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Model Representation Form for Local Plans

Publication Stage Representation

Local Plan

Form

Ref:

(For
official
use only)

Name of the Local Plan to which this
representation relates:

Medway Local Plan

Please return to Medway Council Planning Service by 11 August 2025
Email: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk or post to:

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

This form has two parts -
Part A — Personal Details: need only be completed once.

Part B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A
1. Personal 2. Agent's Details (if
Details* applicable)

*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable)

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title
First Name
Last Name

Job Title

(where relevant)
Organisation
(where relevant)
Address Line 1

Line 2
Line 3
Line 4
Post Code

Telephone
Number

E-mail Address

(where relevant)
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Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each
representation

Name or Organisation:

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is :

4.(1) Legally compliant Yes No

4.(2) Sound Yes No

4 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate Yes No

Please tick as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or
is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.
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(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local
Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness
matters you have identified at 5 above. (Please note that non-compliance with
the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need
to say why each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.
It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.
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Please note In your representation you should provide succinctly all the
evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation
and your suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a
further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

No, I do not wish to Yes, I wish to
\/ participate in participate in
hearing session(s) hearing session(s)

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to
participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm
your request to participate.

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:
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Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in

hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when
the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

For details of our data privacy policy please see:
https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200133/planning/714/planning-service-privacy-statement
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4 August 2025

Planning Policy Team and Planning Inspector
Regeneration Culture, Environment and Transformation
Medway Council

Gun Wharf, Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

Dear Sir/Madam

As a long standing resident of Cobb Close of 48 years | am writing to object to the building
development on Green Belt land with reference to Strood West. This Green Belt land is prime
agricultural land of the highest grade which feeds us all.

The site falls within the Metropolitan Green Belt the purpose of which is to prevent urban sprawl.

The pipeline that carries aviation fuel from the Isle of Grain up to Gatwick Airport and Heathrow
Airport is only 60 metres from our rear garden and this could be highly dangerous with the
activities of heavy lorries and mechanical diggers going to and fro from the site. Even if the
pipeline was empty the gases in the line would be enough to cause an explosion if the pipeline
was fractured. It only takes a spark which | find quite alarming.

Flooding at the end of Rede Court where it meets Beaufort Road when we have heavy rain the
road is always flooded from one side to the other side. If the Green Belt Land adjacent to Beaufort
Road is concreting over it will make the flooding worse, more traffic congestion more pollution. It
will only add further to the infrastructure and management problems of the towns and in particular
to the adjoining neighbourhood

| ask that you reject this application.

Yours faithfull

Brian Clark
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Linda Atkinson
I
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Medway Council 9 August 2025
Planning Department

Dear Sir/Madam

Local Plan

| write with reference to the publication of the intended Local Plan for Medway. | have the following
comments:

1

6

The Medway Draft Local Plan (MDLP) is unsound. It is not positively prepared, justified,
effective, or consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) because it
pursues a high-risk development strategy on the Hoo Peninsula that is undeliverable,
unsustainable and irrevocably environmentally destructive.

The infrastructure required to make the proposed housing development sites at High
Halstow sustainable would be disproportionately expensive and would cause major harm to
the countryside on the Peninsula.

Although preferred by developers, green field sites in the countryside are often the most
expensive way of providing sustainable new homes, as they seldom provide the essential
infrastructure needed to serve the new dwellings, leaving the provision of unaffordable
transport infrastructure, services and facilities to underfunded and cash-strapped local
authorities and government to make up the difference.

The foundational pillar of the previous strategy—the £170 million Housing Infrastructure
Fund (HIF) grant to mitigate the severe transport impacts on the Hoo Peninsula—has been
withdrawn by the government. The current plan proceeds without any credible, confirmed
funding mechanism to address this critical infrastructure deficit. It is therefore based on an
invalidated evidence base and is not effective, as the proposed level of development cannot
be delivered without causing unacceptable strain on the transport network.

The failure to accommodate the new housing within urban areas is a fundamental flaw in the
Local Plan, as it results in promoting large scale new housing on the most isolated and
unsustainable site allocated in the entire Plan - the land east of HH — the proposed
allocation of the Redrow land and an adjoining site on Christmas Lane, High Halstow which
is envisaged to deliver 450 houses in the initial period, rising to 820 in the long term.

The whole Plan is not sustainable which was the whole point of the Plan.

With regards,

Yours sincerely

Linda Atkinsgn



Rehman Chishti

Medway Local Plan Consultation 2025
Consultation

10 August 2025
Dear Sirs,
Re. Representations on the Medway Local Plan Consultation 2025.

| am writing to you further to my previous representations on Medway
Council's draft local plan (during my time as Member of Parliament for
Gillingham and Rainham), and in the previous consultation in 2024.

As the Medway Local Plan is looking at a strategy that meets the needs
of Medway residents for the future, | was disappointed to note that your
draft local plan does not include, the provision of a site for a New Hospital
for Medway, and the Houses, being proposed in Gillingham & Rainham,
in Particular at Rainham Orchards, and in Capstone Valley, destroy much
cherished Green Spaces, severe environmental impact and the
infrastructure is not appropriate, be that transport, school, healthcare to
support such large scale developments, and in my view the plan proposed
is not sound.

A New Hospital for Medway

Medway Maritime Hospital serves the busiest A&E Department in Kent,
and with an increasing population and people living longer, it is vital that
Medway Council has a site identified for a new hospital. The current
Hospital caters for around half a million population covering Medway and
Swale, and in my view is too small, to cater for this existing population,
and future growth in population, proposed in the local plan, and the impact
of the Lidsing Development by Maidstone on Medway.



Please find attached a petition, which | have organised with another local
resident and a local Surgeon Professor Shetty, asking Medway Council to
Identify a Site in the Local Plan, for a New Hospital. We would both like
to give evidence at a future inquiry which looks at the local plan.

Protection of Green Spaces:

Gilingham & Rainham is one of the most densely populated
constituencies in Kent and it is vital that green spaces, be that the
Capstone Valley in Hempstead, or east of Rainham covering the
Orchards, are protected from development.

| strongly oppose the proposals to build over 750 homes on the Rainham
Orchards, this is the wrong location, for this size of development, and the
local infrastructure can not support such development. The Independent
Inspector, previously rejected this site for development, and Medway
Council supported that decision, nothing has changed since, and | urge
Medway Council, not to build on this site, noting all the previous reasons
given for not building on this site, lack of infrastructure, covering transport,
schools, health care needs, environmental concerns, and the need to
protect our local Green Spaces.

| also strongly object to the proposals to build near 4000 homes on
Capstone Valley, which again will destroy our green spaces, have
immense impact on the environment, and the proposed number of Houses
near 4000, do not have the adequate infrastructure (transport, schools,
healthcare) to support such large House building project. The area will
already be severely impacted by the Large Lidsing Housing Development
by Maidstone Council, with local services coming in from Medway.

Future housing needs should be met in tandem with all necessary and
appropriate supporting infrastructure including hospital capacity and
healthcare, schools, roads, and transport needs.

Top-down housing targets by central government without regard for local
demographics such as in Gilingham & Rainham which is very densely
populated should not be the way forward.

Gillingham in the regeneration of brownfield sites now has the excellent
large-scale Victory Pier development, which alongside appropriate



supporting infrastructure meant that Gillingham & Rainham played its part
in meeting local housing needs.
Faith Places of Worship:

Provision for all Faith Communities to have adequate space for worship
| specifically refer to the need for the local Hindu community in Gillingham
& Rainham who are looking for a site for a temple.

A new stadium site for Gillingham Football Club

The local football club, Gilingham FC, are a key part of our local
community, and as before can reach higher Football Leagues and
beyond, if they are to achieve their true potential and achieve top-tier
football they will need a site for a new stadium, identified in the plan.

rid

Yours sincerely

Rehman Chishti
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30 July 2025

Dear Sir
Medway Local Plan 2041

How long is it expected that this Plan will be valid for? It is due to be delivered to the
Department for Housing, Communities and Local Government in November. The
proposed Plan for the reorganisation of Kent into 3 Unitary Authorities with Medway
combining with Dartford, Gravesham and Swale as one of them is also due to be
delivered to the same Department in November.

| attended one of the public information sessions but left feeling disappointed and
disillusioned. The exhibits were enlarged versions of those shown in the Summary
document handed out on arrival. The maps are overcomplicated with multiple coloured
blobs and symbols superimposed on faint outlines of the area showing the current road
network but without any identifiers, thus making them difficult to interpret, even for those
familiar with the area. The supporting document which can only be found online is not
one designed to be read by the general public.

Unlike the 2035 Medway Regeneraton Plan published a couple of years ago this Plan is
neither readable or has a vision or strategy. The Plan seems to be limited to where large
housing estates can be built on predominantly greenfield sites accessible currently by
narrow country lanes. A significant number of these houses are to be built on land to the
south of the River Medway with new employment to the north of the river (Kingsnorth and
Grain).

There appears to be no strategy for improvements to public transport. Chatham
Waterside bus station is already too small for the current population and the number of
buses and companies using it. Its design offers little protection from the elements or for
safe pedestrian access to the shops, and increasing its size is constrained by the
buildings surrounding it. Bus rail interchange hubs are either poorly designed or non
existent. Visiting the hospital in the evening or on a Sunday can be difficult or not
possible by bus from some parts of Medway. Unless there are improvements to the road
network, both to and within the new housing estates, it is probable that public transport is
not viable.

The Plan appears to rely on small parades of local shops on the new housing estates to
meet the retail requirements for the increased population. For a predominantly car
owning population, accessing the main town centre shops will become increasingly
difficult with many of the current carparks considered to be brown field sites, already or
planned to be, used for housing.

There doesn’t appear to be a plan for where future health services are to be located. The
current number of healthy living centres need to be increased with adequate parking and
accessible by public transport. The Plan indicates that a new hospital will not be built in
the current time frame. The current location of Medway Maritime hospital prevents the
building from being expanded and its accessibility is not ideal. It is unlikely to be able to
cope with the proposed increase in Medway’s population and that of Sittingbourne and



Sheppey as well as the population of housing in Capstone and Lidsing which fall into the
Maidstone district council area. The Plan does not show where a possible new hospital
could be built in the future.

Changing Medway City estate from a business employment area to one of residential will
surely reduce the extra employment opportunities needed as the deposed businesses will
either leave the Medway area or move to Kingsnorth.

Capstone Valley will become a large housing estate with a significant proportion of the
housing to be built on land within the boundary of Maidstone local authority as is the road
from North Danes Way to Junction 4 on the M2. The Plan does not show the additional
2000 houses proposed to be built by Maidstone council at Lidsing. The new secondary
school will be mainly for pupils from Maidstone area. Hempsted Valley retail outlet is
constrained by the surrounding housing and Elm Court Farm is a garden centre limited by
local roads.

The development in Lower Rainham is similar to the one rejected by the council in 2020.
The addition of a new secondary school to be built alongside the railway will compound
the problems which caused the previous plan to to be rejected. The addition of 1500
pupils and staff is likely to cause gridlock at the Pump Lane Beechings Way junctions
because of the other schools in the immediate area (Rainham Mark grammar, Thames
View primary, The Howard and Rainham Girls schools). The safety of pedestrians and
traffic through the narrow railway bridge is of concern as is the future on street parking
problem caused by parents picking up their children or Year 13 pupils driving to school.

David Rutt
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Professor Anan Shetty

Date: 6" August 2025

To

Planning Policy Team
Medway Council
Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

ME4 4TR

Clir David Brake
Clir Adrian Gulvin
Medway Council
Gun Wharf

Dock Road
Chatham

ME4 4TR

Subject: Request for Allocation of Land for a New NHS Elective Surgery
Hospital in Medway

Dear Councillors Brake and Gulvin,

[ am writing to you to express a pressing concern shared by many residents of
Medway regarding the current capacity of our local healthcare infrastructure,
and to request your support in allocating land for the development of a new
NHS hospital dedicated to elective surgery.

As you are aware, the population of Medway has grown significantly in recent
years and is projected to continue on this upward trend. Unfortunately, the
existing Medway Maritime Hospital is increasingly stretched beyond capacity,
struggling to meet both emergency and elective care needs. This is impacting
patient outcomes and increasing wait times for non-urgent but essential
procedures.



To address this, I propose the construction of a new NHS facility in Medway
focused exclusively on elective surgeries and planned procedures, allowing the
existing hospital to concentrate on emergency and acute care. Such a model
would not only help reduce waiting lists and enhance patient experience but also
improve clinical outcomes by streamlining services in purpose-built
environments.

I kindly request that Medway Council consider allocating suitable land for this
essential development and work in partnership with NHS authorities and
stakeholders to ensure that our community has access to the modern, fit-for-
purpose healthcare facilities it urgently needs.

This strategic expansion of healthcare infrastructure would be a vital investment
in the long-term wellbeing of our growing population and a legacy of forward-
thinking civic leadership.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I would welcome the opportunity to
discuss this matter further and look forward to your support.

Yours sincerely,

Professor A A Shett
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local comm unity moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.

Name Home Address - Email Address | Phone Number
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20™ Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.

Name Home Address Email Address Phone Number
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway

We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.

Name Home Address Email Address Phone Number
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.

Name Home Address Email Address Phone Number
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway

We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway as called for by the Member of
Parliament for Gillingham and Rainham.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, and population growth now records 500,000 people living
across the catchment area of Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

We thank the Member of Parliament for Gillingham and Rainham and other stakeholders in their efforts
to secure a mass vaccination centre for Medway which opened in 2021 providing for the urgent need of

the wider community.

We support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Name Home Address Email Address I Phone Number




Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway
We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as.a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local community which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.
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Petition Calling for a New Hospital for Medway

We the undersigned support the call for a new hospital for Medway.

Our current hospital in Medway was first opened at the beginning of the 20" Century as a small naval
hospital and which was converted into an NHS hospital in the 1960s. Since this time the catchment area
for our current hospital has become larger, we now have the busiest A&E Department in Kent and an
increasing population across Medway and Swale.

We feel that population growth has outstripped and outgrown our current hospital and that a new,
multipurpose hospital, is required to serve the needs of our local community moving forward.

Our current hospital has the busiest Emergency Department in Kent, supports a local community with
large health inequalities, a local commun ity which experienced some of the worst Covid-19 contraction
rates in the country at the peak of the pandemic in Winter 2020/21.

This petition is supported and organised by local Hempstead resident and surgeon Professor Anan
Shetty, and local Rainham resident Rehman Chishti.
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Local Planning Authority

: Medway Council
24 JuL 2025 Gun Wharf
Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

I write to you as a local resident in the village of H 60 on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness of
the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan is

submitted for Examination.
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable location). This
is crucial in order to reduce impacts on the Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife. Other comments:

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: P " . Block el

Date: 2Z. 7. 20125




Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov. uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of H% Halkram on the Hoo Peninsula, This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan's legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.,

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

* Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: (N%M VW e -
7

Date: F"‘J"f g%/qw, 04/ 08/ 1015




Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’'s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of \”‘L_ﬂ"‘ Halstow on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

o Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,

Name: ﬁ’[\_n/i oY1 (_5 ?ur\/f'i'lr'l

Address:

Date: \ ]\; ,2,)



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of it G\ H"\\Sh:\f on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

o Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,
Name: L €anne DL va \)

Date: S| B|2%



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Hhen Haesrowon the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

¢ Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: MR ANORew CLiMPSoN

Date: 5'/5’/252.5’.



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village ofu\ﬁ'f\ HﬁLSTﬂD on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: Bsmw‘r \—3\\\"‘““

—__

Date:

b{/.ﬂj 92518



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’'s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of e H&L?JfDlJon the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula's habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: tﬂv ‘1 L\“y); 5h@uni DC[RQ.&\)%HQ

e I <

Date: 0S }ﬁ ¥ }CLD 95 .



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Hxyu Realstord on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid Lo community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: Steven M ace

Date: o5 -08-~2.5



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to ccminunity repiesentatiois in the Reguiation 19
draft.

o Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e |nsufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards, p

Name: AN A ra— Qe NN

Date: < /@3/ 3\_:,,‘;"’



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Date: ‘D/i ‘8” yi



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e [nsufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e |nsufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: f\/\@ I\'F) C\f.\ CyNecoT T
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of /‘{"‘ '“}" Hedlstz 'E)n the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:
Address:

Date:
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

o Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,
Name: et Oy O \\.,hr_‘_\ R - & \ \\O‘SC‘/\,\ r——) & l\u,\

/ C‘\ \. -\:.':\_S-_ Ok
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Hie w Hawstewon the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

¢ Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,

Name: Tiee ¢ Jeod Cagvee

o I

Date: aflgl s



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of HIER RALsS T vlon the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:

M@ lcal M + caRal VW E~TT

waress [ - - I

Date:
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority, _

r‘;//fa “o
| write to you as a local resident in the village of £/<14£57©¢> on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15~
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

) () i -y
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Name:

Address:

Date: <25 /@\ g [ S



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of H 1§ H "}”Uﬁw{n the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse,

Kind regards,
Name: ORENDA RiCHA Do)
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Date: —
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority, :

!Luj(/k_
I write to you as a local resident in the village of /{5 st/ ©n the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan's legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards, _
Name: Colut aid Coldiériee Clicudler-

aereee: I = S

Date: b‘ﬁt’h 1-‘?1(9{,13‘(? DOR5






Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village ofﬂlﬁ ‘\1}[\(1]%\01,0 on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e |nsufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35. '

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: WEND I&S&L[
Address: HE} -

Date: {O J %] 09S



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of H | ﬂL HalS'TOW on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Reguiation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:

Date:

Ade.
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Address:
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

o Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitas Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: U{},{_{,{ KEL,LS

Address:

Date: 0 L{[ 05/ 2$
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Local Planning Authority

Medway Counci

Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of ¥t Hat570u on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:

Date:

Macie + 1SCA (57 ADE L
ME
Address—

b ,9, 1olS
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to communily representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,
Name: M\p\ > Wk SHC NC

Address:

Date:



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of \\\Q\\ \\NS‘-@:\ on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

o Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
i P LR

Date: % QOVOUST 2024



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of ,}fg[\ :‘ﬁx%}) on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan's legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

RN =TS

Name:

ve: [

Address:

Date: &_%L 74(1@/_\?\’ p



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

0 4 AUG 2025
ME4 4TR

\

bfa nning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Représentation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15~
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: AR GARET CRIPP 8

Date:

el

) PR R Rl



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

o

| write to you as a local resident in the village of # 7%%{572’ on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

name: xs M Crpprd 5E

Hes [




Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: M\@. Mo sren (SIS ETS

Date. ( ;— 'i"-\.q Af‘_}‘ (—-_—{“\_.).5 ( '2@’—2_,_::“:;) -
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

¢ Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

o Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

|, Roy

Kind regards,

. _— TR N
Name: OUVSAN TRENCE TR

Address:

Date: () ( 0s ';51015



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’'s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village ofufi,((l.k ,Q{ga((_g”fcuon the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Reguiation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan's legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: M ¢ cheeed

Address:

Date: | Mgugt/ 23/



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Fl e M”'“W%n the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards, A L—QU\M -e/u_/

Name: Akrtso Russenc

Address: I — - <

Date: QO5-0%- 2025



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of -I-liqu (L%L‘Smh/on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

¢ Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name.STEHEM TOHMN SHaRT

wacres: [ - - -



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of '4;3‘1» Nedglio on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

¢ Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15~
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

¢ Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,

Name: (- \.pﬁ‘gﬁﬁ‘\ﬁvd{

.
aacress: [

Date: 28, 2,§



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of fAne ALwe2GH the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please

turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards, W M 7P

Name:

acc e Maues ROUYBL0 O

Date:

q. & 25



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Anha,u.oub%n the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24 -28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula's habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: M#r o= MasS  \meaan

. s -
Date: / S / B




Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

e Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.
Kind regards,
Name: (’i&_.m, M IICME L L

Date: Yo Mg, 2024



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Councll's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan Is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

o Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-houndary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

e Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

e Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15~
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

e Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.

e Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

o Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula's habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name: [ iap [dovw2ipnane

Date: 1 Aue. VLol



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
.of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan Is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:

Deve Howdiwmanie

Date:

/E(”M‘ Aus . 20 ?,%/



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and soundness
of the draft Local Plan. Please pass my representation on to the Independent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination.

The Local Plan Is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons.

Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is
insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engagement with all prescribed
bodies on strategic cross-boundary issues, contrary to NPPF paras 24-28.

Failure to Comply with Regulation 18 and 19 Requirements. The consultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19
draft.

Non-Conformity with the NPPF (December 2024). Numerous policies do not align with the legal
obligations of the NPPF including sustainable development (para 11), plan-making (paras 15-
36), and the treatment of Neighbourhood Plans (para 30-31).

Non-Conformity with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September
2024). The draft Local Plan conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan’s legally adopted policies,
particularly in relation to infrastructure, landscape, community facilities, and housing.
Insufficient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRA is flawed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of Evidence for Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivety Plan
and monitoring framework are vague and legally inadequate, contrary to Regulation 19 and
NPPF para 35.

L

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an unsustainable
and sensitive location) and maximise development allocations in the urban area (a more sustainable
location, closer to existing infrastructure and transport links). This is crucial to reduce impacts on the
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy.

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,

Name:

Q) QESDA ML’F&»HE )

racress: |

Date:

Y. Auige. 2025
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