Local Planning Authority

Medway Council

: Gun Wharf
44 JUL 1028 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 4O C 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.

* 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.

* 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,
T Hee7enK

Name: e
Address: )
Date: 2> 7
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o —\ 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 Hoo on the Hoo Peninsula. This is 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.

® 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 prin ciple.

* 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:
Address:
Date:




WNE Do NOT HWve THE InFa sTaveTure  IN Puce

To CoPE WITH Sued A LAGE Numger oF PeoPue

| TS ALMoST (iMPosCikee TO0 o7 A DocTolsS ANPo v T

AS 1T IS Nou .

Twewe ME Aay  QUEves AT The SHOPS N

STANYC Noli WITH THE AmduwT o b  Residenis

pull WILSLIEE IN THE FLEWLDS WILL Qe
D ecimMATED



Local Planning Authority

Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

05 Al 2025 Chat&zrr:(
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 cha’ﬂ’em)lem on the Hoo Peninsula. This is 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 [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
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: Dewnavaly Jones ;'}’763-
Address:

Date: 318} (Juy 2525



\V\«Proébn vetino P\ anai mﬁ NS "l"l‘f\ou? MY‘Q&JAOFSS
s hoom g urn% LAY2N) jﬁw al . dﬁr Tlaise

Mmthad  phases  of e poopeied u@wﬁ
put —Qm/m/zcﬁ\ '



Local Planning Authority

Medway Council

07 Gun Wharf
Dock Ro

AUG 2075 i aanci

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 /%,C/ 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 Cou ncil 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.

In§[;h sient Integration of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations
As,, st ent (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy the SEA Directive, and the
HRAis . wed in its methodology and fails to correctly apply the precautionary principle.

Lack of E  >nce for nfrastructure Delivery and Monitoring. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
and monitu: . famework 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: Iﬂf {{] Y N ﬂ-f{), PSS )

Date: "{— 2 —25
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07 AUG 2025

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

Dear Local Planning Authority,

Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

| Plan

e /
| write to you as a local resident in the village of (HATTENDEN 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 |
is submitted for Examination.

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

nspector when the plan

e Duty to Cooperate (Section 33A, PCPA 2004). Evidence submitted by Medway Council is

insufficient to demonstrate continuous, constructive, and active engage

ment 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) an
Assessment (HRA). The Sustainability Appraisal fails to legally satisfy th

d Habitats Regulations
e 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 unsustaina ble
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
Hoo Peninsula’s habitats and wildlife - following the avoid, mitigate and compe

Please turn over for further comments on the reverse.

Kind regards,
Name: DAV N « ELAINE LEC

Date: = i TR e
Ob-~0¥- 2028

reduce impacts on the
nsate hierarchy.
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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 gl W\ efeson 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 mea ningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regard has been paid to comimunity 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: MRS M. Qv TER
Address:

ME 2
Date: W-03-25
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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 HK%J /‘[/ngég’}h) 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 1S
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: SHEILA }/ﬂjbdﬁgb

el &3

Date: 4 / ‘.1// 2.5
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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 High Hals€ew 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: /V[Lc[tcze( O'Han /c;rt

Date: & u‘/—lug ust 2025



| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Local Plan. While |
understand the need for strategic planning to support Medway’s growth, |
have serious concerns about several aspects of the draft.

Chatham Dock Redevelopment

The proposal to redevelop this vital industrial site for housing risks significant
job losses and erodes Medway’s maritime and industrial identity. | urge the
council to reconsider this element and explore alternatives that preserve both
employment and heritage.

Green Belt Encroachment

The suggested changes to the green belt north of Strood are deeply troubling.
These areas provide essential environmental and recreational value, and their
loss would negatively impact community wellbeing and seriously affect
biodiversity.

Infrastructure Readiness

The scale of proposed housing developments appears totally disproportionate
to the existing infrastructure capacity. Without clear, funded plans for schools,
transport, public transport, and healthcare, this growth will put further
pressure on the existing maxed-out public services, and it will reduce quality of
life!

Hoo Peninsula

Four Elms Roundabout and Hill, (the only major route on and off of the
peninsula) is a bottle neck even when there are no traffic incidents, however if
there is an incident, it’s chaos. There are no alternative major routes on or off
the peninsula. This needs addressing. It's madness to think of building
additional houses on the peninsula, without a second major route on and off
the peninsula.

| respectfully request that the council revisits these proposals with greater
transparency and more public engagement.



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 Hngl« Ha(5€ow 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: & ©° Aol

naoress: |

Date: > .

(=



| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Local Plan. While |
understand the need for strategic planning to support Medway'’s growth, |
have serious concerns about several aspects of the draft.

Chatham Dock Redevelopment

The proposal to redevelop this vital industrial site for housing risks significant
job losses and erodes Medway’s maritime and industrial identity. | urge the
council to reconsider this element and explore alternatives that preserve both
employment and heritage.

Green Belt Encroachment

The suggested changes to the green belt north of Strood are deeply troubling.
These areas provide essential environmental and recreational value, and their
loss would negatively impact community wellbeing and seriously affect
biodiversity.

Infrastructure Readiness

The scale of proposed housing developments appears totally disproportionate
to the existing infrastructure capacity. Without clear, funded plans for schools,
transport, public transport, and healthcare, this growth will put further
pressure on the existing maxed-out public services, and it will reduce quality of
life!

Hoo Peninsula

Four Elms Roundabout and Hill, (the only major route on and off of the
peninsula) is a bottle neck even when there are no traffic incidents, however if
there is an incident, it’s chaos. There are no alternative major routes on or off
the peninsula. This needs addressing. It's madness to think of building
additional houses on the peninsula, without a second major route on and off
the peninsula.

| respectfully request that the council revisits these proposals with greater
transparency and more public engagement.



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 \‘!K;’H !—l@(ﬁ}},\jon 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:

\ (@] H"Q ‘Q;\‘.’DQM ’

Date: b ‘(& { 25
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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 N g Macg . 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: = aw SA awus

Date:

\-g 25
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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 Hugd \—\ﬁu.é;'i“ow 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: M/\QPUHQ- W) T

Address: |
Date: @8/ o8 /2%

we =




ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATION IN RESPONSE TO
MEDWAY COUCIL’S REGULATION 19 PRE-SUMMISSION DRAFT LOCAL PLAN
| believe the Draft Local Plan should be rejected in its present form because of the following :-

Loss of Chatham Docks

This will contribute to turning the Medway Towns into a London Dormitory Area with no industrial facilities
of any note.

Poor Infrastructure

The speed & scale of the proposed housing developments appears disproportionate to the current
infrastructure capacity.

The road network is at breaking point especially if Peninsula Way is blocked with possible back up
problems to the A289 & possibly the A2 & M2. Also the only alternative back country roads cannot handle
the heavy gravel & goods lorries. All of this heavy traffic has resulted in very poor quality road surfaces (as
yet awaiting repair).

The local bus network is also not very good and commuter services to London are non-existent turning the
whole peninsula into a car dependant zone. A good reason for allocating affordable housing closer to the
town centres.

Water & sewage services are already heavily used without the increase in need with all the proposed plans.

GP & Healthcare services are already overloaded. The continual addition of more housing will only add to
the decline in local healthcare services.

Bearing in mind the state of the already creaking poor infrastructure, who will pay for urgently necessary
upgrade in infrastructure ? Surely it must be developers & builders who will benefit if the plans go ahead
and not the existing residents through higher personal & council taxes.

Environment

The Hoo Peninsula is a much needed Green Lung between the Rivers Medway & Thames. It provides a
much needed environmental & recreational value to ensure good community well being & biodiversity.

Comments relating specifically to High Halstow :

1) The proposed plans set out in the new Redrow planning application (MC/23/0855) are based on 3
phases of construction, therefore the number of houses planned could be reduced by removing
Phases 2 & 3 providing High Halstow with a reduction in allocation in line with other areas on the
Peninsula.

2) Looking at the Phase 1 proposals the housing density appears high around the proposed school.
This could result in some social problems. Please provide a drawng confirming the housing density
figures across the proposed site.

3) Medway Council state that developments must include bungalows & facilities for older people
(ability to downsize). This must be included in any development for High Halstow.

4) All' housing must be built to the latest specifications & include the best insulation possible, integrated
solar panels & the latest heat pump technology. The economies of scale for these items plus
payment as part of the mortgage will reduce any cost implications compared to the shorter term
payment options for retro fitting.

Kind regards

Name: [MA 2iaiiEl Wit MEZ-
Address
Date : @8/08. 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,

I write to you as a local resident in the village of FM&rH HACSICUS, 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: ¢ oL D ioel

saeress:

Date:

5w zo2 < .



Infrastructure:

Infrastructure:

Roads - one main road on/off the Hoo Peninsula so if there is an accident on that road
or in the surrounding area Wainscott ,Frindsbury you have no other route to take, | have
personally sat in congestion for over an hour many times over the years, which has an
impact on arriving late for work or appointments also if we cannot get on or off the
Peninsula then emergency services can not either, which is putting people's lives and
properties in danger.

Doctors - we currently have to wait 3 weeks plus for an appointment so then if you need
to be referred that has also been delayed risking people's health ie cancer diagnosis
etc. If we cannot get appointments now how is this going to improve with future house
building?

Dentist - people are struggling to find a dentist to register with

Transport - buses one an hour which also stop early evening so unless you drive you
cannot travel from the village unless you are willing to pay for a taxi

Chatham Docks:

The closure of the docks, while we were under a conservative council, Labour were in
full support of keeping the docks open, since they have gained control of the cou ncil
they now support the closure, why the change of support??

| work for a company on the docks who are finding it very difficult to find new premises
due to the size of property/land required, why are the council not supporting existing
businesses, new homes are not beneficial if there is little employment in the area.
There are proposals to build houses on Medway City Estate, again what about the
businesses who already trade there, again where are these expected to move to? Why
is the council putting houses above employment?

Farms:

The loss of agricultural fields, again to build on, once these have been developed they
are lost to us forever, in the uncertain times we live in surely we should consider leaving
the fields for growing crops etc

Green belt / Green spaces:

We need our green spaces for the wildlife and environment, they are just as important,
we need our plants for our bees, we need our bees for the farmers. it's called "the circle
of life'.

Water/Drainage/Sewage:

Again these amenities cannot cope with the extra demand, which has been the case in
many parts of the county this year

| understand the need for housing but infrastructure needs to be in place before
permission is given to build anymore houses and local people’s views need to be
listened to, we are the ones who sit in congestion and cannot get to see a doctor or
dentist or have to travel to send their children to school.



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, ,

, ' _ { 2 5] {)CJ. A_Q. O A
Name: (Liusto ‘)@Lo e C/.:'i vy / S Hj AOOAG 4o

Address:

Date: ®7/06% / 25
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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.

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: | 185 - WELLARD

Address!
MES -

Date: | /cgl 25
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

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

draft Local Plan

For the attention of Local Planning

| write to you as a local resident in the village of High 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: -

1s

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 pares 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
(pare 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.

The proposal for the redevelopment of Chatham Docks ignores the heritage of the
location and would lead to significant job losses. The Council should reconsider
this and explore alternatives that will preserve employment and heritage.

Additionally Green Belt encroachment north of Strood is disturbing and if this was
pursued further erosion would follow in the future. Loss of these areas would
negatively impact on the biodiversity of the area and the wellbeing of the
community.

The current infrastructure is under strain and there are no clearly funded plans to
expand public services and transport. Any proposed growth would increase the
strain to breaking point and quality of life for all residents.

Kind regards,

Neil Harris & Marie-Jose Harris

ME3

August 5, 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 H i \/\ &lﬁtﬁ(ﬁ% Hoo Peninsula. This is a

| \8

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: (VS CW"ESUV‘-‘L Peelc

oo [ N ' -

Date: -5 H- @ntﬁust A&7 5



* Medway Council has previously had numerous failed development plans over the last 20 or so
years, It seems very likely that this plan will fail as well.

e The Hoo Peninsula needs to be valued, preserved and protected.

* The Hoo Peninsula has Grade 1 farmland. This special agricultural land is in short supply in
England. This top quality farmland is critical for national food security.

e The Hoo Peninsula has been under attack several times in the past e.g. Cliffe Airport proposal,
Estuary Airport proposal & two Lodge Hill proposals.

® The Hoo Peninsula is globally important for wildlife and habitats e.g. the Herons, Little Egrets &
Nightingales. Also the salt marsh, ancient woodland and internal pools. Note the RSPB’s
proposal for a national World Heritage site NB. areas of $SSI & Ramsar. These will all be
threatened each time more houses are built and residents come to live on the peninsula.

* Future access to the peninsula is of great concern. Travelling by vehicle is the only reliable
means at the moment. A traffic problem on Four Elms Hill can cause chaos. The only alternate
route is through narrow country lanes via Cooling village but this is only suitable for small
vehicles.

e The suggestion to cleanse Medway City Estate of commercial units and for businesses to
relocate to an enlarged Kingsnorth Industrial Estate appears totally ridiculous to me. It is nearly
40 years since the first office in Medway City Estate was built in 1985. A Kent Online article
published in November 2015 states “the estate has expanded with hundreds of businesses,
employing a total workforce of more than 5,000.” Another 10 years have passed; how long
would it take to move all the businesses that are on the estate now? Would the businesses even
want to move? There seems to be no common sense behind this idea.

Mrs Christine Peek

-



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 Hiqh Healstew 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.

s 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: N(BVed VIUSERAT

Address:

| | v =-
Date: BD A~ o
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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.

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.

o 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.

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).

o 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: M) ’ La@fkm

Address: MER -

Date:

'7/%/15,15,



Comments on Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft local plan

The Hoo Peninsular and surrounding areas

Before any further permission for house building plans are passed the proposed
infrastructure must be put in place as a priority.

1) Anextra 6740 homes planned could mean a potential 13,000 extra domestic
vehicles. On top of which there is commercial traffic to the industrial estates at
Kingsnorth and the Isle of Grain, plus delivery vehicles to domestic properties.
With only one major access road onto and off the peninsula, already heavily
congested at peak times, an incident either on the hill or the Four Elms
roundabout blocks any access for potential emergency vehicular traffic.
Highways England objected to major housebuilding on the Hoo Peninsular until
its concerns over Junction 1 of the M2 were satisfactorily resolved. The plan does
not provide any solution.

2) There are inaccuracies in the summary document and the consultation
presentations which need to be corrected before submission. The lack of detail
to parts of the Plan supports the belief that parts of the Plan have been rushed
through without any proper consideration or knowledge being given to what a
project of this nature requires.

3) Medicalfacilities are stretched to the limit now, there being a three-week wait for
an emergency appointment. (Firsthand experience). Both medical and
educational needs are considered as an afterthought, rather than being included
as a fundamental condition of any development.

4) There is no reference to increased potable and waste water needs.



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/.&L l"fa_{ol—w: 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.

¢ 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: C—7Q‘ o

Address:
Date: A .




The Plan as presented for consultation is fundamentally flawed.

y 7

The Plan is set to be sent to the Planning Inspectorate in the autumn of 2025,
which is long before all elements will be agreed by residents and Medway
Council. It presents as a scheme thrown together in a rush by a team of people
unfamiliar with the needs and problems of the current residents of the Hoo
Peninsular, which have not addressed, let alone proposed solutions to those
needs and problems.

The Plan envisages 6,700 new homes in Chattenden, Hoo and High Halstow by
2041, which, by simple arithmetic will introduce approximately 13,000 new cars
to the single access road into the area, already heavily congested at peak times.
Highways England objected to major house-building on the Hoo Peninsular until
its concerns over Junction 1 of the M2 were satisfactorily resolved. The plan does
not provide any solution, leaving the need to mitigate current traffic issues
unaddressed. Further development in the more eastern villages on the
Peninsular only adds to this problem.

There are inaccuracies in the summary document and the consultation
presentations which need to be corrected before submission. This lack of
attention to detail supports the belief that parts of the Plan have been rushed in
order to satisfy political expediency rather than the proper consideration a
project of this nature requires.

The Frindsbury Peninsula (Medway City Estate) has been a thriving hub of
commercial activity for decades, and continues to be so. To convert this into a
mixed development of residential and commercial makes no economic sense,
particularly when added to the forced closure of businesses in Chatham
Dockyard. Residents, old and new, will be travelling further afield to work, adding
to the already over-burdened roads.

The proposed use of Kingsnorth as an employment hub is logical. However, it is
necessarily remote from most residential areas and that does not guarantee an
attractive place to work. Heavier vehicles (diverted from Medway City Estate) will
add further to traffic issues and the condition of what is currently a minor road.
There is no reference to increased potable and waste water needs.

Medical and educational facilities are considered an afterthought, rather than
being included as a fundamental condition of any development.



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, L J'{;}J

| write to you as a local resident in the village of ;H}i,ﬁgf‘ﬂé’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.

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,

W= =2
Name: @055.&; — j\il S1&EI=

s I,

Date: 7/ w9 é{ﬁﬁ(jh‘g)& 25
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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 Couuncil's Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of Q MHQLLQ[QS)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: Z_ k Q- | .6.6- M.
Me Nog Mzee. « Nes 63N il

Address:

pate: (O&-08 - ;):0&5
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Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 41R

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( HA { \O\;;"{on the Hoo Peninsula. Thisis a
renracentation in respnnee tn the Regiilation 19 eansiiltatinn nn the legal comnliance and aniindness
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, PUPA 2004). ktvidence submitted by Medway Louncil 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 icgaid had eIt paid 1o CoOMiMuiily IEpieseiitations i the Reguiativin 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).

- Ml M Emmmni ikl A Llaa CF WAl Aviag u-ffl'\ 0. plﬁﬂl‘f'nnrlnn |\|n| hibvAarivkhAanad DlAan fof\vvl-nmknv
- LN UUIIIUIII‘II.J ¥YILLE L e IV WL "UIUI—'\IE W AT TALLW N ‘U'&"uuuli.uuu oA \\J\.’V‘.U (R AN |

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 ia flawed in ita methadalogy and fails to eorrectly annly the nrecautinnary nrincinle.

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.

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: ()o@\wne Q\-? \\\Qp“

Address

Date: /'} e L€
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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.

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 engagament at Regulaticn
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 Neigh bourhood 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:
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Having looked at the draft copy of the local plan, both the online version and at a consultation

meeting in the local village hall, its clear that the planning department and those compiling the -
document have no interest in getting this document right, most of the community assets for our EAL
village are incorrect, the Medway council personnel at the village hall consultation had this pointed :
out to them, and still nothing has been put right, a year later, while all Medway council want to do is

fill the peninsula with housing, not giving a thought to the effects it might have on the existing
community, the peninsula only has one road on and off it, which is already straining to cope with
current traffic level, nowhere in the plan are there any major infrastructure plans to prevent

congestion and air pollution, no provision has been made for any local emergency services, the
peninsula does not have an ambulance station, there is no police presence other than one community
policeman for most of the peninsula, we have at the end of peninsula a large liquefied natural gas

plant and a large container port, with all the possible dangers that could bring, and still only one

road to get any emergency response to the site, add in an accident that closes the road and the whole
situation gets much worse much quicker. Nowhere in the plans does the council highlight the need

for investment in the basic utility needs, even with all the houses that have already been built in

Hoo and surrounding areas, no new swage treatment plants are being planned, no new fresh water
supplies are in place or upgrades to existing supplies, due to unrestricted expansion of the Haven
holiday park some parts of the holiday park are already experiencing water shortages at peak

weekend times, I feel the council have failed in their duty of care to the communities on the e
peninsula by failing to ensure the basic needs for life, the nearest large shops are in Strood, with a

very sparse bus service that takes a long time to get from the out lying villages in to Strood.

I now hear Medway council now want to move all the businesses off of the Medway city estate and
move them to Kingsnorth and grain, once again putting even more traffic on the the one road onand
off the peninsula, and once again putting even more strain on the limited utilities at the end of the
supply line, have they even though about this in depth? it would seem not, have they even

entertained the idea that telling businesses they have to move will make them move to an area

where the local council actually want the jobs and wealth to the local community they bring?

All'in all a very poor and unprofessional effort to appease the labour councillors and labour head
office and not as they are elected to do, serve the local people of Medway.



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

planning.representations@medway.gov.uk

Representation in response to
Meadway Counci!’s Regulztion 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan

Dear Local Planning Authority,

| write to you as a local resident in the village of P* L-LM“:\LL“‘*%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 ¢onsultation process is
procedurally defective. There is inadequate evidence of meaningful engagement at Regulation
18, and insufficient regara 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: - oo AoD G opauce

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 ™\ \\ﬂ S\s\owon 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 [ndependent Inspector when the plan
is submitted for Examination. 3 ] = ]

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the foliowing 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,
A

Name:
Address:
Date:



In addition to the comments overleaf I’'m fully supportive of High Halstow and St Mary
Hoo Parish Councils response to the Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation.

I would also like to highlight :

1.Minutes of a Medway Cabinet meeting of February 2019 (available on Medway Council
Website), stated that no more than 1000 homes on the Hoo Peninsula could be brought
forward without major infrastructure improvements.

2. Those minutes went on to say that without the Housing Infrastructure Funding to
complete transport improvements in this area there will not be any capacity for further
housing growth.

3. As this funding has been withdrawn and as stated overleaf there is little evidence of
infrastructure delivery and monitoring how can the number of houses planned be
considered “sound?

4 Medway’s “Authority Monitoring Reports” show that between March 2019 and March
2024 893 homes were built out. The figures for March 2024 until March 2025 are to be
published in December 2025. In light of the comments from Medway’s Planning Team
in 2019 the sustainable numbers of houses that can be built in this area are clearly
very small indeed.

| also agree with comments made by the High Halstow Climate Change and
Environment Group: I’'m especially supportive of the argument that In order to be
“sound”. Medway’s local Plan needs to include Future Home Standards 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 #ALNBW 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. - o

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 heen 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.

s

Kind regards,

Name: _“OHN DRAKE
Address:
Date: 1O 03/2_ .




893 HOMES HAVE BEEN COMPLETED ON THE HOO PENINSULA SINCE
FEBRUARY 2019, ACCORDING TO MEDWAY'S * authority monitoring reports”

IT WAS STATED IN A MEDWAY CABINET MEETING [see minutes on website] IN
2019 THAT NO MORE THAN 1000 HOMES COULD BE BUILT WITHOUT
“significant infrastructure improvements”

THE HIF BID TO PROVIDE THESE IMPROVEMENTS HAS BEEN WITHDRAWN
In light of the above and further comments by Medway’s Planning team there is
currently clearly little capacity for further housing growth.

Surely any allocation for housing growth would have been fulfilled for the Hoo
Peninsula, especially considering environmental concerns — SSI’s, grade 1
farmland, RSPB Reserves etc.



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 \\\cu. Hews7s 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: TA e & Tho& ol .
=\ 4 - -

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 Rochester oftheHooPentrsttar 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: Kogklarl Mur Ph

Address:

rmeL’- |

Date: /O 7 Of 7202 S
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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, }14(0{[ /rf;\__ {,;uj*\}ﬁf/‘ / ( /1 [L( h(‘ o

| 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 |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. %ﬁ‘ PV—O

Kind regards,
\ 4 e r ) A /
Name: 2 )(/ ) / W™ //{’( W7 j:r

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

f],.. ’ | LJ [

y . - S ,\_»-(3=’\:' 'eL ‘J?‘j
Dear Local Planning Authority, ﬁ ¢ ,Adt’,k)' e/

| write to you as a local resident in the #ift#ge of on-the-Hoo-Peninsuta: 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, ;
.. vy AP e
N irsaglhfey £ ~
Name: \—’C/ )

pate: / (O }:\k@ s Je)D
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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 ofH-\c,k Halstowon 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 [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 |ack 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\ ~S  Ara~e : _

Date:
o Slo 'S//,;L;“’
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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 H\c N Htk\ﬁ”t*‘-’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: | \;k_(r.\ & i w\.C:“ S hauun {3 SHUINLS -

<

==
B

Date: /-, =
L /-’\:\L\ ["\L\.L‘/\LL-/.YL_. SO A S+
(



— No doveloprmok sk b2 allosed lbefove
5enod  infragivuckune. i» ritroduuce A o daa
AER, s v swdrandng veldages (W

- We wneed) —
° 6“\{)\0:3% :
e Reidor weankoned [oodS
s« Lafoe 5uP@\r(\m\\zei:3 N T Cos Sheps
eq Led | /AN f \
« Docdtors vn e@Ue LE LA el
provamacyy pravisien .
e Scireo|
S Upgvaole_ o Looker ond  Senoonge
netiaorte s, ,
o \M@m\re_d Po-lo\\o 'hWSPCﬂM:
« Tropc socrad lrarwou v e \ocod
S e
4o enalbde thean tp dodnsine B
frenmup Lo prperties & F97
Fa/w\'ﬂ_‘u:.s ,



Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

pIanning.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 \kfs\\\b&?@\}rﬁ)the Hoo Peninsula. Thisisa
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).

o 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: ‘(j@c, N_ .

Date: - 3‘5"'
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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 -H |CM MM STow 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 conmunity represeniations 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: Rgipn<+ TS RioreroeD .

Date: = AGuestc o=
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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 "{idﬂ (4alskow) 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: DAVID Clv Niva WEATHERLEY

Address: _ e -

Date: 3R) A“GMST 20725
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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.

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: D & H SELULWOOVD

Date: 2 - R~262S
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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 r KA oy | %_won 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,
: ARG 1o RaHEL "
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-H h—l{qh‘fg@ the Hoo Peninsula. This is a
representation in response to the Regulation 19 cersultation 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: lC'fM’DR &5 NN
Address:

Date: H_/& /25
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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 HieH |'[[‘[J"’(Dr("‘)"c(::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.

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:

Uslore Redhardos™

oy ==

Date:

1/8]1%






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 -‘:Hr)k 1-\0\\ <\s1.{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.

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: T ()Zm'c;}‘w\ar‘/\c;ch.j
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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,

ra

| Loty |
| write to you as a local resident in the village of 1| ‘ l \'l--\\'.f‘JUoh 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 aligh 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: (YYD HI5& COVooBmN

Address:

Date:






| am writing to express my deep anger and frustration at the current state of services and
infrastructure in our area - particularly the inability to access a doctor’s appointment, the
shocking condition of our roads, and the council’s incomprehensible decision to approve yet
more housing developments.

Trying to get a doctor’s appointment is now near impossible I've tried calling, booking online,
and even physically going to the surgery — only to be told there are no available appointments for
over 3 weeks and that is with having an auto immune disease and waiting for new medication to
be added to a prescription. This is not just a minor inconvenience. People are being left in pain,
anxious and clearly untreaded for weeks, sometimes longer. It’s a complete failure of basic
healthcare access, and its putting lives at risk.

Adding to this, the state of our roads is nothing short of disgraceful. Potholes are everywhere,
surfaces are crumbling, and maintenance is clearly not being prioritised. And yet despite all
this, the council wishes to continue to approve more housing — hundreds maybe thousands, of
new homes — without any serious investment in local infrastructure.

We also as a peninsula only have one major road in and out serving the estimated population
which already exceeds 31,000. No wonder why it is so heavily congested. What is going to
happen when all these new homes are built, and even more cars are trying to use it daily? Have
you seriously considered the traffic, the emergency access issues, or the sheer impracticality of
itall?

The peninsula only has 2 major doctors’ surgeries, 1 dentist, a handful of schools and shops
which brings me onto my next point of where are all these new people going to go when they
need a GP appointment, a dentist appointment, a place to park their vehicles, a school to
educate their children or even just some groceries.

How can anyone justify expanding the population while the essentials like healthcare, roads
and schools are falling apart? It is utterly irresponsible, and frankly, it feels like the needs of
current residents are being completely ignored in favour of short-term planning targets.

We are not just statistics on a spreadsheet, we are real people, and we are angry. Services are
stretched to breaking point, the roads are dangerous, and the infrastructure is being neglected.

It is time to start listening to the community and take action — before things get even worse.



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.

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, ) \lg
) OFY

Name: Sf‘ 64;\&\

Address:






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,

MIGH FIp.L8 T

| 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:
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Local Planning Authority

Medway Council

q e Gun Wharf
14 Aug 2025 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 Hig'n H ol Shoidn 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.

o 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 (@ 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 AR CALVERT

Date: C2.~O8 2025
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