible impacts on land outside the highway boundary);

•

Detailed overall costing and viability assessments. These are commercially sensitive
in respect of implementation of SGGC, especially for planning obligation negotiations
and potential public-sector interventions and partnerships with landowners and
developers.

If this material were to be released in complete form now there could be prejudice to the
competitive HIF Bid process, to highway scheme implementation arrangements and to
effective public-sector involvement in progressing SGGC.
The Council is in a ‘chicken and egg’ position. Objectors to the LP suggest that viability and
implementation of SGGC is dependent on the outcome of the HIF Bid. Homes England (HmE
Document Reference TED24:
Tandridge District Council – Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Background and Update
Information – November 2019

- the Government’s Bid assessment body) point out that a HIF grant is dependent on
knowledge that the SGGC proposal can be viewed as ‘sound’ in terms of the emerging LP.
Background
3. The HIF process / guidance is detailed at the link below:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da
ta/file/625525/HIF_Forward_Funding_supporting_document_accessible.pdf
4. Bids require submission of a very detailed economic, commercial, financial and management
case for public investment. The bids are rigorously assessed by HmE working directly with
Ministry of Housing and Local Government (MHCLG) and Department for Transport (DfT). A
specialist multi-disciplinary consultancy team provides analysis to HmE for the assessment
process.

Because the requirements are quite onerous from a local authority bidder

perspective, HmE provide co-development financial support to bidders where they feel there
is a reasonable chance of a successful outcome.
5. A by-product of the HIF Bid process is that the public-sector viability analysis for housing
delivery, and the level of scheme development for the highway junction improvements
needed, is unusually advanced and detailed for a Local Plan preparation stage.

Bid Position
6. The Bid is titled: Unlocking Strategic Development Sites – HIF/FF/577. It was submitted on
22 March 2019. The Bid is made under the ‘Forward Funding’ category of HIF. It seeks grant
funding for highway junction improvement ‘schemes’ at the A22 / M25 Junction 6 and the A22/
A264 junction at Felbridge in Tandridge (termed the ‘infrastructure schemes’ in the Bid). Grant
funding is intended to facilitate and accelerate ‘housing delivery’ (as described in the bid
process – this is the primary outcome sought from the public-sector investment). Where
possible funds invested are to be recovered and recycled into the housing delivery part of the
project. This would be through planning obligations to require developer contributions to
support, for example; further highway improvements, higher levels of affordable housing,
community facilities or development design quality.
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7. Bids must be made by principal local authorities, in this case SCC, as the Local Highway
Authority (HA). Tandridge District Council (TDC) as Local Planning Authority (LPA) has been
a very active Bid partner, effectively initiating the bid and providing substantial additional
funding for the highway scheme design work involved (DHA and WSP highway engineering
consultancies – see below) and economic / financial case, development appraisal and viability
analysis (Avison Young Consultancy – see below). West Sussex County Council (WSCC)
and Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) have been strong supporters of the Bid, due to the
cross-boundary issues arising from potential development traffic loads on Felbridge Junction
from within both counties. The whole junction is within Surrey, but the existence of this
partnership will be important to deal with traffic signal coordination with nearby junctions and
any need to acquire land outside the highway on the WSCC boundary.

8. HmE awarded co-development support funding of £96,000 in early 2019, in recognition of the
clear potential of the Bid for housing delivery, but also because they understood that SGGC
was an emerging, local plan led, housing delivery proposition; not one with a long history and
designed ‘shovel ready’ infrastructure schemes already in place. The availability of codevelopment funding has been very helpful in encouraging commitment by SCC / TDC, but it
goes only part of the way to funding the extensive technical work required to progress a Bid.
Both councils have incurred substantial additional costs, all at their risk on the outcome of the
LP and Bid processes.

This demonstrates a high level of political and organisational

commitment to achieving a step change in housing delivery in Tandridge (an area previously
subject to planning restraint and low levels of local infrastructure investment).
9. The Bid is currently in HmE ‘assessment’. There has been no adverse feedback on its
prospects to date. The Bid partners feel the cost / benefit attributes of the proposals (scheme
cost versus housing delivery outcomes) are generally very favourable when compared to
successful bids in other part of the country and to the successful HIF bids by SCC elsewhere
in the County (See Bid extracts below).

10. The original timetable for HmE decision was ‘Autumn 2019 (see extract email at Appendix 1).
It is now understood that decisions are delayed until early 2020, partly due to the general
election in December 2019.
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Bid highlight information
11. The bid project summary and high level cost benefit position is reproduced below:

Project summary
What is the name of your scheme?
Unlocking Strategic Development Sites – HIF/FF/577

Please provide an Executive Summary for your proposal.
The HIF Project: To enable South Godstone Garden Community (SGGC), through A22
highway (junction) improvements.
SGGC: The proposed new settlement is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, in a
District previously subject to development restraint. The area has lacked infrastructure
investment and this now constrains large scale development. SGGC is well located,
with existing rail infrastructure, but requires Green Belt release (NPPF ‘exceptional
circumstances’ justification). It must be clearly viable and deliverable. The proposal
has been subject of careful early planning, especially in relation to viability, direct local
authority involvement, land assembly / value equalisation arrangements, affordable
housing delivery, infrastructure planning and community building. SGGC is an
ambitious, but realistic, attempt to ‘significantly boost housing supply’. It demands
effective Government support.
Housing market: The local housing market is buoyant. It is close to strategically
important economic ‘hotspots’, with high demand and strong values. SGGC will open
up a new, more affordable, market sector. On this basis there is a very low risk of
‘displacement’ of private investment through public ‘subsidy’.
Highway constraints: Comprehensive modelling of traffic impacts for the LP indicates
that the primary route – the A22 – has very limited capacity to accommodate additional
traffic, largely due to junction capacity and design limitations. The scale of traffic
impact on two key junctions is judged ‘severe’ by the responsible highway authorities /
Highways England. This prevents development until the improvements are made. Thus,
SGGC is entirely ‘dependent’ on the junction improvements. Both improvements are
needed now, so the junctions cannot be separated as unrelated / optional improvements.
Theoretically, a significant contribution to the cost of highway improvements might be
required as part of a grant of planning permission. However full funding by a developer
would be unlikely to be fairly and reasonably related (NPPF). Additionally, a
requirement for completion of the schemes before development commences and a
related ‘up front’ payment would give rise to serious cash flow issues. The complexity
of the highway improvements required necessitates direct public sector implementation.
This requires pump-priming public funding. The position is however conducive to
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planning system opportunities for recovery and recycling of the public investment in
the longer term.
Whilst not directly part of the Bid, the improvements would have spin off benefits in
enabling further housing development at East Grinstead, at the Tandridge / Surrey
border. West Sussex CC and Mid Sussex DC strongly support the project on this basis.
The Junction improvements: The bid is for circa £57 million. This would fully fund
improvements designed to maximise capacity at:
A22 /M25 Junction 6 (£46m): The roundabout gyratory can be widened to provide
additional lanes and signalisation upgrades.
A22 / A264 Felbridge Junction (£11m): The scheme involves widening and adding ‘jet
lanes’, with associated signal reconfiguration and improved pedestrian crossing
facilities.
Economic and transport benefit / cost: The public investment proposed would enable
4000 homes, with an economic benefit of circa £127M. Overall, the housing benefits to
HIF investment Benefit / Cost Ratio (BCR) is 3.52 before additionality (or 2.82 with).
This is based on very cautious / robust assumptions. Investment also addresses a preexisting infrastructure deficit and helps address traffic pressures from the wider
programme of housing development, on multiple smaller scale sites. These benefits
have been treated as a ‘bonus’ as they are not included in the Bid case, but they are
important.
The transport network user benefit /cost analysis cannot be so clear cut. The theoretical
BCR is negative. This position arises because the transport modelling looks at
development generated traffic pressure on a widespread local network with existing
congestion. Significant user benefits at the Bid improvement junctions (circa £25M) are
outweighed by the road user dis-benefits from the additional traffic arising from SGGC
(circa £614M). Seen in context, this demonstrates more clearly that the major junction
interventions are urgently needed and also, that, as planned, the local authorities will
need to implement further supporting highway improvements, using developer funding.
That said, it is also likely that complete mitigation of the highway impacts of large
scale housing growth may not be possible, as there are fundamental funding and
environmental limits. This is likely to be the case in most SE England growth
locations. However, SGGC, with its existing rail access, offers considerable advantages
because alternative transport is feasible.
Please provide an overview of the project, including your project scope for the
infrastructure and for the wider project.
Tandridge District Council (TDC – the Local Planning Authority - LPA) submitted its
Local Plan (LP) (Appendix 1) to the Planning Inspectorate in January 2019. The LP
proposes a 4000 home Garden Community at South Godstone. SGGC is subject to a
current Garden Communities Programme Bid (Appendices 2a and 2b).
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The proposal is for the ‘Bidder’ (SCC as Highway Authority - HA) to implement one
construction package of two concurrent schemes of major junction improvements on
the A22 Corridor in Tandridge District. The improvements are required to enable South
Godstone Garden Community (SGGC) to come forward.
Overview and Rationale:
The major housing development proposed at SGGC depends on access to the A22,
which is the main arterial route in the strategic road network for Tandridge and
adjoining urban areas, particularly East Grinstead (in West Sussex) to the south. This
part of the Surrey and West Sussex road network has very limited capacity to
accommodate additional traffic due to junction design limitations.
The highway improvements required are substantial, complex and costly (approx. £57
million). They are off-site highway improvements away from the SGGC development
site.
The need for the highway improvements relates not just to the impact of the SGGC but
arises from current traffic congestion / service issues and the cumulative impact of
small and medium scale developments planned for the area in both TDC’s and Mid
Sussex Local Plans (Appendix 1 and 3).
Whilst a significant contribution to the cost of highway improvements might be
required as part of a grant of planning permission (planning obligation – Planning Acts
legal requirement in a Section 106 agreement, or a unilateral undertaking), full funding
by a developer would be unlikely to be readily justified as ‘fairly and reasonably related
in scale and kind’ (NPPF Para 56). Additionally, a requirement for completion of the
schemes before development commences and a related ‘up front’ payment would give
rise to cash flow-based viability issues for the development. The need is current and
urgent, whereas the delivery of SGGC is a few years away. Complementary highway
improvements elsewhere on the A22, which will be delivered concurrently with
housing rather than before, can be reasonably related to, and funded by, the
development. These costs have been allowed for in financial modelling. Thus, public
funding is only being sought where absolutely necessary.
The HA’s requirement is to improve the junctions before development can start, so
there is no prospect of relating phasing of the housing project to developer funding
contributions and implementation.
The complexity of the scheme necessitates direct implementation by SCC as
responsible HA working closely with Highways England (M25 implications) and
WSCC (cross boundary implications). It is not suitable for implementation by a
developer under a Highways Act Section 278 agreement.
No public funding is currently available to implement the improvements. HA budgets
cannot fund major capital schemes. As noted above, site specific developer
contributions are not available. CIL collected to date is insufficient owing to the
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historical pattern of piecemeal development in this 94% Green Belt authority and is
also heavily committed to other development related infrastructure priorities.
The position necessitates advance funding from a public source. HIF provides the only
realistic option in this respect.
All this clearly indicates market failure and a need for public intervention. This is
because, whilst the ‘user pays’ principle might apply generally (land owner / developer
through land value uplift as a proxy for the future occupants of the housing) there is no
practical way of securing sufficient private sector funding from the multiple
beneficiaries of the project and scheme.
12. Some information on the highway improvement schemes is included in the Local Plan
Evidence Library; web links below:
A22 / M25 Junction 6 (DHA consultancy developed scheme and Statement of Common
Ground with Highways England)
INF4 - Tandridge District M25 Junction 6 Briefing Note 2018
INFE29 - Junction 6 Mitigation Note
SDTCE23 - Statement of Common Ground Highways England 2019
A short paper by DHA rebutting a critique of the scheme design submitted to the Examination
by a particular objector is also available as an Examination Document.
It is important to note that the improvement scheme is largely for works on the roundabout
gyratory lanes below the M25 over-bridge. The construction is within the Highway boundary
and controlled by SCC as HA. There is very limited work to the Motorway slip roads and
therefore limited involvement on Highways England (HE) highway. This also reduces potential
construction management issues and any possible disruption to flows on the M25 itself.
A22 / A264 Felbridge Junction (WSP Consultancy developed scheme)
INF3 - Felbridge Junction Feasibility Assessment Note 2018
INFE31 – Felbridge Junction Executive Summary
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13. A high-level breakdown of the Bid funding sought is at Appendix 2. These figures contain
significant contingency and risk allowances, as required for the bid process.

These

allowances include sums for land acquisition (Felbridge), which may not be required. The
contingencies and risk allowances are particularly high due to the emerging design position,
arising from the absence of ‘shovel ready’ schemes at the outset of the Bid. It is likely that
planned and out-turn costs will be lower once the scheme design process is complete and at
tender. The sum of the construction and design costs is approximately £25 million. This figure
can be taken as a realistic estimate of likely out-turn costs and it is a figure that is best used
for viability assessment of the SGGC proposal. Roughly equivalent figures are included in the
viability assessments for the GC (see below).
14. The high-level process / programme for highway scheme implementation included in the Bid
is at Appendix 3.

This demonstrates the SCC commitment to meet the HIF deadlines for

capital spend on the highway schemes (2024/25 year implementation).

This is the

programme as submitted. It will need to be renegotiated / adjusted to reflect the delay in Bid
decisions, but the general deadline is still achievable. Government may eventually offer some
flexibility in this respect.

15. Highway Authority commitment to the Bid / schemes is set out at Appendix 4.

16. Transport modelling demonstrating the need for the highway improvements was undertaken
by SCC and is included in the LP Evidence Library; web link below:
INF28 - Tandridge District Strategic Highway Assessment 2015 (and associated documents)
This has been further developed, including with DfT standard benefit / cost analysis, as part
of the HIF bid.

17. For viability and delivery of SGGC the LP Evidence Library includes the overall viability
analysis undertaken by Avison Young consultancy (then GVA); weblink below:
INF2 - Tandridge District South Godstone Garden Community Financial Viability
Assessment 2018
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This draws on detailed investigation and costing of the range of infrastructure required for a
new settlement / community as set out in the Tandridge Infrastructure Delivery Plan; weblink
below:
INF1 - Tandridge District Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2019
Viability and deliverability analysis has been considerably developed, detailed and updated,
in a full benefit / cost economic modelling context, within the HIF Bid submission and then
verified as part of the Bid assessment. Overall the analysis shows that SGGC housing delivery
is viable, even without the HIF funding. However, it also demonstrates the considerable
advantages of HIF ‘pump priming’ in several respects. Public sector forward funding can:
•

create private sector development confidence by reducing early borrowing costs and
financial risks

•

accelerate the start of the project.

•

create headroom for the costs of other aspirations in creating a high quality Garden
Community, with greater affordable housing provision. This particularly supports HME’s
wider objectives

These are all outcomes that HIF seeks to achieve.
Some additional update SGGC viability and delivery information prepared by AY for the Bid
is summarised at Appendix 5.
18. One of the most important attributes of the SGGC proposal is rail accessibility. The
possibility of including rail infrastructure improvements in the HIF Bid was considered with
HmE and DfT and rail industry interests during the HIF Bid submission and assessment
process. It was decided not to progress this once it became clear that the improvements
could not be shown to be part of the critical path to delivery, as a good rail service already
exists. However, future potential for practical and effective improvement has been agreed.
Some background information on this is at Appendix 6. Aside from the rail passenger
service from the existing SG Station, it should be noted that representations in respect of
Lambs Business Park proposals confirm the existence of licensed / working industrial rail
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sidings facilitating employment developments at this location. A letter from Network Rail on
this is included in Appendix 6.
19. The HIF Bid has been closely linked to an application for SGGC to be included in the
Government’s Garden Communities Programme. This was successfully achieved in June
2019, with an award of £150,000 of funding made, which will be used for development of the
AAP and master planning. Details of the application / decision are at Appendix 7.

20. In parallel with, and as part of, the HIF Bid, the Council has been investigating land
ownership / assembly issues and preparing to lead the development from a public-sector
perspective (potentially with HmE support). This leadership could include use of compulsory
purchase powers, if necessary. Details of the land ownership investigations (redacted for
commercial confidentiality) are at Appendix 8 (separate attached reports). Details of the
Council’s resolution on its role are at Appendix 9
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Appendix 1

From: HIF [mailto:HIF@homesengland.gov.uk]
Sent: 27 March 2019 18:10
Subject: HOUSING INFRASTRUCTURE FUND – FORWARD FUNDING: POST
BUSINESS CASE SUBMISSION PROCESS [OFFICIAL SENSITIVE]
Dear Paul,
HIF/FF/000577 – Unlocking Strategic Development Sites
Thank you for submitting your business case for Forward Funding under the Housing Infrastructure
Fund programme. You should have received an automatic acknowledgement of your submission on
the Portal.
Due to the large number of bids we have received in this final bidding window, the assessment of your
bid will commence in earnest from June, and it is anticipated that a funding decision will be made by
Ministers on your bid from Autumn 2019.
As part of the assessment process, we will be conducting initial due-diligence on schemes and have
commissioned external consultants to conduct this. During this time, we will ask you for further
information. This may be because sufficient evidence has not been submitted in your bid, evidence
may not be of sufficient quality, or further clarity is required. This could be about any of the five
sections of the business case. During this process, you will not be able to change any fundamentals
of your bid. We will only be seeking further evidence or clarification of what has been submitted to
support the decision making process on bids.
To ensure that we are able to assess your bid in June and a funding decision can be provided as
quickly as possible thereafter, we would encourage you to use the next few months to assemble any
key documents evidencing the statements in your bid, if you have not already provided these in your
submission. This may require information from any partners you have been working with including
delivery partners and consultants assisting you in writing your bids, so you may wish to let your
partners be aware of this requirement. As detailed in the prospectus, to properly assess your bids,
we expect an open book policy, including any relevant information from delivery partners or
consultants such as viability assessments or economic models.
We will be in touch again in June to begin requesting this further information to inform our assessment
of your bid.
All HIF queries can continue to be directed to the HIF@Homesengland.gov.uk in the interim.
Kind Regards
HIF Team
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Appendix 5

1.

Delivery Programme
AAP and Planning Application Timing

1.1

In order for the first homes to be completed in the timeframe submitted in the Local Plan
housing trajectory, an AAP needs to be prepared and adopted, and planning permissions
needs to be secured.

1.2

There has been some concerns raised over the appropriateness or feasibility of overlapping
these two processes. However, in our view it is entirely possible, and indeed best practice, for
preparation of the AAP and a planning application to overlap and inform each other.

1.3

It is common practice for planning applications to be prepared alongside an AAP, as the more
detailed evidence base required of a planning application can be fed into the AAP and help
ensure that the latter is robust and deliverable. Deliverability of an AAP is also demonstrated
by the fact that a planning application is being advanced, by a developer committed to
delivering the scheme.

1.4

This approach also has the advantage of avoiding consultation fatigue, by allowing some
combination of consultation processes between the two rather than repeating much of the
same content numerous times and over a very long time period.

1.5

None of this is to say that the independence of the AAP or the Council’s role as planning
authority is compromised. The planning authority is free to take evidence from the emerging
planning application, and representation from the developer, and do with it as it wishes, in
combination with consultation responses. As the AAP emerges this is shared with the developer
to ensure that the planning application is in conformity. This approach ensures that the
preferences, aspirations and requirements of the planning authority and local community are
fed directly into the planning application, and that ultimately there is harmony between the
two.
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1.6

The potential alternative approach, where preparation of the application is only started
following adoption of the AAP, risks the application being based on different evidence,
reflecting different priorities, and less in conformity with the AAP.

1.7

A fully optimised programme would provide that the application is prepared alongside the
AAP, and submitted shortly after the AAP is submitted for examination. The application would
then be lodged whilst the AAP is being examined, and would be determined after the AAP is
adopted.

1.8

The programme we have suggested below is conservative in that is shows less overlap than
this. This is to allow more time for the Council to carefully consider an Outline Business Case
and to take sufficient time in securing a delivery partner in the event one is required, and
generally in order to be robust. It is noted that in theory the AAP timetable may slip given the
Local Plan determination is behind the time envisaged in the Local Development Scheme
(LDS). However, the potential for greater overlap with the planning application than has been
allowed for would mean that any such delay would not affect the overall programme.

1.9

In our view it is also possible for the AAP to be adopted faster than the period currently shown
in the LDS. Whilst we have nevertheless adopted the LDS programme, it is possible for an AAP
to be adopted over c 2 to 2.5 years with sufficient commitment of resource. If this is the case
then the whole programme could be accelerated.

Delivery Route and Partner Selection
1.10

Though the preferred delivery route for the Council is not currently decided, the Council has
developed its thinking considerably on this including running a number of workshops,
commissioning analysis and putting high level options to Members at Committee.

1.11

The Council is committed to continuing to work with existing landowners and promoters to
deliver the GC. However, the objectives of the GC are clear, as are its infrastructure
requirements and the need for comprehensivity. Landowners and promoters must develop
their proposals in line with these, and be able to demonstrate the ability to deliver. Should this
prove not to be the case, the Council is prepared to use its compulsory purchase powers to
ensure the GC is delivered, and in accordance with the Local Plan and AAP. This has been
confirmed at Committee on multiple occasions.

1.12

The Council is also committed to taking an active role in the delivery of the GC. This extends
beyond use of compulsory purchase powers to setting up delivery structures and procuring its
own delivery partner if necessary. The Council has explored potential delivery structure
approaches from the use of collaboration and equalisation agreements with
landowners/promoters, to selecting its own partner and shaping delivery through the use of
Development Agreement or Joint Venture models.
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1.13

Selecting its own delivery agent and using such partnership structures will afford the Council
greater control over delivery in terms of phasing and the form of the scheme. This can include
a degree of control over the pace of delivery, including the potential to control the release of
serviced land parcels to the market (see below).

1.14

Final decisions on delivery structure and approach are yet to be made, but the Council is
advanced in its thinking and its commitments to enable a transition to Council-led delivery well
within programme, responding to emerging greater detail on the precise location and form of
the scheme as the AAP evolves, and in the event that it becomes evident that it will not be
sufficient to rely upon existing landowners and promoters alone. The Council is at a stage
where it would be able to advance to determining a preferred delivery method through
development of a full Outline Business Case in relatively short order at an appropriate point
over the development of the AAP.
Developer Model

1.15

It is not currently determined whether the GC will be delivered by a single developer, multiple
in partnership, or through a master-developer acting as infrastructure provider and then selling
serviced land parcels to housebuilders.

1.16

We would anticipate that the most likely model for a scheme of this size and will be a
developer directly delivering some housing but disposing of serviced parcels to others. This
would fit best with the overall balance of infrastructure cost requirement to value, and scheme
size. In our view the infrastructure requirements are not of such as scale as to deter
developers, but that the scheme size would suggest that even a housebuilder would seek to
dispose of some land in order not to concentrate too much resource on one site and to meet
ROCE-based return measures.

1.17

This would also most likely be a preferred approach for the Council given the disposal of
serviced parcels can provide for the acceleration of delivery through greater product
differentiation and ease of selling through multiple outlets. Given the Council’s willingness to
directly drive the delivery of the scheme, if this is determined to be an optimal model through
the Outline Business Case process then it will form an integral part of partner selection.

Land Assembly, CPO and Planning Permission Timing
1.18

Based on our experience, there is likely to be some overlap between the land assembly
process (perhaps including use of compulsory purchase if required) and other workstreams
such as planning.

1.19

The programme below shows the land assembly process running from Q2 2021 through to start
on site in 2024. Although some initial discussions on availability of land for development have
been undertaken, this element of the programme represents the focused period of discussion
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and negotiation with the variety of landowners, option holders, land promoters and others with
an interest in the land required. It can be seen it commences part way through the AAP
process, when it can be assumed the boundary of the proposed GC has been refined through
that process and the area of development identified.
1.20

Preparation of the planning application commences in Q3 2022, with submission assumed after
c 1 year, and determination a year later in Q2 2024, which allows time for full grant as opposed
to just a resolution. The CPO process (if required) comprises making an Order, objection
period, Public Inquiry if required, and decision on the Order. It can be seen that this
commences towards the end of the planning process in Q4 2023 and completes in Q3 2024.
Given this timing, the programme assumes an outline or similar permission would have been
granted prior to any required Public Inquiry into the CPO.

1.21

Preparatory work will be undertaken prior to the making of the Order, in the usual way.
Following confirmation of an Order, the Council would then be in a position to implement the
Order within the usual time limits.

Overall Programme

Local Plan Examination
Local Plan Adoption
AAP
Outline Business Case
Soft Market Testing
Delivery Partner Selection
Land Assembly
Infrastructure (HIF)
Planning
CPO
Detail/Reserved Matters
Marketing of Parcels (if required)
START ON SITE

START ON SITE

Infrastructure (Enabling)
Parcel Disposals
Construction
FIRST HOMES DELIVERED

1.23

FIRST HOMES DELIVERED

The programme includes an allowance for delay in adopting the Local Plan until the end of
2021. This does not impact the overall programme, however, as the Council is committed to
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Q4 2026

Q3 2026

Q2 2026

Q1 2026

Q4 2025

Q3 2025

Q2 2025

Q1 2025

Q4 2024

Q3 2024

Q2 2024

Q1 2024

Q4 2023

Q3 2023

Q2 2023

Q1 2023

Q4 2022

Q3 2022

Q2 2022

Q1 2022

Q4 2021

Q3 2021

Q2 2021

Q1 2021

Q4 2020

Q3 2020

Q2 2020

Q1 2020

Q4 2019

Q3 2019

QUARTERLY

Q2 2019

We would suggest that the overall timetable below is deliverable:

Q1 2019

1.22

progressing the AAP once it receives the Inspector’s letter indicating soundness of the Plan,
following the hearings. In the event there is any delay to the AAP, this is not considered to
delay the following stages for the reasons outlined above.
1.24

The Outline Business Case process will be worked up alongside the development of the AAP as
the detail of emerging design proposals and the evidence base will feed into the preferred
delivery model, including identification of the full funding requirement and timing. This will also
allow time to engage further with existing landowners and promoters on the precise
requirements of the scheme and to determine which will cooperate through collaboration and
equalisation agreements or similar.

1.25

To the extent required, a delivery partner will then be procured, again overlapping with the
AAP but timing the procurement to coincide with an advanced stage of the AAP, so that
parties have good definition of the scheme to respond to. Securing a partner before the AAP
is finalised will also have the advantage of allowing some input from them prior to final
consultation.

1.26

In the event a serviced land parcel model is proposed, the programme allows the time for
marketing and disposal of plots. The former can take place once there is delivery certainty on
confirmation of the CPO, but can take place in advance of the infrastructure works being
delivered as disposal terms can be negotiated prior to actual disposal. This is typical practice
and allows disposal of plots as soon as infrastructure works are completed.

1.27

Infrastructure works related to HIF funding, namely M25 Junction 6 and the A22 Felbridge
Junction, will be delivered early as they are funded separately and this is the required
timeframe for HIF funding. We have allowed a further 6 months of infrastructure work prior to
any plot disposals.

1.28

We have allowed 15 months from plot disposals to first housing delivery. It is noted that for a
housebuilder this would need to allow for both reserved matters consent and construction
time. With enough prior work to prepare a planning application, this is achievable. However, if
the selected delivery partner is itself seeking to directly deliver homes as well as provide
infrastructure, then this is eminently achievable as it will have been working towards
implementable permission since the original outline permission 9 months earlier. Indeed, the
original permission may even have been a hybrid with a detail first phase. Whether or not this is
the preferred approach will be determined through the Outline Business Case, but we would
anticipate this form of hybrid approach to be likely to be preferred.

1.29

These timescales have been considered against best practice research (Nathaniel Lichfield
and Partners - NLP – Report; Start to Finish How Quickly do Large scale Housing Sites Deliver?
Nov 2016). It is important to note the method behind this analysis. NLP count the time period
from the point at which the site in question was first ‘formally identified as a potential housing
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allocation (e.g. in a LPA policy document)’. The average length of time identified from this
point to submission of the first planning application is 3.9 years. Following this, the average time
to first housing delivery for large sites is ‘in the order of 5.3 – 6.9 years’. [Housing delivery is the
completion of the first unit or where the exact month isn’t known the midpoint, i.e. October, of
the annual monitoring period]. This gives a total of 9.2 – 10.8 years.
1.30

The Council selected the Garden Community as part of their spatial strategy in March 2017. A
Garden Community consultation, including South Godstone was undertaken in August
/September 2017. South Godstone Garden Community was identified as the preferred
location in the Regulation 19 document published at Planning Policy Committee in July 2018. If
starting from March 2017, delivery of the first homes in 2026/27 as proposed in the submitted
trajectory would provide for a total period on a comparable basis of c 9.5 years. If the July
2018 was taken, then a total period on a comparable basis would be c 8 years. On a high
level, average basis, the Council’s projected start on site is entirely supported by the NLP
analysis as it is within the range found for the sample sites on average. This is before even
considering that for SGGC the Council proposes to drive delivery directly, and that the
proposed AAP will do much of the work typically required for planning applications.

1.31

The Council is also geared up to commence work on the AAP and, at an appropriate point of
development of the AAP, an Outline Business Case. The GC is already on the Homes England
Garden Communities programme, including having had some capacity funding assigned, and
we are already retained to advise on these next stages of work.

2.

Delivery Trajectory

2.1

Quite detailed assumptions on the anticipated housing delivery trajectory for the Garden
Community have been developed for the HIF bid. This includes the timing of the first delivery of
homes, and the profile of delivery thereafter. The former is dealt with above.

2.2

With regard to the latter, the Local Plan makes an overall average assumption consistent
delivery of homes from the first year (i.e. 200 per annum from year 1).

2.3

In reality it is likely that the GC will deliver at a varied rate across its programme, and that it is
likely to involve some degree of starting at a slower rate initially and increasing to a peak.
However the projected housing delivery of 200 units per annum is nevertheless appropriate as
an estimate of delivery on average, given the actual deliver rate will fluctuate and the peak
rate may be greater than this average allowance. We have previously advised the Council
that a stabilised rate of c 270upa should be achievable.

2.4

The NLP report states that on average larger schemes (over 2,000 units) deliver at a rate of 161
units per annum overall. We would comment that this is just a simple average, and that it
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masks a very wide range of delivery rates. The report itself states on multiple occasions that
there are a myriad of factors that an affect delivery, that every site is different.
2.5

The 161upa average is based on data from 17 sites from all over the country, covering a very
wide range from 53-321upa.

2.6

Where the data only shows overall delivery over a number of years we have assumed constant
deliver at the same level over this period for the purpose of illustration.

2.7

The chart demonstrates the highly volatile nature of delivery rates for any given year, as well as
the wide range of delivery rates across schemes. As stated earlier, it is difficult to draw
conclusions from such a widely varying data set, but it is interesting to note the white line,
which shows the average delivery rate for every year for which there are at least 5 data points.

2.8

For all but 2 years, this average hovers around the 200upa mark. This demonstrates the
reasonableness of the Council’s approach, namely the adoption of a delivery rate not
intended to reflect exact figures, but an average overall of rates of delivery over time that may
in reality be more mixed.

2.9

Whilst we would accept that delivery on site may not start at a consistent rate, we are of the
view that the specific circumstances of the site and proposed delivery approach would allow
delivery at a faster peak range that would average to the profile submitted in the Local Plan
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documents. Once stabilised, we are of the view that a rate of c 270upa could be achieved.
This is due to a number of factors:
•

Market depth/strength of market;

•

Multiple outlets; and

•

Delivery model.

Strength of Market
2.10

The proposed GC is in an area of very high house prices, in an affluent area of the South East of
England, where average house prices are almost double the national average, and are c 14
times local incomes.

2.11

Whilst we would repeat our view of the limitations of the dataset presented in the NLP report,
there is an attempt to tie delivery rates to geographical location with reference to strength of
market. This is with reference to a metric of CLG land value estimates for Local Authorities
(2014). The most recent MHCLG figures for policy appraisal (2017) estimate the residential land
value for Tandridge as £6,805,000/ha. This value is quite literally off the scale of the chart
presented in the NLP report (repeat below). The trendline, stated to show “a clear relationship
between the strength of the market … and average build out rates”, suggests that in an area of
such high value a delivery rate of over 200upa would be achieved.
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2.12

In fact, the Tandridge policy appraisal land value is the 19th highest of all authorities outside of
London, making it one of the strongest markets in the country.

2.13

Within the viability evidence supporting the Local Plan the housing values adopted are also
reflective of the rate of sale envisaged. In order to support rates of sale (to fit the business
model of likely developers – see below) the values adopted are significantly below what can
typically be achieved for new build housing the in area, because typical development is of a
much smaller scale, and targeted at a luxury end of the market. This offers significant scope to
deliver homes at more affordable pricing, to target a different market segment and achieve
increased rates of sale as a result.

2.14

Tandridge also has a housing affordability ratio of 14 times the average resident wage, making
it one of the least affordable places to live outside of London. This suggests that there is
significant pent up demand for housing priced more affordably, and that housing marketed at
lower unit values, likely in the context of a large strategic site with a large quantum to dispose,
will sell well and at a strong pace. Notwithstanding this, the adopted sales rate is a typical one.

Multiple Outlets
2.15

The proposed location of the GC lends itself well to sales through multiple outlets.

2.16

Whilst the exact siting and layout of the scheme has yet to be determined, the Area of Search
includes many different access points which enables the delivery of multiple outlets from a
practical point of view, and to allow differentiation.

2.17

The site also provides scope for significant product differentiation. The character of the Area of
Search is varied, with varied topography, a number of natural and heritage features and
centred on the focal point of a train station. This lends itself to a variety of products and
marketing exercises as there will be a range of different settings, and different densities and
housing typologies will be suitable in different locations. This differentiation is important for
ensuring separate outlets perform in isolation and do not draw on each other’s trade.

2.18

In our view, the site could comfortably support 3 or 4 different outlets. Given the expectation
of delivery of a high proportion of affordable housing (40% affordable has been tested in the
viability evidence), this would provide that for the scheme as a whole to deliver at a rate of
270upa, each outlet would only need to secure sales at a rate of 1 per week. This is an
eminently achievable rate, even with some overlap of markets between outlets, and one
which housebuilders would often set as a minimum and would typically expect to significantly
exceed.
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Delivery Model
2.19

As described above, the Council is prepared to take an active role in delivery of the GC and
to drive its objectives and the aspirations of the Local Plan aspirations through to delivery,
including procuring a development partner if necessary.

2.20

Through the Business Case process the optimal delivery approach, but a masterdeveloper
model, where infrastructure is delivered upfront and serviced parcels are disposed to
housebuilders, is likely to be preferred, at least within a hybrid model if not adopted solely.

2.21

This approach lends itself to faster rates of delivery both by enabling the provision of multiple
outlets described above, including with multiple different housebuilders, and also due to the
business models of firms likely to deliver the scheme. Masterdevelopers are driven by IRR and
ROCE measures of return which are highly sensitive to timing and phasing. Such developers will
look to deliver at healthy rates of sale, either directly of houses or disposals of plots, to support a
higher IRR, rather than focussing on profit on cost or revenue metrics that aren’t time-sensitive.
Aligning business models to timing in this way will further help to ensure that faster rates of
delivery are secured – put simply it will not be the developers’ preference to hold land and
delay delivery.

Alternative Profile
2.22

Drawing on the above we consider below a potential delivery profile that may more closely
reflect actual on-site rates, though would not provide for a different overall quantum of
delivery within the Local Plan period than that submitted for examination.

2.23

We have previously advised the Council that a stabilised rate of c 270upa should be
achievable for the GC. This is due to the factors described above, and is supported by
evidence. Though the stated average rate in the NLP report is lower, as described above on
further analysis a higher average annual rate could be supported using the same data, and
there are issued with data variance and sample size.

2.24

The Letwin Review (‘Independent Review of Build Out Rates’, June 2018) has been referred to
in discussion of the HIF bid and the Local Plan. We have analysed the Review findings. This
assessed delivery rates for a number of large schemes over recent years, much as NLP did,
albeit more recently. The schemes were varied in their scale and location, with significant
variance in results. The chart below shows the full range:
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2.25

‘Stage 2’ refers to the build-out phase of development following grant of the first detailed
planning permission. It should be noted that this may capture a wider timeframe than the
build out rates published within the NLP Report. The latter appears to list annual completions
on site once completions start to be declared, primarily from annual monitoring data, and
therefore would not necessarily capture time between permission being granted and the first
completion, i.e. reserved matters/satisfaction of conditions.

2.26

Analysing this in greater detail, the report finds correlation between size of scheme and speed
of delivery. This makes sense given larger schemes with longer timeframes are likely to be
driven by IRR and ROCE measures of return that are time dependent, and therefore those
developers delivering such schemes will focus on a healthy rate of sale above other
considerations, even above maximising sales values to an extent. The chart below illustrates
the relationship:
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2.27

Clearly there are examples well above and below the trend line, but the overall correlation
suggests a scheme of 4,000 units such as that proposed at South Godstone should deliver at a
rate of c 260 per annum (dotted line our addition). The below chart expresses the same data
in terms of percentage of scheme delivered per annum rather than units.
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2.28

For a scheme of 4,000 units, the correlation suggests a delivery rate of c 7.2% per annum. This is
equivalent to 288 units per annum.

2.29

In addition, one aspect not analysed in the review is the level of affordable housing at each
scheme. It is unequivocal that investigations made clear that adsorption of affordable homes
is limited only by the delivery of the private homes to cross-subsidise them, rather than any
inherent shortage of demand, and that no developers reported difficultly disposing of
affordable units. Assuming a viable scheme overall, therefore, it stands to reason that high
levels of affordable housing will provide for greater delivery rates overall, given that a greater
proportion of the overall deliver will not be subject to normal market absorption.

2.30

Tenure was not a metric measured in the Letwin review. However, we would assume that the
delivery of 40% affordable housing at SGGC is towards the top of the range of proportions
delivered at the analysed schemes. We would therefore expect that the South Godstone
scheme should deliver on the faster side of average compared to the other schemes.

2.31

Besides this analysis, on a more qualitative basis we would consider a stabilised rate of c
270upa to be achievable for all the other reasons described above. We would therefore
consider the below alternative delivery profile to be achievable by way of illustration:
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Year

2026/27

Units Delivered
Private Units Per Week
Outlets
Private Units Per Week Per Outlet

2.32

2027/28

2028/29

2029/30

2030/31

2031/32

2032/33

75

125

175

225

270

270

270

0.87

1.44

2.02

2.60

3.12

3.12

3.12

1

2

2

3

3

3

3

0.87

0.72

1.01

0.87

1.04

1.04

1.04

This alternative delivery profile would deliver approximately the same number of units over the
plan period as that submitted for examination. It is eminently achievable.

2.33

As described above, actual delivery rates may be affected by a wide range of factors and so
actual delivery may fluctuate. Hence, the Council’s approach has been to adopt a consistent
average rate. The above illustrates one potential profile that could deliver this quantum in
practice.

The updated and detailed SGGC financial appraisal prepared for the HIF Bid
is summarised below.
This is based on 40% affordable housing delivery and full coverage of IDP
infrastructure costs. It allows a £21million infrastructure cost contingency.
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TOTAL
1,410
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Explanatory extract from Bid:
The GDV estimate has been provided by Avison Young as development consultants.
The strategic scheme is different from any of the existing or recent new build developments in
either location and are of a scale where it will need to be competitive on a sub-regional basis
rather than just local. The units are also priced to reflect the assumed rates of sale and the
quantum of sales to be achieved. Avison Young is of the view that the adopted values are
reasonable and appropriate.
All other values including affordable residential and commercial values are based on Avison
Young’s professional view. AY has worked on numerous large scale strategic residential
schemes, and is currently advising in relation to the North Essex Garden Communities and
land at Ifield, West Sussex. Adopted assumptions are therefore based on relevant and
current experience at other projects including being informed by comparable evidence and
agent opinion.
In relation to shared ownership values, these values are based on an approximate investment
approach similar to that adopted by Registered Providers. The values are based on full
market values, for which a 30% upfront share of equity is assumed to be purchased. The
remaining equity is assumed to be charged a rent of 2.5% per annum. An efficiency
deduction and yield is applied to this income stream and then this capitalised figure is added
to the upfront equity sold to arrive at an overall asset value. This value is equivalent to c
71% of private sale values, which AY considers is appropriate in this location.
For the rented affordable units, the value is based on Local Housing Allowance levels in the
area. It is assumed that this rent can be charged to the tenants of these units; this is
effectively equivalent to most of these units being social rent units given the rent is set at
local benefit levels. To this rental stream a deduction for maintenance, management, bad
debts and voids is applied, as well as an investment yield. This provides for a capital value
for each unit, equivalent to 45% - 54% of private sale value (depending on unit type). AY
considers this appropriate in this location and potentially conservation if a greater mix of
rental values is to be targeted.
The residential mix assumed is 40% affordable housing, split 75% affordable rent and 25%
shared ownership, in accordance with emerging local planning policy.
For commercial uses (employment and retail), Avison Young has reviewed local evidence of
comparable transactions and combined this with its experience of similar schemes. The
Garden Community proposal is effectively to deliver an entirely new centre, so from a retail
perspective direct comparability is difficult. AY has therefore formed a conservative
assumption based on rents lower than those generally in the surrounding centres, to account
for the new location ‘bedding in’ and to reflect developers’ likely to approach; being that
little return if any will be sought on this element; rather the focus will be on securing
occupiers to deliver appropriate services for the new housing, to support housing prices and
sales rates.
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In relation to employment uses, much the same logic applies, though to some extent
transactional evidence at nearby locations is more instructive as the fact this will be a new
community is less relevant for these uses. AY has therefore adopted rents and yields similar
to those generally found in nearby commercial locations.
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From:
Sent: 27 February 2019 14:19
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid
Paul
I can do Thursday at 1530.
When we spoke to Tandridge to go through the high level plans for Godstone Village I must
admit I wasn’t aware of them going for a bid for HIF funding. With regards to Godstone
Village we said that with the amount of new homes proposed that works would be required at
Godstone Station to cater for the extra numbers of passengers. We have not looked at any rail
elements bar the station improvements that could be put into any bid. As you know the
Tonbridge to Redhill line has no direct service into London which was part of the May 2018
TT change. This is unlikely to change until at least the Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme
happens which is probably a decade away.
I have tried to speak to colleagues about who may have instructed Tandridge not to include
any rail elements into their bid but so far I haven’t found anyone.
Regards
Paul
From:
Sent: 27 February 2019 11:17
To:
Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid

I’m conscious that the deadline for HIF applications is looming and as an industry we owe
the council a straight answer. Grateful to discuss this at your earliest convenience.

Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio,
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport
3/23 | 07785 459189 |

From:
Sent: 25 February 2019 13:24
To:
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Subject: South Godstone HIF bid
Hi

,

I’ve been passed your details by Mark Bristow at Tandridge Council (although, John, we’ve
met before of course). Tandridge have recently been in to meet the Rail Minister to discuss
their HIF bid for South Godstone, where they were given a clear steer to put rail elements
into their HIF bid where these would be required to support the housing development they are
proposing. I understand that NR has advised them not to put rail elements into the bid at all,
which has left Tandridge somewhat confused. It’d be really helpful to understand the NR
position here; I’m sure we can clear it up with a quick phone call. Would 1330 tomorrow
(Tuesday) suit? If not, 1530 on either Wednesday or Thursday would also work.
Many thanks,

Senior Planning and Investment Manager,
South East, Anglia and Enhancements
Portfolio, Rail Infrastructure - South
3/23, Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road, London, SW1P 4DR
07785 459189
Follow us on twitter @transportgovuk

The information in this email may be confidential or otherwise protected by law. If you
received it in error, please let us know by return e-mail and then delete it immediately,
without printing or passing it on to anybody else.
Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages are routinely monitored for compliance with our
policy on the use of electronic communications and for other lawful purposes.
**********************************************************************************
******************************************************************************
The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or
otherwise protected from disclosure.
This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be
copied or disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.
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If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete
the email and any copies from your system.
Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made
on behalf of Network Rail.
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office
Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN

Dear

,

Many thanks for your email – answers to each of your questions as follows:
a) The Rail Minister suggested the inclusion of rail elements within the bid; rail
elements should be included in the HIF bid to the extent that they would be required
to unlock housing development that would otherwise not occur. If the required
transport capacity uplift can be realised without HIF funding (because it is funded
elsewhere, would have happened anyway, or for some other reason), rail elements
should not be included in a bid.
b) As above – rail elements should only be included if the viability of the housing plans
are predicated on further infrastructure being put in place.
c) If the housing development is dependent on the reinstatement of direct London
services from Godstone, this would not be deliverable without an infrastructure-led
solution and, if this does remain an aspiration, on which the housing element is
predicated, should be included. When councillors met the Rail Minister recently, the
discussion centred largely around improving the frequency, capacity and reliability of
the current service, as well as having the services run later, rather than on direct
services (although this was mentioned). The feasibility of this requires discussion and
agreement with the train operator and DfT colleagues are very happy to support here.
If a solution can be found by working with the train operator, then this would not need
to be included in the bid (noting that additional services would come with an
additional cost). DfT officials have discussed this issue with the operator, who have
said that the current infrastructure on the line provides sufficient capacity for growth
in the foreseeable future. The reliability of the line has been much improved since the
start of 2019, following a period of delays due to speed restrictions being in place. In
the longer term, works to extend the platforms on this line could be used to run longer
trains and consequently expand the capacity, however this would not be strictly
necessary until the available options for increased frequency and capacity within the
current infrastructure have been explored. The feasibility of this requires discussion
and agreement with the train operator and Network Rail, and DfT colleagues are very
happy to support here. On the late night services – this would not require additional
infrastructure and as a result isn’t related to the HIF bid.
d) If this is an element for which funding was being sought through HIF, I would see
TSGN/Network Rail involvement – at this stage – only needing to go as far as ‘in
principle support’ for the station enhancements, with information on development and
delivery costings (bearing in mind that the promoter is on risk for cost increases once
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any funding is secured). It wouldn’t be reasonable to expect – say – a GRIP3 design
in the next month, but reasonably reliable costings would need to be included
I understood from the councillors’ meeting with the Rail Minister that it was hoped
that s106/CIL contributions to fund these works could be leveraged from the housing
developer; it would be helpful to understand what level of certainty you have over
this, and whether you’ve had previous successes on other schemes. If this element
isn’t included in the HIF bid and if sufficient developer contributions can’t ultimately
be secured, it will be very difficult to make the business case to DfT for funding the
improvements, so I would counsel you to keep your options open on the source of
funding for the station improvements. As above, if you can successfully make the
argument that these station improvements would be needed to support the housing
development that would make for a legitimate inclusion in the HIF bid. Steer should
be able to assist in advising what evidence would be required to make this argument,
and we would again be happy to support.
e) I would encourage you to incorporate rail elements into the HIF bid (for example
station redevelopment, platform lengthening or the procurement of additional rolling
stock) if consultation with Network Rail and GTR shows that these elements are
essential to support the level of proposed housing growth along the line. Officials in
the Department are happy to support with these discussions.
f) The ‘normal’ enhancements pipeline process operated by DfT would remain open –
more information available here. However on the face of it, I would not be overly
optimistic about the likelihood of success as a very strong business case for
investment would need to be made to secure government development and capital
funding. Given current low demand at the station and existing spare capacity on the
services, even should the housing development come to fruition, there are likely to be
much stronger and better-developed cases ahead of this one. Other funding options
may include Access for All (which will also rely on a strong accessibility case); as
well as the possibility of inserting some form of obligation in the next franchise on the
route (the caveat being that it is very early on in the development of the successor to
TSGN and the franchise may take a very different form. Other extraneous factors
such as the ongoing Williams Rail Review may also change the current landscape
further so I would not be able to say now with any certainty that this route would
remain open). I’d be very happy to discuss this further with you if helpful.
Regards,

Paul Stone | Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio,
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport
3/23 | 07785 459189 |

From:
Sent: 06 February 2019 11:45
To:
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Cc:

Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid
Dear

,

Many thanks for your offer of assistance and more detailed advice. A conversation we had
yesterday with MHCLG, Steer Economic Development and Homes England indicated that in
their view the inclusion of rail elements would weaken our BID prospects. As such we just
wanted to seek some clarification on a couple of points so that we can try and make a better
informed decision on how to proceed:
a) We understand that we were advised by the Rail Minister to include the upgrade of
Godstone Station infrastructure and as per the email trail below an indication from
yourself that we may wish to include Redhill-Tonbridge Line upgrades more
generally. Please can you confirm if this remains the case considering the following
matters?
b) Please can it be confirmed with Central Government colleagues the true position of
DFT and MHCLG as it appears we have received some conflicting advice depending
on the day we seek advice/support as to how to proceed?
c) We were advised that we would need to justify the “dependent development” for each
of the infrastructure elements that we were seeking funding support for. In relation to
rail upgrades across the whole Redhill -Tonbridge Line, in our view this seems a task
beyond our capabilities as it was implied yesterday that we have to identify the
precise house which causes the tipping point at which the network would break.
Please can you confirm if this is your understanding of what needs to be included and
this how you will be assessing the rail element should we include it in our bid?
d) Currently we have “high level” thoughts on the upgrades for the station, however,
feedback from yesterday indicated that much more detail would be required for
inclusion in the bid. As such there is a resourcing and timescale issue particularly if
we are to have further discussions with Network Rail and TSGN. You have
previously indicated it is essential for these partners to be on board, in your opinion,
how vulnerable would it be to not have both of these partners fully on board at this
stage bearing in mind the timescales for submission?
e) You have indicated the HIF bid would need to contain costed and achievable
interventions that go to achieving the objectives you’re seeking in terms of rolling
stock etc. Naturally as a Local Planning Authority, this is has never been something
we have had to even contemplate. IT may seem rathe circular, however, can you
indicate typical costings for rolling stock etc or point us in the direction of where we
might be able to obtain this information quickly? – We would anticipate that a
manufacturer would charge different list prices depending on the volume required,
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owing to economies of scale etc and indeed it would depend on the preferred provider
of such rolling stock?
f) You have indicated If the HIF bid is not successful for whatever reason, there is still
the opportunity to seek enhancement funding to deliver the project objectives. Please
can you confirm which opportunities there may be available to us to explore that you
are aware of, notwithstanding priorities of Government and funding streams come and
go and how we might go about accessing them?
Owing to our unusually “nonglacial” timescales a response soonest would be gratefully
received.
Kind Regards

Strategy Specialist
Strategy
Tel: 01883 732921

Tandridge District Council
The Council Offices
8 Station Road East
Oxted, Surrey
RH8 0BT

www.tandridge.gov.uk

From:
Sent: 30 January 2019 08:34
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid
Dear Mark,
Thanks very much for this. I was also at the meeting with the Minister, and would certainly
encourage the inclusion of rail elements in the HIF bid. You may not necessarily wish to
include the station improvements in the bid if you have a solid-looking funding option
through the developers; the HIF bid may be a more appropriate vehicle for the infrastructure
on the line of route. I understand that the main problem is the reliability and frequency of the
service, along with it not running particularly later into the evening. I would encourage you to
discuss the viability of improving this with GTR; a successful HIF bid may unlock the
possibility of additional rolling stock – but I couldn’t guarantee this (for in-franchise issues,
I’ve copied in my colleague Toby Lorber, who was also at Monday’s meeting). The HIF bid
would need to contain costed and achievable interventions that go to achieving the objective
you’re seeking, so ongoing discussion with Network Rail will be essential too. It’ll be me that
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ends up appraising rail elements of the bid, so happy to provide more detailed advice once the
drafting is available.
If the HIF bid is not successful for whatever reason, there is still the opportunity to seek
enhancement funding to deliver the project objectives – although on the face of it, the
problem is less an infrastructure one; more a service pattern and timetabling one. Should an
infrastructure solution be viable, though, I’d be happy to provide advice on the business case
that will need to be produced to support this. I should mention now though – Network Rail’s
funding for enhancements is very constrained in CP6 (2019-2024) and a very strong business
case would be needed to support the investment that might be required. Happy to discuss this
further too.
You also touch on works at East Croydon and Windmill Junction – we have been working
with Network Rail for some time on the wider Brighton Mainline upgrade; of which this is
one element. We are currently awaiting the results of Network Rail’s design work and will
take a view on further funding for this once more is known – this should be later in the year.
The desire for direct London services to be reinstated is noted – I’ve copied in Will
Saltmarsh, who currently leads on the specification of the new franchise, for his information.
Regards,
Paul
Paul Stone | Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio,
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport
3/23 | 07785 459189 |

From:
Sent: 29 January 2019 11:08
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: South Godstone HIF bid
Importance: High
Dear

,

As part of a proposed Garden Community at South Godstone, it is envisioned that upgrades to
Godstone Station will act as a key anchor as part of the development creating a Gateway for the new
community.
There is an existing station in place, albeit this consists of a small car park, two platforms and
footbridge with a ticket machine. We seek support for the upgrading of this station as opposed to an
entirely new station.
Detail of specific upgrade/design is anticipated to take place as part of an Area Action Plan, however,
current thinking is that the station can be “re-orientated” so that main access to the station will be
predominantly from the south as opposed to the north as is current which it is acknowledged is
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limited in space owing to just a small car park and surrounding residential development therefore
providing limited scope for increasing capacity and for upgrading.
This re- orientation will provide the necessary room for the provision of enhanced facilities and
mobility impaired access as well as a potential station forecourt to serve as part of an integrated
transport hub for improved bus services, taxi rank and car parking. Part of the costs of this provision
can be offset by development of the air rights over a new station ticket hall, for example by
provision of a low-rise hotel, office space and/or residential thus creating a “gateway/destination
marker” for the proposed new community. The topography of the locality allows for a scheme to be
delivered that would not be visually obtrusive, and the utilisation of air rights would not require air
rights over the track itself (except for a mobility impaired access bridge to allow full access to both
platforms).
In addition, it is desirable for the ticket hall to include a shop and café to provide an additional
income stream through rent which should be of benefit to the franchise holder of the station
(currently GTR).
The Topography at this location would require the installation of a lift from a ticket hall at street
level.
Proposed upgrade works are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provision of a ticket hall to include ticket office and ticket machines
Provision of W/Cs
Real time information
Mobility Impaired access to both platforms to include lift access to street level
Station forecourt/ public square
Taxi rank
Covered cycle parking
Bus Shelters with real time information and layby
New car park with approximately 500 -1000 spaces (to be shared between station users and
users of the new community village/town centre)

What we are asking for:
•
•
•
•
•

In principle support for the above mentioned facilities
In principle support for offsetting costs of the upgrade via rent income generation and lowlevel air rights development over a new ticket hall
Pro-active and positive engagement by Network Rail and DfT partners in a timely fashion in
order to unlock the full potential of a Garden Community
A position statement that the upgrades are deliverable at this location
A requirement of any new Franchise Agreement to include direct services into London

We have not been asking for a commitment of money in relation to a station upgrade as we believe
the proposals could be self -financing with initial outlay paid for by the developer(s). This being said,
the Leader of the Council met with the Rail minister yesterday and was advised that we should
include station upgrades in the HIF Bid and seek HIF funds to assist.
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With regards to Direct Access Services/Timetabling we are aware that as part of timetable changes
in May of this year, direct services to London have ceased along this line and instead replaced with a
shuttle service, we did make representations at the time that we wished for direct services to
remain, however, understood that additional capacity was prioritised for the Brighton Mainline as
part of the Thameslink initiative.
We are further aware of the constraints on the line from East Croydon and in particular at the
Windmill Junction just to the south of Selhurst Depot. We have had discussions with Network Rail in
relation to these constraints and expressed support for their work in devising a feasibility study to
submit to Government for a funding package. As part of the proposals it is envisaged that further
capacity could be created with an additional platform at East Croydon and viaduct and signalling
improvements at the Windmill Junction. We have further indicated that our support is based on the
allocation of some of the additional train flow paths at peak times in order to enable a
reinstatement of a direct services at the very least during these peak times along the Tonbridge to
Redhill route.
We seek
•
•
•

Full support for a reintroduction of direct services from the Redhill – Tonbridge line into
London, at least during peak periods, once the upgrades at East Croydon and the Windmill
Junction have been completed.
Any new Franchise Agreement awarded to include such provision
A commitment that the Redhill – Tonbridge line is not being actively managed to decline.

In relation to this last point, Tandridge District Council is somewhat concerned that it appears that
this line is being putti into a managed decline by the current Franchise holder.
I would be happy to discuss further should you like to give me a call.
Strategy Specialist
Strategy
Tel: 01883 732921

Tandridge District Council
The Council Offices
8 Station Road East
Oxted, Surrey
RH8 0BT

www.tandridge.gov.uk

From:
Sent: 23 January 2019 10:04
To:
Subject: FW: South Godstone HIF bid
,
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See below an email my colleague in rail sent but is yet to receive a response. Grateful if I
could copied in to any response.
Thank you,

| Area Lead for South East, London, South East and Housing Division, Department for
Transport
2/16 | 07977 410624 |

From:
Sent: 11 January 2019 10:54
To:
Cc:
Subject: South Godstone HIF bid

Dear

(cc. Homes England colleagues),

I hope you don’t mind me contacting you unbidden; I understand from colleagues here that you are
leading on a potential HIF bid for the South Godstone area, to be submitted by March. By way of
introduction, I lead on rail enhancement planning in the Sussex and Kent region for DfT. The purpose
of contacting you is to provide you with a few hopefully-helpful pointers on any rail elements of the
bid, so that you can incorporate any changes you may wish to make before submitting the bid itself.
I note that you’ve had some engagement with Network Rail on the scheme and its feasibility. This is
encouraging, but I would counsel that any rail enhancements required wouldn’t necessarily be able to
be funded by Network Rail, who can’t necessarily agree to funding unilaterally; particularly in a
funding-constrained environment for Control Period 6 (starting 1 April 2019). So any funding required
to deliver improvements may need to be included in the bid itself.
Additionally, it would also be well worth discussing the bid with the train operator concerned (TSGN)
and setting out their position on feasibility in the bid. Whilst Network Rail is the competent authority for
the infrastructure and timetabling, it would be a train operator who would need to deliver any
additional services themselves, with the implications for rolling stock and crew availability which that
might bring with it – as well as the potential for impact on existing timetabled services, including those
on the heavily-used Brighton Mainline.
I would be very happy to discuss any of these further with you if helpful.
Regards,

Senior Planning and Investment Manager,
Rail Infrastructure South
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3/23, Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road, London, SW1P 4DR
07785 459189
Follow us on twitter @transportgovuk
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Appendix 7
(Submission extracts)
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Appendix 8
See separate copy reports attached:
- DRAFT Land Assembly Strategy Report - South Godstone Garden
Community
- South Godstone Garden Community Tandridge District Council; Further
Analysis of Tandridge District Council’s Delivery Options June 2019
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Appendix 9 (see Resolution point F)
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Emran Mian
Director General, Decentralisation and Growth

Joanna Killian
Chief Executive
Surrey County Council

10 March 2020
Dear Joanna,
Housing Infrastructure Fund Forward Funding bid: Unlocking Strategic Development
Sites (HIF/FF/577)
Thank you for the work you and your colleagues have done so far to address housing need in
your authority, including the submission of your Forward Funding bid to the Housing
Infrastructure Fund (HIF).
HIF was a very competitive programme and we received many high-quality bids. As set out in
the HIF prospectus, bids were assessed on their value for money, strategic approach, and
deliverability. Unfortunately, your bid did not meet the criteria for funding through HIF.
Surrey’s bid was an ambitious proposal in an area of high housing demand. However, the bid
will not receive HIF funding due to the delivery risks stemming from the complex land assembly
needed for the scheme. The bid also does not demonstrate sufficient value for money for the
taxpayer, as the extra housing had the potential to create increased congestion on local roads,
without clear mitigations, which outweighed the other benefits of the bid.
I appreciate this is not the outcome you will have hoped for. However, we believe the case
would benefit from further development, including whether there are other transport
improvements that would help mitigate against the increased congestion.
As set out in its manifesto, the Government will introduce a Single Housing Infrastructure Fund
(SHIF) to provide the infrastructure needed to support new homes. We will set out further
details in due course and work with you to explore what’s possible.

Should your team wish to discuss the HIF feedback in more detail and to discuss any
opportunities to support the council’s wider housing plans, please contact me on
and my team will make the necessary arrangements.
Yours sincerely,

Emran Mian
Director General, Decentralisation and Growth
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Ref:

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:
Ian H Burt

Name of organisation (if applicable):
Medway Countryside Forum
Address:

Email:

Phone:

Ref:

Part 2 – Your Response
•
•
•

This public consultation proposes a vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula.
The vision should help to make it clear what we want to achieve. It should be clear, realistic and
locally distinctive.
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



No



Comments:

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



No



No



No



Comments:

3. Does the vision reflect your priorities?
Yes



Comments:

4. Is it concise and easy to understand?
Yes



Comments:

5. How can we measure success of achieving the vision?
Comments:
6. Can you set out a better vision for growth on the Hoo Peninsula? Please tell us:

7. Please use the space below to make any other comments on the consultation document: Having
read through your leaflet and looked at background material you have published
I am happy to recognise the aspirations that the council have in developing a new town. However,
there is a lack of detail on which to comment. My main concern is in the developments at
Chattenden/lodge hill and Deangate.

Ref:
Both of these have potential to damage the SSSI’s for Chattenden Woods and Nightingales at
Lodge Hill. There is no indication of what Buffer Zones will be implementable on the sites and, in
the case of Lodge Hill, 2 of the areas at least, seem to encroach to an extent as to encourage the
destruction or disturbance of known nesting sites.

