GRT Consulting Response to the Medway Local Plan with regards to Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation needs and provision.

GRT Consulting is comprised of Gypsy and Traveller community members; planning specialists;
academics and works closely with Gypsy Roma and Traveller organisations. We have a wealth of
experience working with Gypsy and Traveller communities particularly in Kentin accommodation
and needs assessments, site planning, dispute resolution, cultural awareness training, health
and education programmes and | n providing training to local authorities, public and
voluntary/third sector organisations.

Councils have a duty to provide sufficient land for Gypsy & Traveller sites which should underpin
how authorities assess need and identify suitable sites.” The Local Plan identifies an immediate
need for 31 additional pitches in Medway for those who meet the planning definition between
2022-2041 but takes no account of the 12 families currently residing at the Bredhurst Park and
Ride site just off the M2 and their status is uncertain and that a planning application to convert it
into a Gypsy and Traveller site has been submitted. The Plan assumes that ‘need can be met
through expansion of existing sites’ i.e., through Gypsy and Traveller’s self-provision (private
sites0 and fails to identify any land suitable for local site provision. In addition, there is an
unknown (though anecdotally and via our contacts) significant number of Gypsy and Traveller
families living in bricks and mortar housing in Medway many of whom have entered housing
unwillingly. A body of research has shown that Gypsies and Travellers have been placed in
housing due to a lack of public site provision and difficulties getting planning permission for
private sites. Many are isolated from their own communities, experience prejudice and hostility
from their neighbours and have poor mental health outcomes.? Maidstone Council recently
consulted their Gypsy and Traveller population to ascertain how many would like to move onto
sites and free up housing for those who need them as part of their GTAA. We believe that a similar
approach could be adopted by Medway if they committed to increase the supply of public sites.
This would also increase the supply of available housing locally while providing an economic,
low-cost and culturally appropriate alternative for those wishing to transfer out of housing and
onto sites.

We note that while the Local Plan prioritises intensifying existing sites it notes that consideration
will be made in cases of overcrowding and accessibility and scale of local amenities to meet the
needs of site residents. Over three times more Gypsies and Travellers live in overcrowded
conditions compared to the general population® and despite Medway Council’s Fair Access
Diversity and Inclusion Policy commitments to ‘improve the quality of life for everyone living...in
Medway’ ensure ‘equality of opportunity’ and ‘fair access and inclusion’ it has not applied these
principles to its Gypsy and Traveller population through its failure to provide sufficient
accommodation. Our experience of working with these communities indicates that there is
severe overcrowding on every local authority site in Medway and in surrounding authorities. There

" Local Government Association/Planning Advisory Service (2023) Spaces and places for gypsies and
travellers. https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/spaces-and-places-gypsies-e2f.pdf
2S8mith, D. and Greenfields, M. (2013) Gypsies and Travellers in Housing; FFT (2022) Briefing: Health
Inequalities experienced by Gypsy Traveller and Roma communities. https://www.gypsy-traveller.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/Briefing_Health-inequalities-experienced-by-Gypsies-and-Travellers-in-
England.pdf

3 House of Commons Library (2024) Gypsies and Travellers: Accommodation in England. Research
Briefing. https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-10070/CBP-10070.pdf
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is serious need within Medway as well as nationally for more public site provision to relieve
overcrowding, particularly at the Cuxton Site. No progress has been made in meeting the site
provision laid out in the Medway Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2018) and
this should be addressed as a matter of urgency as the situation around accommodation has got
much worse in recent decades. Nationally, of 149 socially provided sites across 100 local
planning authorities only 30 of these were built since 1994 when the statutory duty to provide
sites was repealed. We would like to see Medway reverse this trend and, like councils such as
Norwich who have just completed renovation of existing sites while providing 16 new pitches,
lead the way in a more enlightened and positive approach towards its Gypsy and Traveller
population. Doing this would ensure that equality of treatment, fairness and inclusion is
embedded in Medway Councils’ actions not just its words. The LGA report Spaces and places for
gypsies and travellers notes that councils at the forefront of planning for the accommodation
needs of Gypsies and Travellers are developing specific Development Plan Documents (DPDs)
which set out location criteria and site allocations and we would recommend that such an
approach be adopted in Medway in consultation with the local Gypsy and Traveller population
and GRT Consulting who can organise and facilitate this process. We agree with the Medway
GTAAthat a managed approach to unauthorised encampments is preferable to providing a transit
site currently but that this should be kept under review according to circumstances.

Mr Joseph Jones GRT Consulting ||| | GGG
Dr David Smith GRT Consultin i
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Medway Local Plan
Via email

34 September 2024
Dear Planning Team,

RE: Medway Council Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation

| am responding to this consultation on behalf of The British Horse Society, the UK's largest equestrian
charity, representing the country’s 3.2 million horse riders.

Key information

e Over 4300’ passported horses are owned by people living in the postcodes contained within
Medway Council area, contributing in excess of £29 million' to the economy per annum, much of
which is spent locally (feed, bedding, farriers, vets, riding instructors and riding schools, efc.).

e In Medway, horse riders have the right to access just 16.9%' of the public rights of way network,
with substantially less for carriage drivers (9.4%). Many of these routes are inaccessible or
disconnected as a result of increased traffic and/or development.

e Research undertaken by the University of Brighton and Plumpton College on behalf of The British
Horse Society™ found that

o More than two thirds (68%) of respondents participated in horse riding and associated activities
for 30 minutes or more at least three times a week. Sport England estimates that such a level
of sporting activity will help an individual achieve or exceed the government’s
recommended minimum level of physical activity.

o Arange of evidence indicates the vast majority (90% plus) of horse riders are female and more
than a third (37%) of the female riders of respondents were above 45 years of age. Horse riding
is especially well placed to play a valuable role in initiatives to encourage increased
physical activity amongst women of all ages.

o Amongst the horse riders who took part in the survey, 39% had taken no other form of physical
activity in the last four weeks. This highlights the importance of riding to these people, who might
otherwise be sedentary.

o Horse riders with a long-standing iliness or disability who took part in the survey are able to
undertake horse riding and associated activities at the same self-reported level of
frequency and physical intensity as those without such an iliness or disability.

No-one is better qualified to demonstrate this than our new ambassador, six-time Paralympic
Gold Medallist and World Champion, Natasha Baker OBE
https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=pLi-8 9WWIkc

1 9% of total distance not number of paths

The British Horse Society is an Appointed Representative of South Essex Insurance Brokers Limited
who are authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.

Registered Charity Nos. 210504 and SC038516. A company limited by guarantee. Registered in England & Wales No. 444742
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Planning Policy, etc.

National Planning Policy Framework

e Paragraph 96 (c) “enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address
identified local health and well-being needs” Providing for equestrians helps to fulfil this requirement

e Paragraph 102 “Access fo a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and
physical activity is important for the health and well-being of communities, and can deliver wider
benefits for nature and support efforts to address climate change. Planning policies should be based
on robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open space, sport and recreation facilities
lincluding quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and opportunities for new provision.
Information gained from the assessments should be used to determine what open space, sport and
recreational provision is needed, which plans should then seek to accommodate.” The inclusion of
equestrians within these assessments will bring the maximum benefit to the maximum number of
people.

e Paragraph 104 “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way
and access, including faking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding
links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails.” Ensuring that all vulnerable road
users, including equestrians, are contained within such facilities can only improve their effectiveness,
the benefits to local people and their value for money.

Medway Right of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP)

“Medway’s public rights of way network has a lower proportion of paths with higher rights (bridleways,
byways and restricted byways] than both the Kent County Council area and the national public rights of
way network. The deficit is due fo a lower proportion of bridleways. Priority areas identified by equestrians
include areas around Upchurch, Rainham, Hoo St Werburgh, Cliffe and the Hoo Peninsula. Routes with
higher rights not only provide access for horses, but can provide safe, traffic-free routes for cyclists.
Where any new routes are proposed, routes providing higher rights will be sought as a preference.”

T2C | To ensure that the T9C A Assess the connectivity of bridleways and byways, considering road safety and areas for possible
network evolves to i upgrade.

meet current and
future needs and
that connectivity is Seek to resolve dead-end routes and provide better connected access, particularly on the Hoo

improved 2t Peninsula and to connect to the England Coastal Path, as resources and opportunities allow.

T2C.2 Deliver new routes for equestrians, addressing fragmentation and improving safety.

More ‘higher status’ routes and address the needs of horse riders - More bridleways, byways and restricted byways and better-connected
routes will help horse riders, cyclists and motorised vehicle drivers (byways only). New routes coming from housing development should allow as
many types of users as possible. Issues including fly tipping, overgrown routes, busy and dangerous roads, better crossing points or paths on
verges and better gates and surfacing also need to be addressed.

It is clear from the above that Medway Council understand the issues facing equestrians and their
aspiration is to improve the situation for them.

It is evident from a health & well-being viewpoint, as well as an economic one, that the Council should
include the needs of equestrians in every aspect of their plan but in particular those aspects involving
active travel and health and wellbeing. Mostwalking and cycling journeys are made for leisure purposes
and mostjourneys on horse-back or in a horse and carriage are also made for leisure purposes. Indeed,
Transport for South East defines Active Travel as including horse riding and so AT routes should not
preclude equestrians because few can ride or carriage drive to work or school.

In our response fo the Reg 18 consultation last year (copy attached] we made reference to specific areas
within the plan. Unfortunately, this year we have been unable to download “the plan” as a whole; it



appears fo be in different segments on the website, much of which seemingly links fo last year’s draft. To
that end, we have been able only fo make general comments in respect of the plan as a whole:

The upgrading of existing footpaths to bridleways where onward connectivity is desirable (for
equestrians as well as cyclists) to local roads and other bridleways and byways should form part of
planning permission granted on all sites.

Internal “loops”/green space should include equestrians by default.

"Behind the hedge” paths should be provided next to roads to keep Non-Motorised Users
(NMU)/Vulnerable Road Users (VRU) off the roads alongside new developments.

Developer contributions should be sought to provide local equestrian light-controlled crossings (for
the benefit of all NMU/VRUs) where required or where likely to be required in the future with further
development thus improving and/or maintaining connectivity for all users.

Bridleways and restricted byways must NOT be used as access roads

The aspirations of Medway’s ROWIP should be borne in mind in all applications. It is obvious for
larger proposed developments but even quite small sites might provide key locations for
improvement.

As always, we remain very willing to work with the Council and would be developers in providing these
improvements for EVERY vulnerable road user.

Yours faithfully

Sarah Rayfield (Mrs.)
Access Field Officer — London & South East

" DEFRA Fol Request April 2021
i BETA — The National Equestrian Survey 2023
i https://www.bhs.org.uk/media/gannghxh/health-benefits-of-riding-in-the-uk-full-report.pdf
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Planning Policy Regeneration, Community & Culture [ ]
Medway Council I
Gun Wharf |
Dock Road 74 High Street
Chatham Sevenoaks TN13 1JR
Kent T: +44 (0) 1732 789 700
ME4 4TR savills.com

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: Medway Local Plan — Regulation 18 (Development Options Consultation)

Introduction

The Rochester Bridge Trust (the Trust) would like to thank Medway Council (MC) for the opportunity to comment
on the Draft Medway Local Plan (Regulation 18 Consultation, 2024). This letter should be read in conjunction
with previous Local Plan representations made by the Trust, including comments on the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment (SLAA) and the Development Strategy in 2018. Copies of these letters can be provided
on request.

Background to the Rochester Bridge Trust

Formally established by Richard Il in 1399, the Trust provides three bridges over the Medway at Rochester, at
no cost to the public. All its income is derived from 14™ century endowments. Today, the Trust is a modern
charity registered with the Charity Commission. It has a board of 13 unpaid trustees. Six of the trustees are
nominated by Medway, Maidstone Borough and Kent County councils.

The Trust is a registered charity. It is a unique survivor of the medieval system of providing bridges and is the
only major independent bridge trust still serving its original purpose — to provide river crossings free of charge
to the public. This purpose is delivered through a long-term plan to maintain the bridges with careful planning
and management. In addition, the Trust funds a series of educational initiatives and provides grant funding for
a range of charitable projects. Rochester Bridge is a critically important piece of transport infrastructure which
serves a public function and is the only crossing of the River Medway in the local authority area which
accommodates all types of road user. It is also a highly-valued and treasured heritage asset.

The Trust is also a landowner with a land portfolio that extends around Kent, including land in the Medway
Council area, notably in Rochester, Rainham, Cooling and Grain. The property portfolio is held primarily for
investment purposes to fund the Trust’s charitable objectives.

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East.

Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138.
Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD
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Draft National Planning Policy Framework

A revised draft of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published for consultation on 30" July
2024. At the current time the consultation draft has limited weight. However, it provides a clear statement of
intent that the new Labour Government is looking to increase the supply of housing in England.

A new Standard Method for assessing housing need is also proposed which sets mandatory housing targets
for each local authority. This revised method is to be used as part of the process of preparing local plans and
will also be applicable where adopted plans are out of date. Under the revised Standard Method, MC will be
required to deliver 1,658 new homes annually compared to 1,644 annually under the current Standard Method.

Comments on the Evidence Base

As part of this Draft Local Plan consultation, MC has published an evidence base. Comments on two of these
documents have been made as part of this representation. These documents are:

e Strategic Transport Assessment Forecasting Report (May 2024); and

e Medway Local Plan 2041 — Regulation 18 — July 2024 — Policies Map — South West

Strateqgic Transport Assessment Forecasting Report (May 2024)

The Strategic Transport Assessment (STA), prepared by Jacobs, informs the preparation of the new Local Plan
and is important in considering the strategic implications associated with transport growth.

The STA includes 2041 transport forecast results both with and without the proposed site allocations set out in
the draft Policy Map. The modelling is based on:

e 11,753 dwellings and 912,901 sqm of employment floorspace from completed and committed
developments;

e Infrastructure planned for the 2019-2041 growth period in Medway; and

e 33,282 dwellings and 29,443 jobs from ‘near certain’ developments? in neighbouring authorities.

The results refer specifically to the capacity of the junctions associated with the Rochester Bridge. The Junction
and Link Volume Over Capacity Assessment found there are 50 junctions across Medway that have a worst-
turn which deteriorates in the 2041 ‘Do Something’ scenario compared to the ‘Reference Case’ scenario,
including the junctions along Rochester Bridge.

The Trust expects development proposals for the allocated residential and employment sites in the new Local
Plan to be supported by robust Transport Assessments, that demonstrate the proposals will not significantly
undermine the capacity of Rochester Bridge and the junctions that meet either end of the Bridge. The STA
should also consider mitigating the effect on ‘pinch points’ in Medway, such as the Strood one way system
which can cause queuing onto the Bridge.

It is noted that the STA is tentative in its conclusions (e.g. at section 7.2 where it states that no modal shift
assumptions have been considered. It goes on to state that the effect of modal shift, and any potential
improvements will be considered as part of the Regulation 19 Local Plan). The Trust looks forward to this further
assessment work and how it is deployed in the selection of local plan allocations.

1 These results should be kept under review, particularly in relation to any increased growth as a result of the new Standard Method.
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Medway Local Plan 2041 Policies Map

Medway’s Draft Policy Map illustrates potential site allocations that will come forward as part of the adopted
Local Plan. The map is divided into five parts based on geography. The map covering the south-east area is of
most relevance to the Trust and its assets.

The Policy Map is in draft form for the Regulation 18 consultation and therefore includes a number of potential
site allocations. Figure 1 below shows an option where residential development is heavily focused around
Strood Train Station. Less residential development is proposed within Rochester because the town has a
number of built environment constraints, principally in relation to heritage.

It is unclear at this stage how many of the residential-led draft site allocations will come forward as strategic
sites in the Local Plan. Notwithstanding this, the Trust would like to highlight that the quantum of development
proposed for the site allocations needs to be robustly tested from a transport perspective to ensure that it can
be accommodated, without a significant impact on highways infrastructure. Alongside the fact that Rochester
Bridge is a Grade Il listed heritage asset, it is also a crucial piece of transport infrastructure connecting Strood
and Rochester. The Trust has concerns that there is a risk the two junctions that meet the Bridge could become
severely congested if all development were to come forward without sufficient mitigation measures being
implemented by the Council.

Legend
[ 1 Medway boundary

Site Allocations
Indicative Preferred Sites - Resi-led
Indicative Preferred Sites - Non-resi

Y
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Figure 1 Draft Policy Map (South West) — Focused on Rochester and Strood
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Comments on Regulation 18 Local Plan
The current consultation document aims to build on the responses to the previous Regulation 18a consultation
‘Setting the Direction for Medway 2040’ in Autumn 2023, which set out to define the overarching vision and
strategic objectives for the new Local Plan.

Strateqgic Growth Options

Section 3 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan sets out three potential strategic growth options for Medway:

e SGO1 - Urban Focus - maximising development on brownfield sites in urban centres and waterfront
sites.

e SGO2 - Dispersed Growth — much higher release of land on greenfield and Green Belt sites.

e SGO3 - Blended Strategy - brownfield first’ focus with regeneration in urban centres and waterfront
locations, complemented by range of sites in suburban and rural areas.

SGO1 and SGO2 could result in the Council relying heavily on a few large strategic allocations, in terms of
housing delivery, which may place unsustainable pressure on local transport infrastructure. There is a risk
SGO2 would not be capable of meeting the housing need identified for Medway and could result in increased
unplanned development. SGOS3 blends urban focus with greenfield development and is the Trust’s preferred
option. This is because SGO3 will provide an opportunity to spread development throughout the area, focussing
it on sustainable locations.

Policy S24: Infrastructure Delivery

Draft Policy S24 relates to the role planning obligations and contributions will have in supporting improvements
to infrastructure across Medway. The Trust would encourage the Council to consider the use of Section 106 to
fund junction improvements and ensure that sufficient capacity can be achieved and maintained. This principle
should apply to both sides of the Rochester Bridge which can be subject to high traffic levels. There are few
road crossings of the river in Medway, and only two which are available to all classes of road traffic. The
strategic importance of Rochester Bridge, to the transport network of the area, should not be underestimated
or undervalued within the Local Plan and future development associated with it.

MC has not adopted a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) but state in paragraph 10.5.10 of the draft Local
Plan that they will consider any future funding mechanisms if they are published by government guidance and
legislation, such as the proposed Infrastructure Levy (IL). The Trust would be happy engage in open dialogue
with MC to discuss future transport provision in and around Strood and Rochester?.

Policy T20: Riverside Path

Draft Policy T20 sets out that waterfront development proposals will incorporate public space to facilitate
walking and cycling and demonstrate the highest design standards, including Local Transport Note 1/20 (Cycle
Infrastructure Design) and Sport England's Active Design guidance.

The policy advises that opportunities to provide linkages with other path networks should be explored where
these are compatible with other policies and do not result in impacts on coastal designated sites. Whilst the
Trust supports MC’s commitment to improve public accessibility, it would like to highlight that Rochester Bridge
(Grade Il listed) and the Esplanade (Grade Il listed) are heritage assets and therefore any new pedestrian
development will need to be sensitively designed. As landowner the Trust should be consulted and approve
any future proposals effecting its property. As part of their charitable objectives, the Trust has previously
invested in the public realm within close proximity to Rochester Bridge and along the Esplanade to maximise
public path networks and open space provision.

2 Noting that the Bridge itself is the Trust’s responsibility
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Policy T21: Riverside Infrastructure

Draft Policy T21 refers to infrastructure in conjunction with the transport of minerals, waste and other defined
materials. For example, there is a network of piers, jetties, slipways and steps along the urban stretches of the
River Medway, some of which are in a poor state of repair.

In relation to the Rochester Bridge (and its environs), the Trust uses land within its ownership at the Strood end
as a site compound and operational working area for essential construction activities. It also requires
unrestricted and unfettered access to this area, and to the Arches under the Old Bridge, in order to perform its
duties and prevent unauthorised access to bridge and other critical service infrastructure.

The security of the area is sensitive and is properly maintained and deliberately kept clear of fixed infrastructure
to allow good surveillance. It is private land, with no public rights of access and it would be most unhelpful and
risky to encourage the public to linger there. The Trust has allowed a permissive path from the Old Bridge to
connect with the Esplanade where it becomes public highway. In addition, statutory undertakers (e.g. utilities
and service providers) also require access to this area under the provisions of the 1965 Rochester Bridge Act
to maintain services at all times. These are important points that MC should be aware of when considering
riverside infrastructure improvements around the Rochester Bridge.

Strood Flood Defences

The Trust has previously raised strong concerns about the flood defence works taking place at Strood (e.qg.
through the draft Strood Riverside Development Brief SPD). In summary, the Trust’s position is that MC has
allowed a number of piecemeal flood defence schemes to come forward since the 1970s, typically associated
with planning applications close to the waterfront. These schemes have resulted in an ineffective use of public
funds and have not addressed the flood defence issues which blight the area to the detriment of the local
community.

The Trust strongly feels that the multiple benefits associated with a strategic flood defence scheme should be
identified in the draft Development Brief, to show a commitment to achieving such a scheme. This should
include the identification of potential sources of funding to bring forward a strategic scheme.

The disbenefit of continuing to do nothing with the wider flood defence is that the residents and businesses of
Strood continue to be at real risk of regular flooding, with associated financial and health risks. It will also mean
that the full regenerative benefits are not accrued.

While the current Local Plan consultation does not specifically relate to the ongoing projects at Strood, the
Trust would like these comments to be noted so that they can be incorporated in the Local Plan preparation
process.

Housing Supply

Paragraph 6.1.2 of the draft Local Plan shows that the Council is basing their Local Housing Need on the
government’s Standard Method. As of March 2024, this is defined as 1,658 homes a year which equates to a
total of 28,000 homes over the plan period up to 2041. The Regulation 18 Local Plan does not include policies
in relation to the proposed strategic site allocations. However, a Policy Map has been prepared to outline the
indicative preferred residential-led sites. It is unclear at this stage whether these preferred sites will meet the
local housing need in full, or if there will be a degree of unmet need to be addressed by windfall sites for
example. Naturally, this will require further thought as part of the ongoing Local Plan process.
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Site Specific Comments — North of St James Church, Cooling

The 0.47 hectare site, which is currently in agricultural use, is situated within the village of Cooling to the north
of the Church of St. James (Grade | Listed Building). Cooling is a small village located in the in the North Kent
Marshes. The village comprises a number of detached dwellings with large gardens. Land to the east of the
site is predominantly residential. Land to the north and west of the site is agricultural, comprising fields with
associated agricultural development (e.g. polytunnels). St. James’s Church is located to the south of the site.
Access is currently obtained onto Main Road. The site lies immediately adjacent to the village Development
Boundary.

In 2014, the site was submitted to the Strategic Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (SHENA). The
SHENA identified the site as being suitable in terms of: highway capacity, landscape, heritage, site
developability and open space. The site was considered suitable for development providing constraints relating
to access, ecology, air quality, land contamination, agricultural land, facilities and services accessibility and
public transport accessibility were addressed.

In 2018, the site was assessed within the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) which concluded that
it was unsuitable due to impact on agricultural land, heritage assets, landscape and isolation from local facilities
and services. The site was then resubmitted to the 2019 SLAA which came to the same conclusion.

Most recently the site was submitted as part of MC’s Call for Sites consultation in January 2023. The Call for
Sites submission included a number of supporting technical documents demonstrating that the site is
unconstrained and a suitable site allocation for sensitive development comprising a modest amount of housing.
The Regulation 18 Local Plan includes an indicative selection of site allocations and therefore the Trust would
advise MC to consider the site for a site allocation in the Regulation 19 Local Plan.

Conclusion
The Trust would like to thank Medway Council for the opportunity to comment on and influence this important

process. Should officers want to meet with the Trust’s representatives to discuss this letter, we would be more
than happy to do so.

Yours Sincerely

Andrew Watson « MRTPI
Director
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Chatham Maritime

These representations relate to Chatham Maritime and are submitted on behalf of the Chatham
Maritime Trust (CMT).

It is important to set out the background before outlining the CMT’s representations on the draft Local
Plan.

For the reasons that are set out below, CMT’s representations address the first two questions in the
summary version of the main Local Plan consultation document, namely:

1. What are the key issues that you want the plan to address, and how?
2. Which of the growth options do you prefer and why?
Background

CMT is a unique organisation set up for a significant purpose that is to identify opportunities and enable
and manage the growth of the Chatham Maritime Estate and to strengthen its community and
environment making it a vibrant, thriving and sustainable place to live, work, study, play and visit.

CMT was formed in 1997 to take on the long-term management and maintenance responsibilities of the
Chatham Maritime Estate. The Trust has four member organisations: Medway Council, Homes
England and the Estate’s two occupier associations: St Mary’s Island Residents Association
Ltd (residential) and South Maritime Residents Ltd (non-residential).

The Trust owns significant parts of the Chatham Maritime Estate and as a landowner has a clear role
to play in the development process. Chatham Maritime Trust also plays an important role in supporting
the growing business, education and residential community at Chatham Maritime and community
activities in the Medway Towns generally. These roles will only increase with time and therefore CMT
is an important stakeholder in the future of Medway.

Chatham Maritime is now a varied development of homes on St. Mary’s Island with office, leisure and
retail at Dockside and universities Medway (Greenwich, Christchurch & Kent), Mid Kent College and
the Waterfront University Technical College.

Chatham Maritime has rapidly been evolving into one of the most dynamic regions in the UK and this
is reflective of the significant role CMT have played to date. The area has undergone major regeneration
which is continuing.

CMT not only owns but maintains infrastructure on which the area depends, for example the flood
defences, riverside walk, two dock basins and the Maritime Way bridge, open landscaped recreational
spaces on the Island (Central West Bund, Central East Bund, Finsborough Down, Dock Square), in
addition to play areas and a Community Centre.

CMT plays a major role in supporting initiatives for future investment in the Medway region and
specifically to support growth in the Chatham Maritime area. The Trust is tasked with both long-term
management and maintenance of the Chatham Maritime Estate in support of five key strategic
objectives:

ensure the Estate is maintained to a high standard

e deliver services that represent value for money

e act as a key partner representing Chatham Maritime
e engage with local communities

e ensure that Chatham Maritime Trust is sustainable

CMT exists and aims to ensure future viability, sustainability and growth of Chatham Maritime in a way
that creates both opportunity and real legacy.



In Medway 2035 prepared by Medway Council, Chatham Maritime is identified as a key regeneration
site in the district. Indeed, part of Chatham Maritime features on the cover of the document, both as a
success story, but also highlighting a future opportunity. The Council acknowledges the leading role
that it has played in planning for and securing Chatham Maritime’s success. Additional plans include
plans for a waterfront Creative Hub, uniting the Historic Dockyard and the Universities and higher
education facilities, and also the development of the two parcels of the Interface Land development
area for residential-led development and supporting commercial uses.

However, the extent of Chatham Maritime — described as approximately 350 acres — is not identified,
nor is the role that the CMT will play in the growth of this area through its land ownership, management
of the Chatham Maritime Estate and operation of the Estate.

The introduction to Medway 2035 confirms the relationship of the document to development plan
documents for Medway where it states:

“Medway Council is preparing a new Local Plan to provide direction for future growth for all ... Medway
2035 complements the Local Plan by developing a structured routemap in support of the policies which
will frame expected growth, and setting out an exciting vision of the future Medway which these policies
will help secure. If the Local Plan exists to manage growth, Medway 2035 exists to deliver it.” (page 6)

In conclusion, it is clear that Chatham Maritime is an important asset to Medway and is capable of
contributing towards the long-term goals for the area’s growth and development, and the CMT is
expected to play a major role in realising this.

Representations

CMT'’s representations respond to two of the four questions set out in the summary document and
each is addressed below.

1. What are the key issues that you want the plan to address, and how?

The first point is the failure of the draft Local Plan to identify and specifically plan for the regeneration
of Chatham Maritime.

Chatham Maritime is mentioned specifically 6 times in the draft Local Plan, but its importance to
Chatham is evidenced throughout the draft Local Plan and in Medway 2035 and as such, its
importance to the district as a whole cannot be overstated. The references in the draft Local Plan
relate to:

o The Learning Quarter and Student Housing (para 6.5.3)

e Houseboats located in marinas (para 6.7.1)

e The learning cluster of further and higher education has been established in the Chatham
Maritime area (7.6.3)

e Policy T12 explains that “the development and expansion of uses that facilitate further and
higher education facilities within the ‘learning quarter’ at Chatham Maritime will be supported”
(Policy T12)

o Dockside Outlet Centre is the main retail provider in the Chatham Maritime area (para 8.8.1)

These references should also include the complementary objectives set out in Medway 2035 to
establish a Creative Hub and achieve residential and commercial development of the Interface Land.
Medway 2025 references the emerging Local Plan but then fails to include two of that documents’
central policy objectives in the draft Local Plan.

Moreover, the draft Plan confirms the opportunities for “water-based recreation” (para 7.7.4) and
specifically the opportunities provided by Dockside’s “waterfront location for water-based leisure”
(para 8.18.2). Policy T13 provides general support for “marine based tourism opportunities”. Water-
based recreation is important for the local community and not just as a tourism attraction, and the
draft Plan fails to acknowledge the role, for example, of the Chatham Maritime Watersports Centre
within Chatham Maritime.



As such, the failure to identify Chatham Maritime and reflect this in an allocation and with
complementary policies means the draft Plan is not sound. We consider that in order for the plan to
be sound and satisfy the relevant tests, the approach to Chatham Maritime needs to be:

Positively prepared — this would occur by defining the area on the Proposals Map and alignment of
the draft Local Plan with Medway 2035. This approach is consistent with the guidance in the NPPF that
“broad locations for development should be indicated on a key diagram, and land- use designations
and allocations identified on a policies map. Strategic policies should provide a clear strategy for
bringing sufficient land forward, and at a sufficient rate, to address objectively assessed needs over the
plan period, in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development.” (para 23) As one of the
key regeneration sites in the district, Chatham Maritime should be identified.

Justified — the NPPF requires that strategic policies in development plans should make sufficient
provision for housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other commercial
development (para 20). The draft Local Plan does this, although the uses and quantum of development
potentially achievable on the two parcels of the Interface land is not quantified, and it should;

Effective — designating Chatham Maritime and the use of a specific policy will guide its growth and
ensure that development is sustainable; and

Consistent with national policy — for the reasons set out above, designation of Chatham Maritime
and setting out policy guidance for this area is consistent with guidance in the NPPF.

The extent of the allocation in the draft Plan is shown below and is consistent with the description in
the document and also Medway 2035.
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In order to be effective, the designation of this area needs to be accompanied by a specific policy
dealing with its development. A draft policy is attached (see last page).

This is consistent with Medway’s ambitious regeneration vision and its six priorities, namely:



Being a destination and achieving placemaking

Attract inward investment

Innovation in everything achievable in Chatham Maritime

Provide high quality business accommodation with digital connectivity

Achieve growth across a range of sectors, including advanced engineering and manufacturing
construction, creative and cultural, and health and social care, and IT and digital

Improve employability working with the Universities, Medway Skills Board and Apprenticeship
Academy



2. Which of the growth options do you prefer and why?

The Council’s preferred Spatial Growth Option is 3 which blends regeneration and greenfield
development. There is a ‘brownfield first’ focus with regeneration in urban centres and waterfront
locations, complemented by range of sites in suburban and rural areas.

This continues the regeneration agenda that has been integral to Medway’s change and growth in
recent years, delivering new homes in accessible locations, and supporting economic growth and new
services and facilities.

CMT supports this option.

This is because it is the most practical and realistically deliverable option in a district as diverse as
Medway. Moreover, it aligns with other policies of the draft Plan and Medway 2035 and specifically
the Medway Regeneration Delivery Plan which is the framework for translating ambition into
prioritised actions. Its priorities and objectives align with CMT’s vision for Chatham Maritime and draft
Policy CM1.

CMT considers that with the identification of Chatham Maritime as a specific location on the Proposals
Map with supporting Policy CM1, the draft Plan is sound because it will have been positively prepared,
justified, effective and consistent with national policy.



Policy CM 1 — Chatham Maritime

Chatham Maritime is identified as a broad location for change within this Local Plan. This policy
identifies the regeneration proposals for Chatham Maritime that will be delivered over the plan period.
The District Council will work with Chatham Maritime Trust, Medway Ports Authority, Kent County
Council, higher education providers and other key partners to support the long term regeneration of
Chatham Maritime and immediately surrounding areas.

It is envisaged that development briefs will be brought forward for key areas and sites, setting out
guiding principles for development. Developments will be encouraged that are consistent with the
objectives set out in Medway 2025 and the development briefs. The Council will facilitate the delivery
of a minimum of *** new dwellings within Chatham Maritime over the plan period. A total of
approximately *** sqm of employment generating uses will also be provided over the plan period.
Public open space, community uses including water-based facilities and small-scale ancillary retail,
restaurants and cafes, leisure, and tourism uses will also be provided as part of continued sustainable
development within Chatham Maritime.

The Council will work closely with existing site owners and businesses to identify their needs, support
their future aspirations and facilitate development. New development will be expected to meet high
standards of environmental efficiency. Development will be expected to comply with energy and
sustainability policies of this plan. All development will be required to protect and enhance the area’s
important environmental assets and wildlife habitats.

All new development proposals must take into account contaminated land, local noise and air quality
impacts and improvements should be sought wherever possible.

*k%k

The number of dwellings are amount of employment space will be determined by future capacity
testing by Medway Council, and therefore no figures are proposed at this stage



Chatham Local Plan

The Council ask two specific questions in relation to Dockside and draft responses are provided
below.

Question 33: Do you agree with the proposed boundary for Dockside as a leisure
destination? Please refer to the proposal map for the boundary suggestion.

The proposed boundary of Dockside is shown below:

It is clear that the proposed boundary acknowledges the diverse retail and leisure offer of Medway and
this part of Chatham because it is clear that the attractiveness of the area is much more than just leisure.
Analysis of the land uses within the area confirm this and the aerial photograph aligns these boundaries
to evidence this point.

It also acknowledges the continuing regeneration, change and growth of this part of Chatham and
Medway, as well as the important role that Dockside has played and will continue to play in this process.
The area has changed and is now a place for people to live, work and relax, and the draft Local Plan
acknowledges this. This is welcomed.



Within the area as a whole, Dockside Shopping Centre is a key attraction. It is right that the proposed
policy boundary for Dockside includes the building itself and the retail and leisure offer of the wider
surrounding area. Consistent with how the area has changed, since Dockside Shopping Centre
opened in July 2003, over the last 21 years its offer and attractiveness has been allowed to change
with the full support of the Council.

This is reflected in the relaxation of restrictions on goods that can be sold and its operation, and
therefore it is not correct for the draft Local Plan to refer to this as an Outlet Centre, it is now a
Shopping Centre performing an important function for local residents and also visitors. All references
to Dockside Outlet Centre should be changed to Dockside Shopping Centre.

The question posed seeks to define Dockside as a leisure location, it is clearly more much than that,
and we address this in the answer to Question 34.

In conclusion, the proposed boundary of Dockside as a whole is supported and the Council’s positive
support for it is welcomed, but the role of Dockside Shopping Centre needs to be addressed positively
elsewhere in the draft Plan.

Question 34: Do you support the percentage mix of uses proposed? If not, can you
provide evidence for an alternate mix?

Our answer to this question is in two parts: an overview of retailing in the district as a whole, and then
commentary on the mix of uses proposed, including proposing a change to the designation of Dockside
Shopping Centre itself because we do not support the proposed percentages.

Retailing in the district

We support the Council’s intention to protect main Town and District Centres such as Chatham Town
Centre and Gillingham District Centre such that their role and function within the retail hierarchy is
supported and maintained. We acknowledge Chatham as a primary centre and its prominent position
in Medway and the importance of retaining its viability and vitality.

It is clear that Dockside Shopping Centre has co-existed alongside Chatham Town Centre for over 20
years, during which time, the Centre has changed and evolved without detriment to Chatham Town
Centre or any other centre in the District.

This reflects the distinct roles that outlet centres perform in retail hierarchies, and in a local context of
the wider regeneration of Chatham and Medway, shows how the evolution of the Shopping Centre has
not been to the detriment of Chatham Town Centre (or any other centre). This changing role is
acknowledged in the draft Plan at paragraphs 8.18.1-2 and this is welcomed.

The Centre’s lack of impact on designated centres is verified independently in the 2016 Retail and
Commercial Leisure Assessment produced by GVA for the Council. The assessment concluded that
the nature and operation of Dockside Shopping Centre does not compete with the Town Centre for
expenditure. GVA also observe that Dockside Shopping Centre (and the wider Dockside area) draw
visitors into the area and it is mainly local residents who use Chatham Town Centre, meaning that the
two locations co-exist because they perform different and also complementary functions.

It is clear that Dockside Shopping Centre is not a threat to Chatham Town Centre or any other centre
and therefore the concept of seeking to control or restrict its future runs contrary to the guidance to local
planning authorities on taking a sound approach to plan making.

Given the changes that have taken place in the Dockside area as a whole, we consider that in order for
the plan to be sound and satisfy the relevant tests, the approach to the area needs to be:

Positively prepared — this would occur by acknowledging the role of Dockside Shopping Centre as a
‘town centre’ (ie district centre).

Justified — the available evidence supports Dockside’s designation as a town centre/district centre.
Local planning authorities are encouraged by the NPPF (paragraph 90) to define a network and



hierarchy of town centres for their areas and for the reasons set out above, this should include Dockside
Shopping Centre within Medway. The Glossary in Annex 2 to the NPPF explains that the definition of
town centres applies to city centres, town centres, district centres and local centres (our emphasis).
Given the commercial and residential development in the surrounding area, in particular St Mary’s
Island, formal designation of Dockside as a town centre is justified and it should be known as Dockside
Shopping Centre in a similar manner to Hempstead Valley Shopping Centre;

Effective — it will be a formal allocation and supported by other policies of the Plan, will promote further
growth in complementary leisure and retail within the area serving the needs of local residents and
visitors; and

Consistent with national policy — for the reasons set out above, designation of Dockside as a town
centre/district centre is consistent with guidance in the NPPF.

We comment further on this below in response to Policy S16 and propose its designation as a District
Centre within the context of the policy.

Appropriate percentages, impact assessment and sequential approach

The case for designating Dockside Shopping Centre as a town centre/district centre is robust.

If designated as a town centre, there would be no need for percentages, impact assessments or a
sequential approach.

However, if the Council does not agree that Dockside should be designated as a town centre, we
comment on each of these matters below.

(a) Percentages

The proposed retail cap is 30% of all floorspace in the designation and should be predominantly located
in the Shopping Centre. It is suggested that this be increased to 40% and should located ‘around the
Shopping Centre’ but not located in it. This will allow for organic growth and is consistent with the
approach proposed for leisure and food and beverage i.e. around the Shopping Centre but not
necessarily in it.

The percentage of leisure floorspace is supported (50%) but the food and beverage should be increased
to 25% to reflect the demand from visitors and the wider growth of Dockside as a retail and leisure
destination.

(b) Impact assessments

Given the evidence is that the changes at Dockside Shopping Centre have not impacted Chatham Town
Centre or any other centre, the requirement to provide an impact assessment is un-necessary.

We have commented separately on Policy T17 which requires the submission of impact assessments,
and we contend either that the requirement should not apply to Dockside Shopping Centre or the
thresholds are increased.

(c) Sequential approach
Policy T15 sets out the requirement for sequential assessments to be undertaken.

We have commented separately on Policy T15.

Question 16: Do you support the approach to manage ancillary development outside
of centres in this way?

This response comprises comments on Policy S16, T15 and T16 and we deal with each below under
separate headings.

However, if the Council does not agree that Dockside Shopping Centre should be designated as a town
centre/district centre, we comment on each of these matters below.



(a) Policy S16

This submission proposes that Dockside Shopping Centre should be designated as a town
centre/district centre, and therefore Policy S16 should be amended to

b. District Centres: providing essential services, community uses to support sustainable living and
creating efficiencies in linked trips. The Council will seek to maintain a balanced provision of
uses appropriate and reflective of the character, scale and role of these centres (individually
and in relation the Chatham to maintain the hierarchy): Strood, Gillingham, Rainham,
Rochester, Hempstead Valley and Dockside Shopping Centre.




(b) Policy T15

There are two areas in which the policy goes further than national guidance and is not
evidenced/justified. First, on flexibility, it states this relates to scale and format. This is agreed.
However, it goes on to add that “flexibility includes locational requirements, in particular town centre
sites are highly accessible, therefore car parking requirements are expected to be significantly reduced.”
This should be deleted because it is not justified.

Second, on the types of development to which this requirement relates, it states that the “proposed use,
scale and trade draw of the proposal will determine the appropriate location within the hierarchy of
centres, e.g. city scale in Chatham, large scale specialised, evening economy and diversification of
uses in main district/town centres and small scale within local centres”. This prejudges the approach
to be taken to a particular type of development and should be deleted. If appropriate, the approach to
be taken should be scoped out with the applicant on a case-by-case basis.

(c) Policy T16

This relates to ancillary development and the examples of convenience retail in a petrol station and a
climbing wall are given. The purpose of the policy is noted and one revision is proposed below.

Ancillary development proposals for main town centre uses are required to be compliant with the
sequential test policy T15 as set out above. To demonstrate and justify its ancillary nature, it must also
satisfy the following:

a. the scale of the proposal must be smaller than the predominant/main use of the building,
development or centre as a whole. Where this is not possible, the proposal must satisfy all other
criteria listed below from b. to f;

b. the proposal must be demonstrated as necessary or complementary to the business operations;

c. the type of use is secondary/dependent on and cannot function independently of the
predominant/main use;

d. it must be demonstrated that there are dependencies and a direct relationship between the
ancillary proposal and the predominant/main use;

e. access to the ancillary use is dependent on access used by the predominant use and where not
feasible, all other criteria listed in a, b, ¢, d and f are satisfied; and

f.  consideration will be given to the physical location of the proposal in relation to the
predominant/main use when assessing c, d and e above.

If the additional text highlighted in yellow above is added to a. above, then the revised policy is
supported.

Question 17: Do you support the approach to protect Medway’s centres by requiring
impact assessments in circumstances set out in the policy above?

The NPPF advises that impact assessments should be required for schemes over 2,500 sqm or a
proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold can be used. The Council is proposing the following
thresholds:



Policy T17: Impact Assessment

Proposals that seek to provide or expand retail and leisure uses in edge or out of
centre locations including retail parks, leisure designations and Hempstead Valley
Shopping Centre will be permitted where:

a. Itis supported by an impact assessment where proposals for comparison,
convenience retail, or leisure (including food and beverage and other large-
scale facilities like bowling alleys and ice-skating rinks etc.). The scale of food
and beverage proposals will be given locational consideration.

Thresholds trigger Comparison (gress | Convenience (gross = Leisure (gross sqm) |
sqm) sqm)

Chatharm 1,000 200 500

Gillingham 250 250 250

Strood 250 230 100

Rochester 200 200 S00

Rainham 350 400 150

The relevant triggers for development near Chatham are not proportionate and are neither evidenced
nor justified.

In respect of Dockside and Dockside Shopping Centre which the Council acknowledges is a ‘family
leisure and retail destination attracting visitors and residents’, any proposal to expand and grow will
be subject to an impact assessment if the scheme involves more than:

- 1,000 sgm of comparison
- 200 sgm of convenience
- 500 sgm of leisure

These limits are arbitrary and without justification.

We agree with the Council that a locally set threshold could be used, but given Dockside Shopping
Centre’s unique role in the retail hierarchy and the independent evidence from its own consultants that
the Centre has not impacted on town centres:

- Either, the Council amends Policy T17 to make it clear that the requirement does not apply to
proposals within Dockside Shopping Centre — thereby aligning with Hempstead Valley
Shopping Centre - which is consistent with a separate submission that it should be
designated as a town centre/district centre

- Or, the thresholds should be increased within Dockside to:

o 1,000 sgm of comparison
o 1,000 sgm of convenience
o 750 sgm of leisure

These increases for convenience and comparison are consistent with the character of the existing
area.

We consider Policy T17 as drafted is not sound and requires revision as set out above.
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Date: 6™ September 2024
Medway Council
By email only: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk and futuremedway@medway.gov.uk

| Kent
Dear Madam/Sir, Wildlife Trust

RE: Consultation on the Medway Local Plan (Regulation 18, 2024)

Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Medway Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation
(2024). We have reviewed the documents online and have provided comments and recommendations below.
Responses have only been provided to the set questions which fall within KWTs remit. To allow us to complete a
comprehensive response to your consultation, please accept our comments in letter format.

Spatial Growth Options and Indicative Preferred Site Locations for Future Development

The preferred spatial growth option that has been put forward looks to take a brownfield first approach with
development also taking place in suburban and rural areas. While the rational for taking this approach is understood
it is advised that a central focus of any final option should be to look at the ecological value of each site that is proposed
to be allocated for development. Both brownfield and greenfield sites can be of high environmental value, supporting
diverse and threatened species and a wider ecological network. Without in-depth ecological surveys and an
assessment of a site’s connectivity it cannot be assumed that green belt, greenfield, or brownfield land is of a higher
or lower value for nature.

The supporting Policies Maps do not show the locations of Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), Priority Habitats, or sites not
subject to designation but owned and managed for wildlife by environmental NGOs such as KWT and RSPB. This
information is key when assessing the suitability of allocating residential and non-residential sites for development
within the draft Local Plan.

It is concerning to see that there are indicative preferred sites identified on the Policies Maps which adjoin land which
is designated as Special Protection Areas (SPA), Ramsar, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Marine Conservation
Zones (MCZ), and Local Nature Reserves (LNR). Many of the sites also encroach on, contain, and / or adjoin priority
habitats, ancient woodland, and Local Wildlife Sites (LWS).

Of particular concern is the amount of land indicated as being potentially suitable for development around Chattenden
Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI; Tower Hill to Cockham Wood SSSI; Northward Hill SSSI; High Halstow NNR; Northward Hill
RSPB reserve; Medway Estuary and Marshes SSSI, SPA, Ramsar; Medway Estuary MCZ; Thames Estuary and Marshes
SSSI, SPA, Ramsar; Cliffe Pools RSPB Reserve; and River Medway between Cuxton and Temple Marsh LWS (for example
sites HHH1-HHH39, SR14, SR16, SR18, SR22, SR24, SR41, SR51, and CHR14).

Taking into account the areas of land identified for potential development there are serious concerns about the
negative impacts that will occur as a result of habitat loss, increased recreational disturbance, cat predation and
detrimental disturbance arising from noise and light pollution. In respect of sites identified further to the north-east
of the Hoo Peninsula there would also be impacts from the infrastructure works necessary to accommodate large
numbers of additional homes or employment sites (for example sites AS21-AS28).

Where land identified as being potentially suitable for development adjoins sites which are particularly sensitive to
the impacts of development, such as the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI, it is recommended that policies are
included which require a minimum 400m graded buffer zone. A buffer zone of this size will work towards reducing
disturbance to protected habitats and species from some of the development related issues listed above.

There is a lack of detail at this stage about the quantum and density of development being sought for each preferred
site allocation and the criteria that will be used to assess the suitability of developments on these sites. It is therefore
difficult to establish whether the preferred site allocations have been considered alongside their potential to enhance
and connect habitats. It is clear from the Policies Maps that there are opportunities for existing isolated environments
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to become connected through appropriate habitat creation thereby aiding nature’s recovery and providing landscape
scale benefits. For example, the preferred allocations for sites LW4, LW7, and LW8 present the opportunity to link up
approximately 10 blocks of ancient woodland that have become isolated over time. Habitat fragmentation can hinder
the movement of animal populations leading to a loss of genetic diversity and reduction in population size, leaving
restricted species susceptible to disease. Fragmentation can also result in habitats becoming less resilient, particularly
to invasive species and climate change. It is therefore important that opportunities to link up these habitats as part of
proposed developments on allocated sites are identified at an early stage and that requirements to do so are included
within site allocation policies.

Mitigation and enhancement measures identified as part of the site selection process, including requirements for
landscape scale connectivity, must be clearly set out within site allocation policies to ensure that they are
implemented.

It is recommended that detailed information on each of the preferred sites for residential and non-residential
development is provided as part of a further Regulation 18 consultation so that structured feedback can be provided
prior to the draft Local Plan progressing to the next stage. It is also requested that further information is provided in
respect of the waste management facilities marked on the Policies Maps, particularly where these are shown to be
situated within designated sites.

Natural Environment

Question 1: The Council could consider setting local standards for development that go beyond national
policy/regulations in addressing climate change. What evidence would justify this approach, and what standards would
be appropriate?

In addressing the impacts of climate change the Council should set ambitious local standards for development that go
beyond national policies and regulations. The latest progress report from the Climate Change Committee (CCC) to
Parliament!is clear that while some success has been achieved in reducing emissions urgent action is needed to ensure
the UK meets its commitments. In order to adapt to the physical risks of climate change and work towards delivering
on the Net Zero targets, policies within the development plan need to go beyond the standards set at a national level.

As this draft Local Plan makes clear ‘Medway as a coastal area is particularly vulnerable to rising sea levels, and changes
in temperature and precipitation have impacts for landscape, food production, nature and people.” With the current
national policies failing to keep the UK on track it is imperative that Medway pushes for developments to go further
than what is normally required.

The CCC’s progress report makes two clear recommendations, that developments are not reliant on a fossil-fuel boiler
and that they provide electric vehicle charging points. However, it is recommended that in developing planning policies
for climate change and design, those policies should be set against higher standards for new development and
proposals involving the retrofitting of existing sites such as the Building with Nature standards®. This programme
consists of a national framework of evidence-based, industry-tested standards that define high-quality green
infrastructure, and enable planning policies to go beyond the statutory requirements to deliver more for people and
wildlife. The inclusion of reference to the Building with Nature standards under draft Policy T1 in respect of promoting
high quality design is welcome.

Good practice guidance on planning policies for climate change have also been published by the Town and Country
Planning Association and Royal Town Planning Institute3. This guidance highlights how essential nature-based solutions
and natural capital approaches are to climate change adaptation and promoting sustainable travel, urban cooling, and
natural flood defence.

Question 2: Do you consider that the Council should seek to go beyond the statutory minimum of a 10% increase in
BNG? What evidence can you provide to support your view?

1 Progress in reducing emissions 2024 — Report to Parliament
2 Building with Nature
3 The Climate Crisis — A Guide for Local Authorities on Planning for Climate Change
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The State of Nature report for 2023 shows that the abundance of species within England has declined on average by
32% since 1970% The report also found that 16% of the 10,000 plus species surveyed risked being lost from Great
Britain. The statutory minimum of 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) is not sufficient to meet the UK’s commitments to
nature’s recovery and to aid in halting the biodiversity crisis. It is therefore imperative that Medway goes beyond this
figure.

Kent’s natural environment faces exceptional pressures, and it is considered that a 20% BNG target is a proportionate
response to address this pressure. The Kent Nature Partnership has produced a report which sets out the justification
for setting a target of 20% in Kent®. This report has been used by local authorities in other authorities who have
successfully included a 20% BNG policy in their Local Plan.

Kent County Council has also produced a viability assessment of BNG in Kent®. This report highlights that a shift from
10% to 15% or 20% BNG will not materially affect viability in the majority of instances when delivered onsite or offsite.
The report also establishes that the biggest cost in most cases is to get to the mandatory, minimum, 10% BNG and that
an increase to 15% or 20% BNG costs much less and is generally negligible.

Question 3: Do you agree that the tariff based strategic approach applied to development within 6 km of the designated
areas, supporting the delivery of the Bird Wise SAMMS programme represents an effective means of addressing the
potential impact of recreational disturbance on the designated SPA and Ramsar habitats of the Thames, Medway and
Swale Estuaries and Marshes.

KWT are supportive of the tariff based strategic approach being applied to development within 6 km of the designated
areas and supporting the delivery of the Bird Wise SAMMS programme. With ongoing and ever-increasing
development pressures in Medway and neighbouring authority areas it is imperative that the requirements for
contributing to the SAMMS programme, including the set boundary of 6 km, are regularly reviewed to ensure that the
programme remains effective.

Question 4: Do you consider that Medway Council should identify landscapes of local value as an additional designation
in the new Local Plan. What should be the criteria for designation? Are there areas that you would identify as justifying
a local valued landscape designation — where and why?

A key factor in the designation of landscapes of local value should be the contribution that they can, or do, make to
landscape scale nature recovery. Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) provides a means of creating a spatial
strategy which can pinpoint key locations and priorities for those locations to improve nature. Landscapes of local
value can have a dual purpose, providing a social or character protection benefit as well as other environmental
benefits such as carbon sequestration. Therefore, the designation of these spaces should be linked to the LNRS, or
with land identified within the LNRS, to ensure that landscape scale recovery is achieved. There are also existing sites,
designated as Local Wildlife Sites, which are considered to be landscapes of local value and are in need of greater
protection within Local Plan policies. These sites are of at least County importance to nature conservation and are at
risk from being lost to development or mismanagement. While the introduction of new designations to protect
landscapes of local value may be beneficial it is considered necessary to first protect and enhance sites already subject
to ecological designations.

Question 5: Do you agree that the Council should promote Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Framework
standards in the Medway Local Plan policy?

KWT are supportive of the Green Infrastructure Framework standards being promoted within the Local Plan. Key
principles within the framework can provide a baseline for Medway to set strong policy requirements and push for
new developments to deliver high quality and effective green and blue infrastructure. In providing evidence-based
advice on designing and implementing good quality green infrastructure the standards can act as an effective
framework for strategically planning large scale developments and creating masterplans. It is recommended that
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Medway uses the framework to set local green infrastructure targets that meet the standards thereby encouraging
developments to provide multiple benefits for the environment, for the health and wellbeing of communities, and to
tackle climate change.

Question 6: Has the draft Medway Green and Blue Infrastructure Framework identified the correct key issues and
assets, and provide effective guidance for strengthening Medway’s green infrastructure?

The Green and Blue Infrastructure Framework identifies the key issues faced by each local area and makes strong
recommendations within the list of priority actions. Further work could be done to translate these priorities into area
specific policies that create a healthy and diverse green and blue infrastructure network. It is unclear from the
Framework as to how green and blue infrastructure will be incorporated retrospectively into the denser and more
urban areas of Medway to the benefit of people and wildlife.

It is recommended that the Framework includes set ecology buffer zones around key priority sites to enhance the
biodiversity of those sites and ensure that they are protected from existing and future development pressures, thereby
providing effective and robust green corridors. It is also advised that the Framework includes reference to Buglife’s
Important Invertebrate Areas’ to better inform corridor opportunities across Medway.

Question 7: Do you consider the Green Belt boundary should be revised in line with the recommendations in the 2018
Green Belt Assessment?

The need to deliver new homes, and the significant pressure on Medway to do so, is recognised. However, any land
released from the Green Belt should be strategically planned and must retain and improve green and blue
infrastructure while creating high quality, nature-rich developments. Green Belt land should only be released for
development where it is not of high environmental value. Detailed ecological surveys must be carried out and
published for all land that is being looked at for potential release. Developments on land released from the Green Belt
should be required to go above and beyond the local and national requirements for environmental enhancements,
including providing a higher level of onsite BNG. In strategically planning for the release of Green Belt land greater
protection should be given to sites where nature is in recovery and any land released should provide landscape scale
enhancements for the natural environment while supporting the LNRS.

Policy Comments

Policy S1 — It is recommended that the wording of the policy is adapted so that developments which achieve zero-
carbon are supported and encouraged.

Policy S5 — LWS are of great importance for wildlife and consist of the county’s most valuable wildlife areas making
them essential for nature’s recovery. It is therefore recommended that greater protection should be given to these
sites within Policy S5 and that developments are steered away from them.

Policy DM1 — Consideration should be given within the policy to the impacts from surface water runoff to sites of
importance for biodiversity because of development taking place.

Housing

Policy Comments

Policy T5 — Due to the potential impacts on the natural environment from large scale proposals for student
accommodation, and associated infrastructure, it is considered reasonable for the wording to draft Policy T5 to be

amended to include a need to avoid impacts to designated sites and provide adequate measures to mitigate any
potential impacts on the local environment.

7 Important Invertebrate Areas



https://www.buglife.org.uk/our-work/important-invertebrate-areas/

Policy T10 — It is recommended that LWS are added to the list of locations where it would not be suitable for gypsy,
traveller and travelling showperson sites (temporary or permanent) to be situated. Proposals for new sites should also
provide adequate measures to mitigate any potential impacts on the local environment.

Retail and Town Centres

Policy Comments

Policy T17 — Edge or out of centre locations for retail and leisure uses may have a detrimental impact on the natural
environment and the wider green infrastructure network. It is recognised that any proposals for these uses will need
to adhere to other policies within the development plan, including draft Policies S1, S2, S5, and DM1. Notwithstanding
this it is recommended that draft Policy T17 includes the requirement for edge and out of centre uses to provide green
and blue infrastructure and enhance the wider network alongside public realm works and sustainable travel links.

Policies $17-S23 — Directing new growth to existing centres will require the provision of high-quality public realm.
Effective public realm that is inclusive, enhances the experiences of residents, improves health and wellbeing, and
addresses climate change and air pollution requires green and blue infrastructure. In directing growth to these existing
centres, it is essential that the policies listed above include requirements for developments to provide green and blue
infrastructure as part of the public realm and for this to be implemented, where practicable, as part of a masterplan
process (it is noted that draft Policies $S17, S19, and S20 do require compliance with existing masterplans).

Health, Communities and Infrastructure

Question 36: Are there any core health and wellbeing issues or opportunities missing from the policy?

It is encouraging to see that improving the green and blue infrastructure network, enhancing and increasing access to
nature, and creating a healthy food environment by increasing opportunities for growing food are at the core of Policy
T27. It is recommended that the wording to the second part of the policy is strengthened by requiring the provision of
these health and wellbeing opportunities to be integral to the design of all major developments if they are to be
permitted.

It is also recommended that major developments contribute to or enhance facilities and opportunities for social
prescribing. Social prescribing is a key component of the NHS’ Universal Personalised Care. It is an approach that
connects people to activities, groups, and services in their community to meet the practical, social and emotional
needs that affect their health and wellbeing. Green prescribing is an evidence-based pillar of social prescribing that
harnesses the health, well-being, and social benefits of spending time in nature. It enables GPs and other health care
practitioners to refer people to nature-based programs to improve physical and mental health. A report from The
Wildlife Trusts has demonstrated that if just one of the Trusts’ green social prescribing programmes was adopted by
the 1.2 million people who would be expected to participate the NHS could save approximately £635.6 million
annually?.

Question 38: Of those health areas listed, what are the most important for the local plan to address?

Access to rich and diverse natural spaces for all residents and the provision of a robust and well connected green and
blue infrastructure network are essential for improving physical and mental health as well as social wellbeing. Natural
England’s green infrastructure principles make clear that access to greenspace has been associated with improved
relaxation, increased functioning of the immune system and better sleep patterns®. Accessible green and blue
infrastructure close to the homes of those who do not have the resources to visit these types of spaces is also essential
in addressing health inequalities, including those highlighted by the supporting text for draft Policy T27. It is therefore
considered that the most important health areas listed for the local plan to address are improving access to nat