
 

Model Representation Form for Local Plans 

 
Local Plan 

Publication Stage Representation 
Form 

 

Ref: 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only)  

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this 

representation relates: 

  

Medway Local Plan 
 

Please return to Medway Council Planning Service by 11th August 2025 

Email: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk or post to: 

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

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal Details:  need only be completed once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each 

representation you wish to make. 

 

Part A 
1. Personal 

Details*      

2. Agent’s Details (if 

applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   
 

Title  Mr      

   

First Name  Jonathan      

   

Last Name  Arthur     

   

Job Title  
 Director of Estates &    

 Preservation  
    

(where relevant)  

Organisation  
 Chatham Historic Dockyard    

 Trust 
    

(where relevant)  

Address Line 1 
 First Floor, Fitted Rigging  

 House 
    

   

Line 2  The Historic Dockyard     

   

Line 3  Chatham       

   

Line 4  Kent     

   

Post Code  ME4 4TZ     

   

Telephone 

Number 
      

   

E-mail Address       
(where relevant)  
  

mailto:planning.policy@medway.gov.uk


 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each 

representation 
 

Name or Organisation: 

 

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

Paragraph 14.3.2 

Page 254 

Policy SA2: 

Heritage-

led Sites 

 

Policies Map CCB25 

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is  : 

4.(1) Legally compliant 

 

4.(2) Sound 

Yes 

 

Yes  

 
 

 

No      

 

No 

 

  

 

 
 

 

4 (3) Complies with the  

Duty to co-operate                     Yes                                         No                        
 

             
Please tick as appropriate 

 
5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or 

is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 

possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its 

compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 

comments.  

 
Chatham Historic Dockyard Trust (CHDT) welcomes the opportunity to respond to 

Medway Council’s Regulation 19 consultation on the draft Local Plan. As a major 

landowner and long-standing stakeholder in Chatham’s regeneration, we recognise 

the considerable progress that has been made by the Council and commend the 

Planning Policy team for their work in preparing the draft Local Plan for submission. 

The Trust is a registered charity with a core purpose of preserving and enhancing 

the heritage of the Historic Dockyard Chatham, while promoting sustainable 

regeneration through education, tourism, and enterprise. We have a demonstrable 

track record of investment, stewardship, and partnership in support of Medway’s 

economic and cultural development. 

Representation on Land Use Allocation – Riverside Site, Interface Land 

(South of Leviathan Way) 

The Interface Land is part of the designated Chatham Historic Dockyard 

Conservation Area. It contains two largely undeveloped sites, the Brunel and 

Riverside Sites. We wish to formally object to the proposed allocation in Policy SA2 

of the Riverside Site as Residential-only in the Regulation 19 version of the Local 

Plan, and request that this is described as a Mixed Use site in the same way as the 

Brunel Site.  

 

 

  



 

Background 

The policies map of the Regulation 18 version of the Plan identified both the Brunel 

and Riverside Sites as indicative preferred non-residential sites, reflecting the 

mixed-use potential of the Interface Land to accommodate a blend of residential, 

commercial, and community uses. This was consistent with the strategic aims set 

out in the Council’s adopted Chatham Dockyard Interface Land Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD), which remains in place as the guiding policy document 

for future planning of the Interface Land. 

The shift to a residential-led allocation for the Riverside Site in the current 

Regulation 19 draft, but not the Brunel Site which correctly continues as a mixed-

use allocation, is a significant and unexplained departure from the established 

planning framework for the site and is not, in our view, supported by either current 

market evidence or delivery history. 

As the Council will be aware, several attempts have been made over the past 40 

years to seek a development partner for the two Interface Land sites which have 

been unsuccessful, largely because of the overriding heritage and buried 

archaeological constraints. The most recent prospective development partner, the 

Vistry Group, has formally withdrawn from the scheme due to financial viability 

concerns. 

Grounds for Objection 

We submit that the Residential allocation of the Riverside Site in Policy SA2 and 

Policies Map ID CCB25 fails to meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically: 

a) Positively Prepared 

A residential-only designation does not adequately address the cross-cutting 

strategic needs of the area - including employment, cultural development, and 

heritage-led regeneration - all of which are vital for balanced growth in Chatham. 

b) Justified 

There is no evidence that a purely residential scheme is deliverable nor is it the 

most appropriate strategy for the site. Indeed, historic delivery attempts have 

repeatedly shown that residential-led models for this site are not financially viable, 

as recently evidenced by the market failure of the Vistry proposal. 

c) Effective 

The removal of flexibility undermines the potential for successful delivery. The CHDT 

considers that a mixed-use approach for both the Riverside and Brunel Sites would 

create greater scope for partnership, cross-subsidy, and placemaking, enhancing 

the deliverability of the whole Interface Land scheme in real-world conditions. 

d) Consistent with National Policy 

The NPPF supports the regeneration of underused land within designated 

conservation areas through sustainable, mixed-use development, particularly 

where this enhances the understanding of conservation objectives, supports 

heritage assets and cultural vitality (Paragraphs 202,203 and 219 of the NPPF 

2024). The Historic Dockyard is a designated heritage asset of national significance, 

and the Interface Land sits within its visual and contextual setting. 



 

CHDT’s Vision for a Mixed-Use Future 

Our proposal for the Riverside and Brunel sites is to bring forward a heritage-led 

mixed-use development for the whole Interface Land consistent with the Council’s 

Interface Land SPD, incorporating: 

• Light commercial and workshop spaces 

• Creative industries or community uses 

• Public realm improvements 

• Some residential development where appropriate 

• Strong integration with the Historic Dockyard and wider waterfront 

regeneration 

This vision aligns with: 

• The Chatham Interface Land SPD 

• Medway’s regeneration strategy 

Homes England’s priorities for sustainable and placemaking-led development on the 

adjoining Chatham Maritime estate.  

 

6.  Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local 

Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness 

matters you have identified at 5 above.  (Please note that non-compliance with 

the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).  You will need 

to say why each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.  

It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 

 
Request for Modification 

We request that the following changes are made: 

Paragraph 14.3.2: add the following sentence at the end of the paragraph: “Any 

development proposals must meet the overriding test of complementing and 

enhancing the heritage significance and setting of the Historic Dockyard”. 

Policy SA2: 

1. Delete the reference to the Interface Land as a strategic heritage led housing 

allocation. 

2.           (a) Change to read “Combined site areas of the Riverside and Brunel        

                Sites”. 

(b) Delete “circa 150 new homes as part of” 

(e) Delete from “currently” to end of the sentence. 

Policies Map ID CCB25: Delete “Residential” and “circa 150”; replace with “Mixed -

use” and “0”. 

This would: 

• Return the approach to the Riverside site to that which was described in the 

Regulation 18 draft, and which continues to be the approach to the Brunel 

Site 

• Correct the inconsistent approach to the Riverside and Brunel Sites which 

has been adopted without explanation since the Regulation 18 draft 

• Enable flexibility for delivery and respond to market reality 

• Better reflect the heritage and spatial context of the site 



 

• Provide a sound and sustainable basis for long-term regeneration 

• Align with national policy aims for brownfield and heritage asset reuse 

We trust that the Council will consider this representation and look forward to 

continuing our constructive dialogue on the future of the Interface Land. We remain 

committed to collaborating with Medway Council and relevant stakeholders to 

ensure the site is brought forward in a manner that is viable, ambitious, and in the 

best interest of Chatham and the wider Medway community. 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation 

and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a 

further opportunity to make submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the 

Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for 

examination. 

 

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 

necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)? 

 

  

No, I do not wish to  
participate in  

hearing session(s) 
 

Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing session(s) 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to 

participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm 

your request to participate. 
 

 

8.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary: 

 

Chatham Historic Dockyard Trust (CHDT) respectfully requests to participate in the 

relevant hearing sessions of the Local Plan Examination, specifically those 

addressing site allocations and the spatial strategy for Chatham, including the 

Riverside and Brunel sites within the Interface Land. 

 

As a significant local stakeholder, landowner, and long-standing partner in 

Medway’s regeneration, CHDT brings a unique perspective rooted in heritage-led 

development and commercial viability. Our objection to the reclassification of the 

Riverside Site as Residential-only raises substantive concerns about the soundness 

of the Local Plan under the tests set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), particularly regarding being positively prepared, justified, 

effective, and consistent with national policy. 

 

We believe participation in the hearing sessions is necessary to ensure that the 

Planning Inspectorate fully considers: 

 

• The evidence base and historic context for previous Mixed-Use designations, 

• The economic and delivery implications of a Residential-only allocation in 

light of recent market failure, 

• The alignment of our proposed heritage-led mixed-use model with adopted 

planning guidance (SPD) and regeneration strategies, and 

• The potential impact on the setting of nationally significant heritage assets 

within the Historic Dockyard. 

 

 



 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in  
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when 

the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

 
For details of our data privacy policy please see: 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200133/planning/714/planning-service-privacy-statement 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200133/planning/714/planning-service-privacy-statement


 
Date: 7th August 2025 
Medway Council 
By email only: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Madam/Sir, 
 
RE: Medway Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 
 
Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Medway Local Plan Regulation 19 
consultation. We have reviewed the documents online and have provided comments and recommendations below. 
Responses have only been provided to matters which fall within KWTs remit. To allow us to complete a comprehensive 
response to your consultation, please accept our comments in letter format. 
 
Site Allocations 
 
The site allocation process has taken a brownfield first approach. Both brownfield and greenfield sites can be of high 
environmental value, supporting diverse and threatened species and a wider ecological network. Without in-depth 
ecological surveys and an assessment of a site’s connectivity it cannot be assumed that green belt (including grey belt), 
greenfield, or brownfield land is of a higher or lower value for nature. To meet the requirements of section 39(2) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the NPPF it is advised that policy requirements for all allocated 
sites should include specific requirements to demonstrate that the mitigation hierarchy has been followed particularly 
as part of the masterplan design and the creation of green infrastructure and open space strategies for larger sites. 
Alongside this requirement site allocation policies should also ensure that extensive ecological surveys are submitted 
at the application stage together with a demonstration of how the survey results have informed the design and layout 
of the proposed development. 
 
The volume of development put forward for allocated sites situated adjacent to, or within proximity to, internationally 
and nationally designated sites as well as other ecologically sensitive locations will likely have detrimental impacts on 
the interest features of those sites. Allocated land in these locations will also likely result in a cumulative impact leading 
to significant and long-term effects on species utilising designated and non-designated sites. The supporting Habitats 
Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal do not provide sufficient reassurance that irreversible impacts 
from the volume of development proposed will be avoided. 
 
Of particular concern are the impacts from habitat fragmentation, recreational disturbance, increased domestic pet 
predation and pollution from noise, lighting and air quality issues because of sites allocated in Capstone Valley, Hoo 
St Werburgh and Chattenden, and on land west of Strood. With respect to these sites and the supporting Habitats 
Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal it is unclear how site selection within the draft Local Plan has 
followed the mitigation hierarchy. Concerns are raised that the approach taken in selecting sites has been to leave the 
resolution of all impacts of development to the application stage. 
 
Details on the concerns raised by allocated sites are set out below however, in summary, it is considered that a 
balanced approach to achieving sustainable development has not been taken when allocating land for development 
and drafting corresponding policy requirements. 
 
Policy SA7: Capstone Valley 
 
There is a lack of detail on the criteria used to assess the suitability of developments on sites within or adjacent to 
sensitive ecological features. It is therefore difficult to establish whether the preferred site allocations have considered 
their potential to result in fragmented habitats and an increase in recreational pressure on priority habitat alongside 
a reduced area of open space. For example, site allocations LW4, LW6, LW7, and LW8 together with HW3, HW6, and 
HW11 will lead to approximately 10 blocks of ancient woodland becoming permanently isolated and the habitats and 
species within Capstone Farm Country Park, Darland Banks Local Nature Reserve and other smaller Local Nature 
Reserves such as South Wood, facing significant recreational pressure without the provision of any suitable 
compensation strategy or means of addressing this impact. 
 

mailto:planning.policy@medway.gov.uk


 
As discussed in previous representations on the Local Plan process habitat fragmentation can hinder the movement 
of animal populations leading to a loss of genetic diversity and reduction in population size, leaving restricted species 
susceptible to disease. Fragmentation can also result in habitats becoming less resilient, particularly to invasive species 
and climate change. Ancient woodland now only covers approximately 2.5% of the UK’s landmass. Connecting these 
fragmented blocks of ancient woodland is therefore essential to improve resilience, restore connectivity, and boost 
biodiversity. 
 
The provision of potential green infrastructure corridors is noted within the Capstone Valley Concept Plan however it 
is unclear as to whether these corridors or a variation of this design can cope with the volume of development 
identified within the policy. In addition, it is unclear whether the wording of the draft policy gives sufficient oversight 
to require each allocated site to adhere to a central masterplan. If not there is no mechanism to ensure that green 
infrastructure corridors are delivered in a coherent and effective way or at a scale that is sufficient to enhance existing 
habitats while reducing impacts from a dramatic increase in residents. 
 
Policy SA8: Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden and Policy SA11: Rural Settlements 
 
With respect to sites identified within the Hoo Peninsula, particularly those to the north and south-west, there is no 
indication that the required infrastructure works necessary to accommodate the large numbers of additional homes 
will not detrimentally impact on ecologically sensitive sites. There are also serious concerns about the negative impacts 
that will occur as a result of habitat loss, increased recreational disturbance, cat predation and detrimental disturbance 
arising from air, noise and light pollution. 
 
KWT are supportive of the tariff based strategic approach being applied to development within 6 km of designated 
areas and the delivery of the Bird Wise SAMMS programme. However, it is apparent that this approach will not address 
issues that will arise from developments falling outside of the 6 km perimeter or impacts to non-designated but 
biodiverse and ecologically important sites. 
 
The Habitats Regulations Assessment makes clear that this approach may not completely address recreational impacts 
associated with allocations in close proximity to the North Kent Marshes. The site allocation policy for Hoo St Werburgh 
and Chattenden sets out that: 
 
“A strategic environmental management plan will be prepared and approved by the Council and Natural England to 
provide the basis for an integrated programme of measures to safeguard and strengthen the natural environment 
around Hoo and Chattenden, particularly the SPA, Ramsar sites and SSSIs.  Development will contribute towards the 
implementation of the strategic programme to provide for sustainable development”. 
 
Taking into account the ecological sensitivity of the designated areas which may be impacted by the proposed 
allocations it is of concern that these sites are being put forward as part of the draft Local Plan when it has not been 
clearly established that a strategic environmental management plan will be effective and sufficient to avoid all 
detrimental impacts from the proposed developments. 
 
Policy SA6: Land West of Strood 
 
Sites currently allocated for development to the west of Strood (namely SNF1, SNF3 and SR5) provide a strong green 
infrastructure link between land to the south-west of Medway, such as the North Kent Woods and Downs National 
Nature Reserve, and sites further to the north-east including Great Chattenden Wood as well as pockets of farmland 
between the two woodlands and to the north of the motorway. The allocated sites also provide green infrastructure 
links between smaller sites within Strood, such as Rede Common Local Nature Reserve, and the larger designated sites.  
 
Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that consideration has been given to the ecological value 
of the sites allocated within this part of Strood. There is no information about how the sites are utilised by declining 
farmland bird species, including ground nesting birds. In addition, the concept plan indicates that a narrow strip of 
green infrastructure will be provided which is squeezed between the motorway and future housing development 
rendering it largely inappropriate for species which need wide sightlines and farmland habitat. 
 



 
The need to deliver new homes, and the significant pressure on Medway to do so, is recognised. However, any land 
released from the Green Belt should be strategically planned and must retain and improve green and blue 
infrastructure while creating high quality, nature-rich developments. Green Belt land should only be released for 
development where it is not of high environmental value. It is not considered that this has been clearly demonstrated 
in this instance and the concept plan shown within the draft Local Plan indicates that a development led approach has 
been taken to the allocation of these sites with green infrastructure provision pushed to the margins. While it is noted 
that this plan is only a concept and not a fleshed-out masterplan the quantum of development listed within Policy SA6 
for the allocated sites demonstrates that green infrastructure and habitat restoration or provision is an afterthought. 
 
Detailed ecological surveys must be carried out and published for all land that is being looked at for potential release. 
Developments on land released from the Green Belt should be required to go above and beyond the local and national 
requirements for environmental enhancements, including providing a higher level of onsite Biodiversity Net Gain than 
the statutory 10%. 
 
Biodiversity Net Gain 
 
The State of Nature report for 2023 shows that the abundance of species within England has declined on average by 
32% since 19701. The report also found that 16% of the 10,000 plus species surveyed risked being lost from Great 
Britain. The statutory minimum of 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) is not sufficient to meet the UK’s commitments to 
nature’s recovery and to aid in halting the biodiversity crisis. It is therefore imperative that Medway goes beyond this 
figure. 
 
Kent’s natural environment faces exceptional pressures, and it is considered that a 20% BNG target is a proportionate 
response to address this pressure and that there are compelling reasons to justify such an approach. The Kent Nature 
Partnership has produced a report which sets out the justification for setting a target of 20% in Kent2. This report has 
been used by local authorities in other authorities who have successfully included a 20% BNG policy in their Local Plan. 
 
Kent County Council has also produced a viability assessment of BNG in Kent3. This report highlights that a shift from 
10% to 15% or 20% BNG will not materially affect viability in the majority of instances when delivered onsite or offsite. 
The report also establishes that the biggest cost in most cases is to get to the mandatory, minimum, 10% BNG and that 
an increase to 15% or 20% BNG costs much less and is generally negligible. 
 
Taking into account the above it is considered that when taking a balanced approach to achieving sustainable 
development within Medway the requirement to provide a higher BNG than the statutory minimum would not be 
disproportionate or harmful to development viability. 
 
We hope that the comments made within this letter prove useful in the formation of the Medway Local Plan. We 
would be more than happy to hold further discussion with you on any of these issues raised. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Nicholas Trower 
Planning and Policy Officer  
Kent Wildlife Trust 

  
 

 
1 State of Nature (2023) 
2 Justification for a Biodiversity Net Gain Target of 20% in Kent 
3 Viability Assessment of Biodiversity Net Gain in Kent 

https://stateofnature.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/TP25999-State-of-Nature-main-report_2023_FULL-DOC-v12.pdf
https://kentnature.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Justification-for-biodiversity-net-gain-in-Kent-Sept-2020.pdf
https://kentnature.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Viability-Assessment-of-Biodiversity-Net-Gain-in-Kent-June-2022.pdf


From:
To: policy, planning
Cc:

Subject: Medway Local Plan - comments on draft document
Date: 08 August 2025 12:21:50

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

Hell o The City of Rochester Society has given careful consideration of the above draft Plan

and submits the following comments : -

 

1. The plan appears to be ' housing driven ' and in light of the large number of new
homes proposed yearly and by 2041 , the Society questions whether these figures are
sustainable ? Whilst noting the national formula used  for arriving at these housing
figures , should not more consideration be given to Medway specifically as an
individual area and it's direct needs ?

2 . We note the various options for the proposed areas which will accommodate this new
housing . Whichever areas are finally allocated , it is imperative that the required
infrastructure , in all forms , is actually in place .Currently parts of Medway's infrastructure
is not fit for purpose , so the effect of large numbers of additional homes will have even
more of an undesirable impact .

 

3. If ' available , brownfield sites should be used in preference to other categories of land .

 

4 . We note the proposal to ' redevelop ' Medway City Estate  , which will include , if
approved , some new homes . This is a perfect example of the necessity for transport
infrastructure to be in place , particularly as the current situation is already at capacity here
.

 

5 .With regard to Protecting the Local Environment , given the housing numbers proposed
, this part of the Plan needs strengthening , as the local environment would be under even
more threat .

 

6 . There will be huge additional pressure on services such as water ( supply & sewerage ) ,
electricity & gas supplies , which the new households will generate  Interestingly ,
Southern Water have just stated publicly that water bills have had to increase as their
current infrastructure is outdated and not fit for purpose !These matters will need urgent
high priority going forward, to prevent a disastrous outcome for Rochester and the rest of
Medway .There should be reassurances on all aspects of water - supply , quality &
flooding & flood risk assessments as appropriate are necessary ..

 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


7 . The Plan should deliver successful places and communities , rather than just numbers of
homes . There is scope to convert existing empty spaces as well as building new units .
Over occupancy should be addressed with more provision for later life homes . This would
free up family homes .

 

8 .Should there be ' height ' restrictions on new development ?

 

9 . No new hospitals are proposed - surely this should be specific land use , working in
conjunction with the NHS ?

 

10 . The use of solar power should be investigated in all aspects . 

 

11 . Could not ' waterways ' be used for both public and commercial transport - also could
not a ' tram ' system ( successful in other UK cities ) be looked at ?

 

12 . It is important to have a varied mix of new housing types so as some are lower cost &
properly affordable .to local people .

 

13 .Are ' E scooters ' as proposed , really a credible transport choice ?

 

14 . There needs to be enforcement on developers to fully carry out their responsibilities
and ' promises ' in contributing to the local infrastructure & environment .

 

15 . Any decisions should be made on evidence based data .

 

The City of Rochester Society would also very much like to participate in the hearing
sessions during the formal examination of the Local Plan  . Please could we also be kept
fully informed in this regard and also of any other significant changes or further updates .
during the process ? Many thanks for your consideration .

 

Chris Webb , for The City of Rochester Society , 27 Watts Almshouses , Maidstone Road ,
Rochester ME1 1SE                                                     01634 403825 .

 

 





From: n
To: c.webb246
Cc:

Subject: Re: Medway Local Plan - comments on draft document
Date: 08 August 2025 12:39:39

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

Dear Chris
Thank you for all your hard work here. Your points are very well made. 
I found it also very disappointing that there was no provision made for a new bridge or
tunnels to connect communities when for example this is being considered in the Shetland
Islands. The Faroe Islands are already connected by tunnels. I also thought the point about
trams was a good one. In Cambridge communities are well connected by such schemes and
they are environmentally friendly. It is sad that no thought of this has been considered for
Kent and Medway. 
Best wishes
Sarah 

Sent from my iPhone

On 8 Aug 2025, at 12:21, c.webb246 > wrote:

﻿

Hell o The City of Rochester Society has given careful consideration of the above

draft Plan and submits the following comments : -

 

1. The plan appears to be ' housing driven ' and in light of the large number
of new homes proposed yearly and by 2041 , the Society questions
whether these figures are sustainable ? Whilst noting the national
formula used  for arriving at these housing figures , should not more
consideration be given to Medway specifically as an individual area and
it's direct needs ?

2 . We note the various options for the proposed areas which will
accommodate this new housing . Whichever areas are finally allocated , it is
imperative that the required infrastructure , in all forms , is actually in place
.Currently parts of Medway's infrastructure is not fit for purpose , so the effect
of large numbers of additional homes will have even more of an undesirable
impact .

 

3. If ' available , brownfield sites should be used in preference to other
categories of land .

 

4 . We note the proposal to ' redevelop ' Medway City Estate  , which will
include , if approved , some new homes . This is a perfect example of the

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


necessity for transport infrastructure to be in place , particularly as the current
situation is already at capacity here .

 

5 .With regard to Protecting the Local Environment , given the housing
numbers proposed , this part of the Plan needs strengthening , as the local
environment would be under even more threat .

 

6 . There will be huge additional pressure on services such as water ( supply &
sewerage ) , electricity & gas supplies , which the new households will
generate  Interestingly , Southern Water have just stated publicly that water
bills have had to increase as their current infrastructure is outdated and not fit
for purpose !These matters will need urgent high priority going forward, to
prevent a disastrous outcome for Rochester and the rest of Medway .There
should be reassurances on all aspects of water - supply , quality & flooding &
flood risk assessments as appropriate are necessary ..

 

7 . The Plan should deliver successful places and communities , rather than
just numbers of homes . There is scope to convert existing empty spaces as
well as building new units . Over occupancy should be addressed with more
provision for later life homes . This would free up family homes .

 

8 .Should there be ' height ' restrictions on new development ?

 

9 . No new hospitals are proposed - surely this should be specific land use ,
working in conjunction with the NHS ?

 

10 . The use of solar power should be investigated in all aspects . 

 

11 . Could not ' waterways ' be used for both public and commercial transport
- also could not a ' tram ' system ( successful in other UK cities ) be looked at
?

 

12 . It is important to have a varied mix of new housing types so as some are
lower cost & properly affordable .to local people .

 

13 .Are ' E scooters ' as proposed , really a credible transport choice ?

 



14 . There needs to be enforcement on developers to fully carry out their
responsibilities and ' promises ' in contributing to the local infrastructure &
environment .

 

15 . Any decisions should be made on evidence based data .

 

The City of Rochester Society would also very much like to participate in the
hearing sessions during the formal examination of the Local Plan  . Please
could we also be kept fully informed in this regard and also of any other
significant changes or further updates . during the process ? Many thanks for
your consideration .

 

Chris Webb , for The City of Rochester Society , 27 Watts Almshouses ,
Maidstone Road , Rochester ME1 1SE                                                     01634
403825 .

 

 



From:
To:
Cc: policy, planning;

Subject: Re: Medway Local Plan - comments on draft document
Date: 08 August 2025 15:23:21

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

Hi Chris,

Thanks for presenting yesterday.

A couple of thoughts to perhaps build out on some of the points below:

Affordability:
This was said to be at 25%, up to 30% in the villages.  It was described as social

housing, shared ownership or affordable rent.  It is noted that none of the housing

is affordable for local people using the conventional way of buying a property ie.

with a deposit and mortgage.  Shared ownership seems a good deal at the outset,

however young buyers are usually stung years into the process by stratospheric

service charge hikes coupled with rent hikes (staircasing requires the property to

be revalued at the current market rate plus they have to pay valuation and solicitor

fees) leaving them quite often in a situation where they cannot afford the increases

and cannot sell the property.

Building Height:
Although the notion that none of the new estates will be high rise such as in

Croydon East, what is Medway's definition of a tall building?  The adoption of the

Conservation Framework one year ago did not prevent the council approving a 12

storey tower at Ironmonger's Yard, double the height of any of the other new

builds on the neighbouring A2 which are ground plus 5 and a flagrant flouting of

any Conservation recommendations.

River use:
Using the river for haulage as happened with the construction of the Thames

Tideway Tunnel reduces road congestion / damage, noise, dust and vibration. Will

this be a stipulation where this is possible?

Infrastructure:
Building 24,540 new dwellings without the required infrastructure which is already

inadequate, will be severely detrimental to the existing population and electorate

as well as the incoming residents.  Can there be a requirement for a proportion of

infrastructure to be built first?  Roadways and junctions would ease the

construction process, it is noted that already at year 5 the majority of existing

junctions are forecast to be at or near capacity.

There are 3 river crossings that already are at capacity at rush hour twice a day. 

There is nothing in the document regarding an additional river crossing.

Point 10 - do you mean solar power for the roofs of new dwellings?
There is a solar factory (the term 'solar farm' is misleading) at Stoke.  Although the

Plan does not allocate any land 'at scale' to additional solar factories this therefore
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means that the council may well allocate smaller arable land parcels to solar or

wind factories.  Is this the case?  The UK is already food insufficient, producing

only around 55% of what it consumes.  Food is a strategic resource, droughts,

floods or blights overseas will see food ringfenced for those foreign populations,

the UK needs to retain all its arable land and not build on it.  It is reported that the

long term effects of solar factories is to deplete the soil to such an extent that after

an estimated 25 years it then would require treatment to bring it back to arable

useage, rain runoff also causes pollutants to run into the soil -  at that point it could

be designated as brownfield land and sold off to developers.  This is a national

issue of importance. Does Medway recognise this and commit to preserving all

Medway arable land from solar / wind factories?

Public transport:
Public road transport is in a parlous state in Medway.  Unreliable and insufficient. 

I absolutely endorse that the building of tramways particularly from the rural parts

could be a very good solution - will the council look into this?  S106 monies to run

additional bus services for two years end at the finish of those two years and do

not benefit the population in the long term.  Long term solutions are required.

Medway Hospital:
How will the hospital be extended given the footprint constraings? What hospital

services will be farmed out to the GP surgeries and what is the criteria for the

allocation and the extent of the allocation?  How will capacity for acute care and

operations be increased for the additional population?  What arrangements have

been made with neighbouring hospitals and what will be effect of these housing

targets on those hospitals?  Will they have any capacity for Medway patients if

Medway doesn't have any for its own increased population?

KR,

Rosie

On Friday 8 August 2025 at 12:39:34 BST,  wrote:

Dear Chris

Thank you for all your hard work here. Your points are very well made. 

I found it also very disappointing that there was no provision made for a new bridge or tunnels to

connect communities when for example this is being considered in the Shetland Islands. The Faroe

Islands are already connected by tunnels. I also thought the point about trams was a good one. In

Cambridge communities are well connected by such schemes and they are environmentally friendly.

It is sad that no thought of this has been considered for Kent and Medway. 

Best wishes

Sarah 

Sent from my iPhone

On 8 Aug 2025, at 12:21,  wrote:

﻿



Hell o The City of Rochester Society has given careful consideration of the above

draft Plan and submits the following comments : -

 

1. The plan appears to be ' housing driven ' and in light of the large number of new

homes proposed yearly and by 2041 , the Society questions whether these

figures are sustainable ? Whilst noting the national formula used  for arriving at

these housing figures , should not more consideration be given to Medway

specifically as an individual area and it's direct needs ?

2 . We note the various options for the proposed areas which will accommodate this

new housing . Whichever areas are finally allocated , it is imperative that the required

infrastructure , in all forms , is actually in place .Currently parts of Medway's

infrastructure is not fit for purpose , so the effect of large numbers of additional homes

will have even more of an undesirable impact .

 

3. If ' available , brownfield sites should be used in preference to other categories of

land .

 

4 . We note the proposal to ' redevelop ' Medway City Estate  , which will include , if

approved , some new homes . This is a perfect example of the necessity for transport

infrastructure to be in place , particularly as the current situation is already at capacity

here .

 

5 .With regard to Protecting the Local Environment , given the housing numbers

proposed , this part of the Plan needs strengthening , as the local environment would

be under even more threat .

 

6 . There will be huge additional pressure on services such as water ( supply &

sewerage ) , electricity & gas supplies , which the new households will generate

 Interestingly , Southern Water have just stated publicly that water bills have had to

increase as their current infrastructure is outdated and not fit for purpose !These

matters will need urgent high priority going forward, to prevent a disastrous outcome for

Rochester and the rest of Medway .There should be reassurances on all aspects of

water - supply , quality & flooding & flood risk assessments as appropriate are

necessary ..

 

7 . The Plan should deliver successful places and communities , rather than just

numbers of homes . There is scope to convert existing empty spaces as well as

building new units . Over occupancy should be addressed with more provision for later

life homes . This would free up family homes .

 

8 .Should there be ' height ' restrictions on new development ?

 

9 . No new hospitals are proposed - surely this should be specific land use , working in

conjunction with the NHS ?

 



10 . The use of solar power should be investigated in all aspects . 

 

11 . Could not ' waterways ' be used for both public and commercial transport - also

could not a ' tram ' system ( successful in other UK cities ) be looked at ?

 

12 . It is important to have a varied mix of new housing types so as some are lower cost

& properly affordable .to local people .

 

13 .Are ' E scooters ' as proposed , really a credible transport choice ?

 

14 . There needs to be enforcement on developers to fully carry out their

responsibilities and ' promises ' in contributing to the local infrastructure & environment .

 

15 . Any decisions should be made on evidence based data .

 

The City of Rochester Society would also very much like to participate in the hearing

sessions during the formal examination of the Local Plan  . Please could we also be

kept fully informed in this regard and also of any other significant changes or further

updates . during the process ? Many thanks for your consideration .

 

Chris Webb , for The City of Rochester Society , 

                                                     

 

 



From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Medway Local Plan draft - City of Rochester Society comments .
Date: 09 August 2025 10:56:16

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

Hello - I refer to my email of */8/25 setting out the City of Rochester Society's comments on

the draft Local Plan . I also refer to your acknowledgement of 8/8/25 . I confirm that the

Society's comments represent an objection on the grounds of soundness and whether some

proposals in the draft Plan are justified & effective in achieving sustainable development .I

also confirm that I am happy for you to hold my personal details to enable you to contact me

with further Local Plan consultations & updates . Many thanks for your attention .   

 

Chris Webb on behalf of the City of Rochester Society , 
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From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Fwd: Re: Medway Local Plan - comments on draft document - City of Rochester Society
Date: 09 August 2025 11:19:37

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

Hello - I refer to my email of 8/8/25 setting out the City of Rochester Society's thought &

comments on the draft Local Plan . please see below some further thoughts  which should be

added to my email of 8/8/25 & be regarded as from the City of Rochester Society . The

Society also notes that there appears to be no reference to Policing and what provision is

there for additional enforcement , police stations & jail places ? As previously , I confirm that

this and the comments below represent an objection on the grounds of soundness and

whether some proposals in the draft Plan are justified and effective in achieving sustainable

development . Many thanks for your attention .

 

Chris Webb , on behalf of the City of Rochester Society , 

                                                            

------ Original ssage ------
From:

Sent: Friday, August 8th 2025, 15:23
Subject: Re: Medway Local Plan - comments on draft document
 

 

Hi Chris,

 

Thanks for presenting yesterday.

 

A couple of thoughts to perhaps build out on some of the points below:

 

Affordability:
This was said to be at 25%, up to 30% in the villages.  It was described

as social housing, shared ownership or affordable rent.  It is noted that

none of the housing is affordable for local people using the

conventional way of buying a property ie. with a deposit and mortgage. 

Shared ownership seems a good deal at the outset, however young

buyers are usually stung years into the process by stratospheric

service charge hikes coupled with rent hikes (staircasing requires the

property to be revalued at the current market rate plus they have to pay

valuation and solicitor fees) leaving them quite often in a situation

where they cannot afford the increases and cannot sell the property.

 

Building Height:
Although the notion that none of the new estates will be high rise such

as in Croydon East, what is Medway's definition of a tall building?  The
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adoption of the Conservation Framework one year ago did not prevent

the council approving a 12 storey tower at Ironmonger's Yard, double

the height of any of the other new builds on the neighbouring A2 which

are ground plus 5 and a flagrant flouting of any Conservation

recommendations.

 

River use:
Using the river for haulage as happened with the construction of the

Thames Tideway Tunnel reduces road congestion / damage, noise,

dust and vibration. Will this be a stipulation where this is possible?

 

Infrastructure:
Building 24,540 new dwellings without the required infrastructure which

is already inadequate, will be severely detrimental to the existing

population and electorate as well as the incoming residents.  Can there

be a requirement for a proportion of infrastructure to be built first? 

Roadways and junctions would ease the construction process, it is

noted that already at year 5 the majority of existing junctions are

forecast to be at or near capacity.

 

There are 3 river crossings that already are at capacity at rush hour

twice a day.  There is nothing in the document regarding an additional

river crossing.

 

Point 10 - do you mean solar power for the roofs of new
dwellings?
There is a solar factory (the term 'solar farm' is misleading) at Stoke. 

Although the Plan does not allocate any land 'at scale' to additional

solar factories this therefore means that the council may well allocate

smaller arable land parcels to solar or wind factories.  Is this the case? 

The UK is already food insufficient, producing only around 55% of what

it consumes.  Food is a strategic resource, droughts, floods or blights

overseas will see food ringfenced for those foreign populations, the UK

needs to retain all its arable land and not build on it.  It is reported that

the long term effects of solar factories is to deplete the soil to such an

extent that after an estimated 25 years it then would require treatment

to bring it back to arable useage, rain runoff also causes pollutants to

run into the soil -  at that point it could be designated as brownfield land

and sold off to developers.  This is a national issue of importance.

Does Medway recognise this and commit to preserving all Medway

arable land from solar / wind factories?

 

Public transport:
Public road transport is in a parlous state in Medway.  Unreliable and

insufficient.  I absolutely endorse that the building of tramways

particularly from the rural parts could be a very good solution - will the

council look into this?  S106 monies to run additional bus services for

two years end at the finish of those two years and do not benefit the

population in the long term.  Long term solutions are required.

 



Medway Hospital:
How will the hospital be extended given the footprint constraings?

What hospital services will be farmed out to the GP surgeries and what

is the criteria for the allocation and the extent of the allocation?  How

will capacity for acute care and operations be increased for the

additional population?  What arrangements have been made with

neighbouring hospitals and what will be effect of these housing targets

on those hospitals?  Will they have any capacity for Medway patients if

Medway doesn't have any for its own increased population?

 

KR,

 

Rosie

 

 

 
On Friday 8 August 2025 at 12:39:34 BST, 

wrote:

 

 

Dear Chris

Thank you for all your hard work here. Your points are very well made. 

I found it also very disappointing that there was no provision made for a new bridge or

tunnels to connect communities when for example this is being considered in the

Shetland Islands. The Faroe Islands are already connected by tunnels. I also thought

the point about trams was a good one. In Cambridge communities are well connected

by such schemes and they are environmentally friendly. It is sad that no thought of this

has been considered for Kent and Medway. 

Best wishes

Sarah 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone

 

On 8 Aug 2025, at 12:21, 

wrote:

 

Hell o The City of Rochester Society has given careful consideration

of the above draft Plan and submits the following comments : -

 

1. The plan appears to be ' housing driven ' and in light of the large

number of new homes proposed yearly and by 2041 , the Society

questions whether these figures are sustainable ? Whilst noting

the national formula used  for arriving at these housing figures ,

should not more consideration be given to Medway specifically as

an individual area and it's direct needs ?



2 . We note the various options for the proposed areas which will

accommodate this new housing . Whichever areas are finally allocated , it

is imperative that the required infrastructure , in all forms , is actually in

place .Currently parts of Medway's infrastructure is not fit for purpose , so

the effect of large numbers of additional homes will have even more of an

undesirable impact .

 

3. If ' available , brownfield sites should be used in preference to other

categories of land .

 

4 . We note the proposal to ' redevelop ' Medway City Estate  , which will

include , if approved , some new homes . This is a perfect example of the

necessity for transport infrastructure to be in place , particularly as the

current situation is already at capacity here .

 

5 .With regard to Protecting the Local Environment , given the housing

numbers proposed , this part of the Plan needs strengthening , as the

local environment would be under even more threat .

 

6 . There will be huge additional pressure on services such as water (

supply & sewerage ) , electricity & gas supplies , which the new

households will generate  Interestingly , Southern Water have just stated

publicly that water bills have had to increase as their current infrastructure

is outdated and not fit for purpose !These matters will need urgent high

priority going forward, to prevent a disastrous outcome for Rochester and

the rest of Medway .There should be reassurances on all aspects of

water - supply , quality & flooding & flood risk assessments as appropriate

are necessary ..

 

7 . The Plan should deliver successful places and communities , rather

than just numbers of homes . There is scope to convert existing empty

spaces as well as building new units . Over occupancy should be

addressed with more provision for later life homes . This would free up

family homes .

 

8 .Should there be ' height ' restrictions on new development ?

 

9 . No new hospitals are proposed - surely this should be specific land

use , working in conjunction with the NHS ?

 

10 . The use of solar power should be investigated in all aspects . 

 

11 . Could not ' waterways ' be used for both public and commercial

transport - also could not a ' tram ' system ( successful in other UK cities )

be looked at ?



 

12 . It is important to have a varied mix of new housing types so as some

are lower cost & properly affordable .to local people .

 

13 .Are ' E scooters ' as proposed , really a credible transport choice ?

 

14 . There needs to be enforcement on developers to fully carry out their

responsibilities and ' promises ' in contributing to the local infrastructure &

environment .

 

15 . Any decisions should be made on evidence based data .

 

The City of Rochester Society would also very much like to participate in

the hearing sessions during the formal examination of the Local Plan  .

Please could we also be kept fully informed in this regard and also of any

other significant changes or further updates . during the process ? Many

thanks for your consideration .

 

Chris Webb , for The City of Rochester Society , 

                                                    

 

 



From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Medway Local Plan draft - consultation comments
Date: 11 August 2025 11:28:23

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

Hello - further to my previous emails , please now consider the comment set out below : -

 

It is very disappointing that there appears to be no provision made for a new bridge or tunnels

to connect communities , when for example this is actively being considered in the Shetland

islands . The Faroe islands are already connected by tunnels .Consideration should also be

given to the Council investigating the use of trams to achieve environmentally friendly

transport links in terms of the required infrastructure to support the very large amount of new

housing proposed .In Cambridge , communities are well connected by such schemes .The

omission of these points represents an objection to the Plan on grounds of soundness in

achieving a sustainable outcome . Many thanks 

 

Chris Webb ,                             
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Dickens’ Country Protection Society 

Rev 2. 1

Medway Local Plan Section 19 Consultation 

Representations by 

The Dickens’ Country Protection Society 

1. Introduction

1.1 The Society was formed on the 10th February 1972 with the object of improving, 
protecting and preserving for the benefit of the public its area of benefit, which is that of 
the former Strood Rural District Council (now forming part of the Medway Unitary 
Authority and Gravesham Borough Council areas).  For this purpose, but not otherwise, 
the Society aims to :- 

(a) arouse, form and educate public opinion in order to ensure the promotion of the 
aforesaid object; 

(b) make representations at Public Inquiries or in such other ways as shall from time 
to time appear necessary, and 

(c) take such other lawful action as shall be considered appropriate to promote the 
aforesaid object. 

 The Society is a registered charity affiliated to the Council for the Protection of Rural 
England (Kent Branch), and The London Green Belt Council, and was registered with the 
former Civic Trust as an amenity society.  The Society currently has some 35 members. 

1.2 The Society has taken an active interest in Town and Country Planning for the last 50 
years. Its primary objective is the preservation of the countryside.  Its activities in this 
area have included making representations at public inquiries into major developments, 
taking an interest in and regularly commenting on development control matters in 
general.  The Society has made representations on Local Plans for both of the districts in 
its area of benefit and appeared at local plan inquiries.  The Society has also appeared at 
the examination in public into the Kent Structure Plan. The Society has had experience of 
parliamentary procedures having petitioned the Channel Tunnel Rail Link Bill in both 
Houses of Parliament.  The Society has also responded to all the consultations on the 
Lower Thames Crossing. 

1.3 The Society commented in detail on the Gravesham Local Plan, Section 18 Review in 
2018. 

2. The General Background 

2.1 The Society welcomes this opportunity to comment on the Draft Medway Local Plan and 
background information published in connection with it.   The Society notes the contents 
of the Medway Local Plan and Draft Proposals Map.  The Society's area of benefit 
extends to areas west of the Medway and the Society's comments are focused on this 
area. 
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2.2 The Society recognises that the Council has to work within parameters set by Central 
Government, as defined in the National Planning Guidance and other policy documents.  
It further recognises that the Council has taken objective professional advice in reaching 
its conclusions. 

2.3 In the Society's view, to date the approach of Central Government to housing has for 
some time shown a total lack of recognition of local conditions, including the available 
local employment, services and infrastructure and the likely impact of additional housing 
on existing local communities, adopting a 'one size fits all' approach.   In the Society's 
view, there is a complete lack of any coherent national land use planning.   

2.4 In the post-war period for about twenty five years, there was active planning with the 
designation of the Green Belt and the introduction in strategic locations of the New 
Towns.   Government has, in the Society's view, negated its responsibilities transferring 
what it views as a housing problem on to local authorities with no regard to the 
consequences. 

3. The Response to the Consultation 

3.1 The Society notes that the Unitary Council has identified a significant number of 'brown 
field sites' in the urban area that are suitable for development.  The Society further notes 
the land required to meet the assessed housing need exceeds the capacity of the sites 
within the urban area and, as a result, land will need to be released from other areas   This 
demand has been further exacerbated by central government setting a target above the 
locally assessed need.  The Society regrets that the current approach of central 
government fails to take adequate account of local conditions and the impact of 
development on the local area in establishing the quantity of housing development.  

3.2 The Society has had regard to the contents of the Council's questionnaire but considers 
that its views cannot be adequately represented simply responding to the questionnaire.  
Accordingly, the Society's comments on the main points raised in the questionnaire and 
Plan are given below.      

3.3 After examining the proposals maps and having regard to the fact that the plan is intended 
to extend over a fifteen year period, the Society is horrified by the amount of land being 
indicated for development.   In effect, the urban area west of the river Medway would 
extend from Strood northwards almost to the village of Stoke.  

3.3.  Housing Need 

3.3.1 In the Society's view, the so called housing crisis has not been caused by a lack of land 
designated for housing development.  The problem is primarily one of affordability 
resulting from changes in the economy and low incomes in relation to housing and other 
costs.   Added to this, land is being traded as a commodity and the value is linked to 
potential use.   Currently, not all the land with valid planning consent is actively being 
developed.  Increasing the amount of land allocated for housing will not necessarily 
increase the housing supply and reduce the cost of housing.  The cost of new housing is 
controlled by house builders who have no interest in increasing supply to reduce the 
price.   Identifying an excessive amount of land in the short term will result in 'cherry 
picking' and the less attractive sites in the urban area will remain undeveloped. 
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3.3.2 New housing should meet assessed local need and not simply maximise profit for the 
developer.

3.4 Location of Development 

3.4.1. Affordable housing should be located, as far as possible, where living costs are lower 
since it is aimed at people on lower incomes.  Sites should have services and public 
transport readily available. 

3.4.2 In the Society's view, there is a need for rural sheltered housing to meet social need, 
increase mobility, and release existing under occupied housing in rural settlements onto 
the market.   This specific need should be quantified and specific sites in the rural area 
should be identified and reserved only to meet this need.   People who live in rural 
villages are reluctant to move into sheltered housing in the town even when it is 
available.     

3.4.3 Commercial office and retail development should, as far as possible, be directed to town 
centres to maintain their viability.  Siting new development where there are existing 
facilities and public transport nodes will reduce the need to travel.   

3.4.4 Industrial development should, as far as possible, be located in or adjoining existing 
industrial uses to minimise the impact and encourage business cooperation, subject to the 
local infrastructure having adequate capacity.   Identifying areas at the northern end of  
the Hoo Peninsula is supported in land use terms; it increases the demand for transport 
and maximum use should be made of the railway.

3.4.5 The provision of Community Services should be given high priority in new development 
to aid the forming of a new community, but it is recognised the local planning authority 
may identify sites, but provision of facilities is often the duty of other agencies. 

3.4.6 Energy uses can be problematic in that wind generation may often have an unacceptable 
impact on landscape.  Some industrial areas may have potential sites, subject to the 
overall impact.   Solar farms tend to sterilise areas which would otherwise be productive 
farm land.  Use should be made of the roofs of industrial buildings and warehouses 
including retail warehouses. 

3.5  Priorities 

3.5.1 The provision of and access to public services should be given a high priority in new 
development. 

3.5.2 Hospitals need to be located where they are readily accessible to the people who need 
them and good public transport can be provided. 

3.5.3 Emergency services are needed by the whole community and need to have ready access 
to the main road network.   

3.5.4 Other facilities need to be locally based e.g. Nursery and Education facilities together 
with GP surgeries, shops etc to reduce the need to travel. 
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3.5.5 Parks and open spaces need to be adequate and in residential areas or within walking 
distance from them.   Open spaces are needed to promote public health and wellbeing and 
for recreation. 

3.5.6 The availability of adequate parking in new residential developments should have a high 
priority.    Public transport in North Kent follows an east-west axis and cannot meet all 
transport needs.    Most households need a car.  

3.5.7 Retail is, to a large extent, dependent on the availability of adequate parking but in town 
centres this can often be shared with other users.   

3.5.8 Rail services are anchored to existing infrastructure and bus services need to feed into 
existing stations.   Parking needs to be available and reasonably priced, near to stations to 
encourage rail use and discourage long distance commuting by car.   

3.5.9 Network services; mobile telephone and high speed broadband need to be readily 
available in all areas and can aid working from home reducing the need to travel. 

3.6 Influences on Development      

3.6.1 The protection of the services to existing residents in the area should be given a high 
priority.   Existing infrastructure should not be overloaded. 

3.6.2 Traffic congestion is a primary concern.  Not only does congestion impact on residents, it 
has a significant impact on the local economy.   Added to this, is the cost related to time 
taken on every road user that uses that part of the network.  In the Society's view, 
insufficient regard is being paid to the impact of development on traffic congestion. 

3.6.3 Green areas including incidental green space in residential areas and formal and informal 
recreational areas in the urban area should be safeguarded and protected from 
development. 

3.6.4 The Society is seriously concerned at the potential loss of high grade agricultural land to 
development.    In 1981 only 2.8% of the land in England was identified as grade 1 with a 
further 14.6% identified as grade 2.  This is a finite resource and a relatively high 
proportion of best land is in Kent, some 8.6%.   It should be a fundamental objective of 
the land use planning system to protect high grade land from development.  It is in the 
national interest that food imports should be reduced and more food should be grown at 
home.  It is noted that a sequential approach is advocated and the Society would expect 
this approach to be adopted when identifying land for development in the Plan.  In the 
Society's view, development cannot be considered sustainable if it destroys high grade 
agricultural land. 

3.6.5 The impact of development on the natural environment, wildlife and biodiversity is 
important particularly on and in those areas in the Medway recognised locally, nationally 
and internationally.   The Society notes that the North Kent Marshes are of international 
wildlife importance and protected by international treaty.  

3.6.6 In a wider context, the dependency of North West Kent on London for employment and 
the limits resulting from the capacity of existing infrastructure on commuting, must be 
taken into account in determining the quantum of housing development within the 
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Medway and adjacent areas.  Not only does the infrastructure in the area have to provide 
for local demand in this part of Kent, it is also required to provide strategic capacity for 
national cross channel traffic. 

4 Settlement Pattern 

4.1 In general, the Society is opposed to development in the countryside.   The Society notes 
that Medway has absorbed more inward migration than many other areas and a limit 
should be set on further inward migration.  There should not be exponential growth based 
on previous settlement patterns.  

4.2 As far as is practical, coalescence between existing settlements should be avoided.  

5. Development in the Green Belt 

5.1 In the Society's view the need for the Green Belt has not diminished.  The Society is 
generally opposed to development in the Green Belt except where there is an established 
special need (refer to paragraph 3.4.2 above).  In the Society's view any development in 
the Green Belt must be kept to the minimum and take into account the basic objectives of 
the policy as stated in the National Planning Policy Guidance:  

(a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

(b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

(c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

(d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

(f) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. 

 The Society notes that the objectives listed in the NPPF reflect the original objectives as 
stated in Ministry of Housing and Local Government Circulars 42/55 and 50/52 in the 
setting up of the Green Belt.  In addition, the Society would submit that in order to 
maintain open countryside, merging of smaller settlements within the Green Belt should 
also be avoided.    

5.2 The Society notes that during the setting up of the Green Belt, Ministry of Housing and 
Local Government Circulars 50/57 made it clear that the Green Belt should be 
permanent.   Land was intentionally excluded from the Green Belt to provide space for 
future development (often referred to as 'white land' or 'rural area').   The NPPF restates 
this in paragraph 142 stating that the "fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent 
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts 
are their openness and their permanence".  The purpose of the Green Belt is to restrict 
urban expansion and safeguard the countryside from encroachment.  It is implicit 
therefore that land should not be taken from the Green Belt to facilitate development.  In 
the Society's view, it is not sustainable to seek to remove land from the Green Belt to 
facilitate development since taken to its logical conclusion all the land designated as 
Green Belt would then be built on.    

5.3 It is noted that the area between Gravesend and Dartford was originally part of the 
Metropolitan Green Belt as defined in the Kent Development Plan and the inset North 
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West Kent Town Maps.   Mineral extraction is a permitted use in the Green Belt and 
consent was given for the extraction of Chalk for the cement industry.  Rather than 
restoring, part of the former workings to agriculture, these have been developed as a 
major retail development and the remainder is now being developed as the Ebbsfleet 
Garden City.  The riverside Crossways Development adjacent to the Dartford River 
Crossing is located in an area that was originally part of the Green Belt.  The Society 
estimates that in the Dartford area some 700ha of land originally designated as Green 
Belt has been or is being developed.  With the development of the Ebbsfleet Garden City, 
effectively uninterrupted urban development will extend from central London to the 
eastern fringes of Gravesend. 

5.4 In Gravesham, the introduction of major infrastructure projects has resulted in the loss of 
open land from the Green Belt to provide for the Wainscott By-pass, the Channel Tunnel 
Rail Link, widening of the A2 on two separate occasions and further areas will be lost if 
the Lower Thames Crossing is built. 

5.5 In considering releasing land from the Green Belt, the part it plays in the Green Belt set 
against the five objectives listed in paragraph 5.1 must be a primary consideration.  The 
Green Belt between Gravesend and the Medway Towns is a strategic gap of sub-regional 
importance.  This is now the only area on the south side of the river east of London where 
the continuous Green Belt abuts the River Thames.  When compared with the Green Belt 
elsewhere this gap is narrow varying between 5 and 7 Km (3 to 5 miles) depending how it 
is measured and any encroachment will have a major impact.   The Annex to Circular 
42/55 refers to a belt 7 to 10 miles wide.  The release of Green Belt between Gravesend 
and the Medway Towns including the urban fringe must be avoided. 

5.6 Considering that the Medway conurbation extends east from Stood to Rainham and from 
the river Medway to the M2 and appears soon to be enveloping significant parts of the 
Hoo Peninsula the maintenance of the strategic gap between Medway and Gravesend is 
even more important.  At the same time, development between Medway and Maidstone 
must also be avoided. 

5.7 The Society notes the contents of the Council's Green Belt Review which is generally 
accepted.  However, the Society does not accept the conclusion that sites 1, 2, 3 and 4 in 
the review can be regarded as Grey Belt and released for housing development these are 
assessed individually disregarding the fact that are adjoining, accept for the A226 
corridor, and in the Society's view insufficient weight has been given to the high grade of 
agricultural land and their location in the strategic gap between the Medway Towns and 
Gravesend. 

6. Assessment of Development Impact 

6.1 The Society considers it is imperative that the impact of any planned development and 
population growth is fully assessed.  The district and North West Kent in general should 
not be subject to an incremental deterioration in living and economic conditions. 

6.2 The growth in population envisaged within Medway and adjacent areas will significantly 
increase demand on local services.  The impact on transport infrastructure in particular 
could be critical.  The Society recognises that assessing the traffic impact of development 
may be the responsibility of other agencies but this still needs to be quantified and taken 
into account in its totality in planning development.   If the development on the Hoo 
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Peninsula is realised, traffic on the A228 and on the A2/M2 in particular is likely to be 
problematic. Current traffic levels on the A2/M2 are significant from 5.30 until 9.30 am 
Monday to Friday and during the evening peak regularly causing congestion at junctions 
where roads cross the A2.  Increases in traffic resulting from development could result in 
traffic levels reaching a tipping point.   

6.3  In the Society's view, seeking to rely on the increased use of public transport is 
unrealistic.  In any event, rail services are already under pressure and little can be done to 
increase capacity.   There could be potential to reintroduce passengers on the Hoo Branch 
line but there is little evidence of this happening and the impact of this is likely to be 
marginal. 

6.4 The changes in traffic flows resulting from the introduction of the proposed Lower 
Thames Crossing also need to be taken into account.   The likely impact on local roads 
still needs to be fully assessed.  Proposed closures and reconfiguring of junctions would 
have a significant impact and are likely to further increase congestion in the area.  

6.5 The increased need in service provision resulting from the increase in population needs to 
be quantified and planned for or the increased levels in population being planned for need  
to be reduced.   As the Local Plan develops, the needs resulting from growth must be 
quantified in cooperation with neighbouring authorities and reported on in order that the 
responsible agencies (water supply, drainage, medical facilities, emergency services etc.), 
Central Government and the public are made aware of the impact of change.  A 
fragmented response with each agency reporting separately at different times will not be 
satisfactory.     

7 Detailed Review of Proposed Housing Sites 

7.1 This review is based on the identification references' given on each parcel on the 
Proposals Maps, examining the sites in the Society's area of benefit.  In the Society's 
view, the preservation of high grade agricultural land should be a primary objective of 
land use planning and given a high priority.  Much of the land proposed for development 
is shown on the Provisional Agricultural Land Classification as Grade 1 or 2.   In view of 
the qualification on the maps, any new areas proposed for development should be the 
subject of a local land survey.   If the land is found to be of good quality, its inclusion on 
the Proposal Map should be reviewed and central government should be approached to 
reduce the housing requirements.  In the Society's view, building on high grade 
agricultural land cannot be considered sustainable. 

7.2 West of Strood

 West of Rede Court Road - Site SNF 1 
West of Brompton Farm Road - Site SNF 3 
West of Brompton Farm Road - Site SR5 

These three sites are all in an area where Green Belt policies apply, and an area of Grade 
1 and 2 agricultural land.  

The Green Belt is located in the strategic gap between Gravesend and the Medway 
Towns.   Two of the primary objectives of the Green Belt are to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas and to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
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another (refer to paragraph 5.1 above).  The proposed land use contravenes both these 
objectives. 

The area of these three sites is shown on the Provisional Agricultural Land Classification 
Map as Grades 1 and 2.   This was verified by the evidence given by the consultants on 
behalf of Kent County Council at the public enquiry into the building of the Wainscot 
Bypass and the survey carried out by Reading Agricultural Consultants Ltd. in connection 
with planning application MC/16/2917.   It is a long established principle that land in 
grades 1,2 and 3a  should be protected and sequential approach should be adopted to 
development aimed at preserving the best and most productive agricultural land.    It is 
noted that these areas abut land identified in the Gravesham Section 18 consultation as 
potential development sites.   In the event that they are retained when the Section 19 
proposals are released, it is the Society's intention to object to their inclusion. 

Conclusion - The Society submits that for these reasons given above these three sites 
should be removed from the Proposals Map. - Rejected - Objection

7.3 Cliffe Village - SRN 51 

 This area has already been granted planning consent [Objection from DCPS].   

 Conclusion - Accept 

7.4 Cliffe Woods  

 SR 7 Redrow Development - Buckland Road - This area has already been granted 
planning consent. [strong objection from DCPS] - Accept 

 Conclusion - Accept 

 SR 4 West of Town Road, North of Lillechurch Road, up to Medway boundary (new 
allocation) The site is shown on the Provisional Agricultural Land Classification Map as 
Grade 2 land.  Land Research Associates, reported land to north to be Grade 3b with 
some Grade 3a. 

 The landscape impact could be significant.  Adequacy of services, particularly foul 
drainage.   

 Conclusion - Concern / Accept 

 SR 14 South of View Road - This area has already been granted planning consent 
[Objection from DCPS] - Adjoins Site of Special Scientific Interest

 Conclusion - Accept 

7.5 Chattenden/ Hoo St Werburgh 

HHH 6 - East of Chattenden Lane - West of Peninsula Way extending north to Deangate.   

HHH 8 - Land South West of Hoo St Werburgh -between Ratcliffe Highway and Main 
Road Hoo. HHH 11 - Land West of area is shown on the Agricultural Land Classification 
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Map as this area has previously been defended from development.  The area is shown on 
the Agricultural Land Classification Map as Grade 2 and 3 land.  This was down graded 
following detailed survey. 

The development of this area will result in merger of Chattenden and Hoo St Werburgh.  
Development of this land has always been opposed by DCPS because the result was 
likely to be merger of the two settlements.   

Conclusion - Concern 

HHH 12 - Land South of Main Road Hoo St Werburgh and Hoo St Werburgh to the river 
Medway.   This area is shown on the Agricultural Land Classification Map as Grade 1 
becoming Grade 5 as it approaches the river.  The wooded escarpment (Gull Down 
Plantation) is a Site of Special Scientific Interest and should be excluded - There is also a 
landscape issue - the escarpment facing the river Medway should remain free of 
development.  

 Conclusion - Concern 

7.6 High Halstow -  

Between High Halstow and Sharnal Street bounded by Christmas Lane and Britannia 
Road 

HHH 26 
HHH 29 

The sites are shown on the Provisional Agricultural Land Classification Map as Grade 1 
land.  The survey carried out by Reading Agricultural Consultants Ltd. in connection with 
planning application MC/23/0855 found the area to be Grade 2 and Grade 3a except for 
an area in the western end which is Grade 3a and 3b.   

The Society submits that in the interest of proper planning the area of site HHH26 should 
be reduced in the interest of preserving the best agricultural land and that only the 
western end should be retained as a development site.  

Conclusion - Seeking Modification

 Site HHH 29 Some existing development - lost to agriculture 

 Conclusion - Accept 

7.7  Hoo St Mary - Fenn Street 

AS 6 Fenn Street - This area has already been granted planning consent [comment from 
DCPS on density] 

Conclusion - Accept 
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7.8 Hoo St Werburgh 

HHH 22 Land North-east of Hoo St Werburgh south of Peninsula Way extending to 
Stoke Road, west of Roper's Lane.  The site is shown on the Provisional Agricultural 
Land Classification Map as Grade 1 land.    As far as the Society is aware, no detailed 
survey has been carried out.  

Conclusion -   The Society to Seek Agricultural Land Survey and Review.

HHH 31 Land North East of Hoo St Werburgh south of Peninsula Way extending to 
Stoke Road, east of Roper's Lane bounded by railway.  The site is shown on the 
Provisional Agricultural Land Classification Map as Grade 1 land.    As far as the Society 
is aware, no detailed land survey has been carried out. -  

Conclusion -   The Society to Seek Agricultural Land Survey and Review.              

HHH 33 South of Stoke Road Hoo at the End of Roper's Lane. The site is shown on the 
Provisional Agricultural Land Classification Map as Grade 1 land. As far as the Society is 
aware, no detailed land survey has been carried out. -  

 Conclusion -   The Society to Seek Agricultural Land Survey and Review.

August 2025 
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CHAPTER 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 

The Alliance of Hoo Peninsula Parishes (AHPP) includes the following Parish Council members: 

*Allhallows Parish Council 

Cooling Parish Council 

Frindsbury Extra Parish Council 

High Halstow Parish Council 

**Higham Parish Council 

Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Parish Council 

St James, Isle of Grain Parish Council 

St Mary Hoo Parish Council 

Stoke Parish Council 

AHPP was established soon after Medway Council launched its six-week Regulation 19 consultation. 

*Allhallows Parish Council is a member of the AHPP but did not respond in time (before Sunday 10th 

August 2025) in order to sign this representation. Mrs Louise Putnam (Treasurer) has signed the letter on 

behalf of Allhallows Action Group (AAG). 

**Higham Parish Council is within the Gravesham Borough Council area. The remaining members of 

AHPP are within the Medway Council area.  

 

The following Parish Councils are not currently members of AHPP: 

Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish Council - located on the Hoo Peninsula (Medway Council area) - at the 

time of submitting this representation, C&CW Parish Council had not yet been formally invited to join 

AHPP. 

Cuxton Parish Council - this parish council is not located on the Hoo Peninsula and has not yet been 

invited to join AHPP as an associate member. 

Halling Parish Council - this parish council is not located on the Hoo Peninsula and has not yet been 

invited to join AHPP as an associate member. 

 

Individual members of the Alliance may submit their own representations, concerning the specific issues 

and matters relating to their parish and community. 



4 
 

This high-level representation from AHPP identifies serious and systemic failures in Medway Council’s 

Regulation 19 draft Local Plan (June 2025), which affects the whole of the Hoo Peninsula, concluding that: 

 It is not legally compliant, owing to failures to meet statutory requirements including proper 

community engagement, compliance with the SEA Directive, and inconsistencies with adopted 

neighbourhood plans. 

 It is not sound, as it is neither justified, effective, positively prepared, nor consistent with national 

policy. 

 It fails the Duty to Cooperate, particularly with regards to meaningful and demonstrable 

collaboration with neighbouring authorities and statutory consultees on cross-boundary strategic 

matters. 

Furthermore, this representation makes the case that: 

 All strategic allocations on the Hoo Peninsula must be removed from the Local Plan due to their 

conflict with national planning policy and demonstrable unsustainability across ecological, 

environmental, infrastructure, transport, water, health, education, and community constraints. 

 The Hoo Peninsula is a distinct and irreplaceable rural community with: 

 Nationally and internationally protected habitats (SSSIs, NNRs, SPAs and RAMSAR 

sites) 

 Grade 1 agricultural land, vital for national food security 

 Historic and valued landscapes reflected and protected by adopted Neighbourhood Plans 

This representation also highlights numerous points of non-compliance with the Hoo St Werburgh & 

Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024).  There are two adopted Neighbourhood Plans within the Hoo 

Peninsula area:  the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) and the Cliffe & Cliffe 

Woods Neighbourhood Plan (2023).   

This representation demonstrates that the draft Local Plan cannot meet the basic tests of soundness or 

legality without major revision and the removal of the proposed allocations across the Hoo Peninsula.   

Each subsequent chapter of this representation will address these issues in detail, beginning with Chapter 2: 

Legal Non-Compliance. 

 

CHAPTER 2: LEGAL NON-COMPLIANCE 

 

This chapter sets out how Medway Council’s Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) fails to meet legal 

requirements set out in planning legislation, the NPPF (December 2024), and case law. These failures are 

compounded by direct conflicts with an adopted Hoo Peninsula Neighbourhood Plan: the Hoo St Werburgh 

& Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024). 

 

2.1. Failure to Comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

a. Non-compliance with Regulation 19 Requirements for Pre-submission Consultation 

The Regulation 19 draft Plan consultation (30 June to 11 August 2025) fails the test of legality due to: 
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 Insufficient transparency and accessibility of supporting evidence. 

 Key technical reports (e.g. updated Air Quality Assessment for the HRA) were labelled 

“interim” and were not available in final form. 

 The Habitats Regulations Assessment published in June 2025 was explicitly described as 

incomplete, contrary to the requirement under Regulation 19(b) for the plan to be 

accompanied by a complete HRA under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive. 

b. Inadequate Duty to Co-operate Documentation under Regulation 4 

 Regulation 4 requires LPAs to demonstrate co-operation across local boundaries. However, the 

Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement (2025) and Statements of Common Ground remain: 

 Incomplete 

 Generic in their treatment of cross-boundary issues 

 Failing to provide measurable outcomes or evidence of effective policy alignment, 

particularly in relation to transport, air quality, water infrastructure, and ecological impacts 

arising from proposed development on the Hoo Peninsula. 

 

2.2. Failure to Comply with the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 

Directive 

a. Non-compliance with Directive 2001/42/EC (SEA Directive) 

Under UK legislation (Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004), all Local 

Plans must undergo proper SEA. However: 

 The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (2025) fails to objectively assess reasonable alternatives. 

 For example, the Hoo Peninsula strategic allocations were appraised after their inclusion as 

preferred sites, contrary to legal requirement for iterative and open testing. 

 The SA report presents site options and growth strategies without a consistent comparative 

framework. 

 The SA does not provide evidence of how environmental limits have influenced strategic choices 

in any meaningful way, especially relating to: 

 Water and wastewater infrastructure 

 Air quality impacts on internationally protected sites 

 Soil and land degradation 

 Transport capacity on the peninsula 

These failures echo issues found in Heard v Broadland DC [2012] and Save Stonehenge World Heritage 

Site Ltd v Secretary of State for Transport [2021]. 

 

2.3. Inconsistency with National Policy (NPPF 2024) and the Statutory 

Development Plan 

a. Conflict with Paragraph 13 and Footnote 29 of the NPPF 
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Paragraph 13 of the NPPF 2024 requires Local Plans to reflect relevant Neighbourhood Plans. However: 

 The Regulation 19 draft Local Plan fails to align with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 

Neighbourhood Plan (2024) on: 

 Local infrastructure capacity 

 Landscape and ecological protection 

 Design standards 

 Settlement boundaries 

 Community facility provision 

 Scale and phasing of development 

The statutory Neighbourhood Plans are part of the development plan and must be given full weight unless 

superseded. 

b. Breach of Paragraph 35 of the NPPF: Legal Tests of Soundness 

 The Local Plan is not “justified” because it is not based on a proportionate evidence base. 

 It is not “effective” due to fundamental constraints (transport, ecology, water) not being resolvable 

during the plan period. 

 It is not “positively prepared” as it ignores the constraints and community-led evidence in the 

adopted Neighbourhood Plans. 

 It is not “consistent with national policy” as it: 

 Undermines RAMSARs, SPAs, SSSIs, NNRs, and ancient woodland 

 Allocates housing on Grade 1 agricultural land 

 Ignores maximising vacant brownfield regeneration and urban/suburban potential elsewhere 

 

2.4. Conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

(2024) 

The draft Local Plan directly contradicts key objectives and policies of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 

Neighbourhood Plan: 

Neighbourhood Plan Policy Conflict with Regulation 19 Local Plan 

HOO4 (Housing Growth and 

Mix) 

Local Plan allocations significantly exceed locally-supported growth scale  

and ignore need for infrastructure upgrades for the existing population 

HOO8 (Landscape and 

Environment) 

Strategic allocations degrade and remove sensitive valued natural  

landscapes and wildlife corridors (Chattenden Valley) 

HOO10 (Air Quality) Plan does not secure adequate mitigation for worsening air pollution 

HOO11 (Transport and Active 

Travel) 

Local Plan proposes car-dependent development contrary to sustainable 

movement objectives 

 

 

2.5. Inadequate Regard for Environmental Designations under the Habitats 

Regulations 

The Hoo Peninsula contains: 



7 
 

 RAMSAR wetlands 

 Special Protection Areas (SPAs) 

 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 

 National Nature Reserves (NNRs) 

 Ancient woodland 

 Kent Downs National Landscape buffer zones 

The plan fails to demonstrate: 

 No Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI) for these sites (requirement under Habitats Regulations) 

 Delivery of strategic mitigation (e.g. SAMMS is not clearly secured or funded) 

 Realistic avoidance of cumulative impacts (in-combination effects have been understated or 

deferred) 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment (2025) is interim and legally deficient, undermining the Plan’s 

submission. 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 2 

The Medway Council Regulation 19 draft Local Plan fails to meet statutory legal requirements due to: 

 Non-compliance with the SEA Directive 

 Incomplete or flawed Habitat Regulations Assessment 

 Procedural failures under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning Regulations 

 Disregard of legal obligations under the Duty to Cooperate 

 Fundamental inconsistency with national policy and adopted neighbourhood plans 

These legal failures alone are sufficient to require the withdrawal and redrafting of the Plan prior to 

submission. 

 

CHAPTER 3: FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE DUTY TO 

COOPERATE 

 

This chapter outlines how Medway Council’s Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) fails the statutory 

Duty to Cooperate (DtC) under Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 

Regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, and 

Paragraphs 24–27 of the NPPF (2024). 

The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement and is tested at the submission stage. If failed, the plan cannot 

proceed to adoption. 

 

3.1. Legal Context: What the Duty Requires 

Under Section 33A, local authorities must: 
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 Engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with prescribed bodies. 

 Address strategic cross-boundary matters including: 

 Housing and infrastructure 

 Biodiversity and habitat impact 

 Transport and connectivity 

 Flood risk and water resources 

 Health and education service provision 

Per Paragraph 25 of the NPPF (2024): 

"Strategic policy-making authorities should collaborate to identify the relevant strategic matters which they 

need to address in their plans." 

 

3.2. Overview of Medway Council’s Failure to Satisfy the Duty 

Medway Council’s Duty to Cooperate Report (2025) and its composite Statement of Common Ground 

demonstrate: 

 Minimal, reactive engagement 

 No formal engagement with Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Parish Council (qualifying body) 

concerning an adopted Neighbourhood Plan 
 No outcome-based agreements on key strategic matters 

 Lack of evidence that neighbouring authorities or prescribed bodies agree with the development 

strategy - particularly regarding: 

 The Hoo Peninsula 

 Housing need distribution 

 Transport and environmental capacity 

a. Inadequate Engagement with Neighbouring LPAs 

The draft Plan makes limited references to joint work with: 

 Gravesham Borough Council 

 Maidstone District Council 

 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council 

 Swale Borough Council 

However, it fails to: 

 Demonstrate how any unmet need (e.g. from Gravesham Borough Council) is to be addressed 

 Show policy alignment or shared infrastructure plans on cross-border matters such as: 

 Lidsing Garden Community (Maidstone) 

 Strategic road infrastructure (e.g. M2, Lower Thames Crossing) 

 Environmental impact mitigation for shared SPA sites 

This is compounded by no evidence of agreed Statements of Common Ground specifically resolving the 

impacts of Medway Council's proposed housing allocations on: 

 Air quality 

 Highways (strategic and local) 
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 Ecological networks 

b. Failure to Cooperate with Infrastructure Providers 

There is no published agreement with: 

 NHS Kent and Medway ICB (despite acute pressures in primary and secondary care) 

 Southern Water and the Environment Agency (despite the Hoo Peninsula being in a ‘severely 

water stressed’ area) 

 National Highways (despite expected significant A228, A289, and M2 junction impacts from Hoo 

allocations) 

In contrast, the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) identifies evidence of 

existing infrastructure deficit. Yet the Local Plan proposes: 

 Over 5,000 houses on the Hoo Peninsula (impacting the whole of the Hoo Peninsula) without 

secured delivery of: 

 Significant transport infrastructure 

 Strategic education infrastructure 

 Health facilities 

 Drainage and water upgrades 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan lacks certainty over funding and delivery timescales and does not appear to 

have been tested or agreed with key statutory providers. 

 

3.3. Specific Failures in Relation to Hoo Peninsula Allocations 

a. Housing Growth Not Justified or Supported by Cross-Boundary Strategy 

The scale of housing proposed for Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is disproportionate to local needs and 

capacity: 

 The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan explicitly supports only 

proportionate and sustainable growth, not large-scale strategic allocations. 

 The plan allocates land with no agreement with neighbouring authorities on how the resulting: 

 Traffic 

 Air quality impacts 

 Wastewater burden 

 SPA visitor pressure 
…will be addressed in-combination. 

This directly breaches Paragraphs 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 of the NPPF. 

b. Environmental Capacity of the Estuary Has Not Been Cooperatively Managed 

The Thames Estuary is subject to: 

 RAMSAR designation 

 The North Kent Marshes SPA 

 National Nature Reserves and SSSIs 
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The Council’s interim Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) admits that in-combination air quality 

impacts have not yet been assessed. This is legally fatal under the People Over Wind v Coillte Teoranta 

judgment (CJEU, 2018), which forbids adoption or submission of a plan before concluding a full HRA. 

Moreover, SAMMS (Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy) mitigation is not 

demonstrably funded or agreed with Natural England. 

 

3.4. Comparison with Neighbourhood Plans 

Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) Findings 

Policy HOO11 and supporting evidence require: 

 Delivery of new transport infrastructure before significant new development 

 Protection of internationally designated habitats through enforceable mitigation 

 A coordinated, integrated approach to service delivery 

The Local Plan’s failure to secure these through cross-boundary cooperation renders it legally non-

compliant.  The Local Plan’s failure to provide agreed solutions undermines its legal compliance and shows 

an absence of active engagement. 

 

3.5. Case Law and Precedent 

Several Inspectors have rejected Local Plans at examination due to failures under the Duty to Cooperate, 

including: 

 North Essex Authorities’ Local Plan (2020) – Inspector found the DtC unsatisfied because there 

was no joint strategy on transport infrastructure. 

 Wealden Local Plan (2020) – Plan failed due to lack of cooperation on air quality impacts on 

Ashdown Forest SAC. 

 St Albans Local Plan (2019) – Plan failed because of late-stage and ineffective engagement with 

neighbouring authorities. 

Medway Council's current position is similar: disjointed, reactive, and unsubstantiated cooperation 

efforts, especially concerning: 

 Infrastructure 

 Air quality 

 Biodiversity 

 Housing distribution 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 3 

The Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is legally unsound under Section 33A of the Planning 

Act 2004 because: 

 It has not engaged effectively, constructively, or on an ongoing basis on strategic cross-boundary 

issues. 
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 It lacks measurable outcomes or agreements with relevant bodies. 

 It fails to resolve known infrastructure and environmental constraints, especially on the Hoo 

Peninsula. 

 It conflicts with and ignores adopted neighbourhood plans, which articulate specific 

infrastructure and environmental requirements unmet by the Local Plan. 

Therefore, the draft Plan fails the Duty to Cooperate test and must not proceed to submission in its current 

form. 

 

CHAPTER 4: THE UNSOUNDNESS OF THE SPATIAL 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

 

This chapter scrutinises the Spatial Development Strategy outlined in Chapter 3 of the Medway Council 

Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025), and makes the case that the strategy is: 

 Not justified, due to an absence of credible alternatives tested through the Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA) 

 Not effective, because it relies on unviable infrastructure delivery and contradicts community 

planning objectives 

 Not positively prepared, as it imposes disproportionate growth on the Hoo Peninsula, contrary to 

locally evidenced constraints 

 Not consistent with national policy, particularly the December 2024 NPPF and two adopted 

Neighbourhood Plans 

These failings render the Spatial Strategy unsound under Paragraph 36 of the NPPF. 

 

4.1. Summary of the Draft Plan’s Spatial Development Strategy 

The strategy seeks to accommodate 24,540 dwellings across the Medway Council area to 2041, including: 

 Major allocations on the Hoo Peninsula, including: 

 Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden (14.9 in the Plan) 

 High Halstow (14.10 in the Plan) 

 Frindsbury Peninsula, and other rural settlements 

It claims to balance brownfield regeneration with greenfield release, while citing constraints such as flood 

risk, protected habitats, and transport limitations. 

However, the Plan’s growth is: 

 Overconcentrated on a rural peninsula 

 Underpinned by unrealistic assumptions on infrastructure delivery 

 Not supported by environmental or community evidence 
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4.2. Strategic Allocation of Growth to the Hoo Peninsula: An Unjustified 

Decision 

a. Lack of Evidence Supporting Strategic Growth 

The Plan allocates a significant share of its housing requirement to the Hoo Peninsula, yet: 

 A comprehensive, deliverable transport strategy for the area is absent 

 Water, sewerage, and education provision have known capacity deficits 

 No cross-boundary cooperation has secured delivery of required infrastructure 

This contradicts: 

 Paragraph 36(b) of the NPPF, which requires a Plan to be the most appropriate strategy based on 

proportionate evidence 

 HOO4 and HOO11 of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, which support 

only small-scale growth within infrastructural limits 

b. Sustainability Appraisal Fails to Justify Preferred Strategy 

The SA accompanying the Plan: 

 Does not demonstrate fair and equal testing of strategic alternatives 

 Fails to explain the dismissal of a maximised vacant “brownfield-led” approach centred within the 

urban/suburban Medway Towns 

 Does not show how cumulative impacts on the Hoo Peninsula were determinative in site selection 

This renders the strategy legally and procedurally deficient per Heard v Broadland (2012) and Save 

Stonehenge WHS Ltd v SoS (2021). 

 

4.3. Internal Contradictions in the Plan’s Vision and Spatial Approach 

a. Inconsistency Between Vision and Allocations 

The Plan’s vision commits to: 

 Resilient, healthy communities 

 Net zero emissions 

 Infrastructure-led development 

Yet the Hoo Peninsula allocations: 

 Are not supported by fully costed and funded transport improvements 

 Worsen air quality in SPAs 
 Rely on car-dependent development (no rail service exists) 

 Lack accessible health and educational facilities for incoming populations 

This violates the internal logic of the Plan and undermines its own strategic objectives (Section 2.2). 
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4.4. The Strategy Undermines Adopted Neighbourhood Plans 

Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) 

The Plan: 

 Repeatedly emphasises the unsuitability of further strategic growth on the peninsula without secured 

infrastructure 

 Identifies community concerns around air quality, overdevelopment, and loss of rural character  

 Supports modest, infrastructure-led housing growth 

Yet the Local Plan directly contradicts this vision by: 

 Allocating over 5,000 dwellings within Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden alone 

 Failing to phase development based on infrastructure delivery milestones 

 Ignoring the Neighbourhood Plan’s evidence base, which shows unsustainable transport conditions 

and protected natural assets 

This is inconsistent with: 

 NPPF Paragraph 13, which requires that Local Plans reflect Neighbourhood Plans 

 Planning legislation (Section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004), which 

grants precedence to the most recently adopted development plan (in this case, the 2024 Hoo St 

Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan) 

The spatial strategy’s reliance on Hoo Peninsula growth is a direct violation of the community-led 

evidence and policy framework. 

 

4.5. Environmental Constraints and National Policy Conflict 

a. Violation of Paragraphs 187–195 of the NPPF (2024) 

These paragraphs require plans to: 

 Avoid significant harm to biodiversity 

 Avoid development that adversely affects SPAs and SSSIs 

 Safeguard irreplaceable habitats unless “wholly exceptional” 

Yet the Hoo Peninsula’s growth strategy: 

 Encroaches on and impacts multiple SPAs and SSSIs 
 Risks adverse air quality and recreational pressure impacts on the North Kent Marshes SPA 

 Includes sites bordering or containing ancient woodland, saltmarsh, and high-grade farmland 

No compelling case has been made under NPPF Paragraph 195 to justify this harm. 

b. Contravention of National Transport Policy 

The spatial strategy relies on strategic allocations in the most poorly connected part of the Medway 

Towns and rural villages, contrary to: 
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 Paragraph 109, 110 and 111 of the NPPF, which requires development to be focused on locations 

that are or can be made sustainable by public transport 

 Policy HOO11 of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, which mandates 

infrastructure before large-scale growth 

 

4.6. Lack of Deliverability and Effectiveness 

a. Transport Mitigation Not Secured or Costed 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) identifies the need for: 

 Road improvements (e.g. particularly along the A228) 

 New junctions and roundabouts 

 Public transport options 

But: 

 No committed funding from National Highways or central government exists 

 No agreement with transport authorities or delivery agencies has been secured 

This renders the strategy undeliverable and ineffective, breaching NPPF Paragraph 36(c). 

b. Air Quality Mitigation Undermined by Delays in HRA 

The “interim” HRA fails to demonstrate that growth on the Hoo Peninsula will not cause adverse effects on 

European Sites. The Local Plan therefore: 

 Cannot be lawfully submitted until a full HRA is completed and published 

 Cannot demonstrate effectiveness in mitigating environmental harm 

 

4.7. Summary of Unsoundness: Spatial Strategy 

Test of Soundness Result 

Justified 
✗ Not the most appropriate strategy given vacant brownfield and 

urban/suburban alternatives and Hoo Peninsula ecological constraints 

Effective 
✗ Not deliverable within the plan period; infrastructure is unfunded and 

unsupported 

Positively Prepared 
✗ Ignores local evidence and community vision; imposes unsustainable 

development 

Consistent with National 

Policy 

✗ Conflicts with NPPF policies on climate change, biodiversity, 

infrastructure, and neighbourhood planning 

 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 4 

The Spatial Development Strategy is unsound because it: 
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 Inappropriately concentrates growth on the most environmentally and infrastructurally 

constrained part of the Medway Council area 

 Conflicts with legally adopted neighbourhood plans 

 Relies on undeliverable mitigation and untested assumptions 

 Contradicts national policy and best planning practice 

The allocations to the Hoo Peninsula must be removed from the Plan and a new spatial strategy adopted that 

prioritises: 

 Maximised vacant brownfield-first development 

 Urban regeneration 

 Suburban growth 

 Infrastructure-led growth 

 Environmental protection 

 

CHAPTER 5: ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOGICAL NON-

COMPLIANCE 

 

This chapter assesses the Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) against 

environmental legislation, national planning policy, and the evidence and policies of the two adopted 

neighbourhood plans. It demonstrates that the plan is not legally compliant or sound due to: 

 Failure to comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) 

 Conflict with the Environment Act 2021, particularly provisions on biodiversity net gain (BNG) 

and Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) 

 Inconsistency with Paragraphs 187–195 of the December 2024 NPPF 

 Fundamental conflict with environmental policies of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 

Neighbourhood Plan (2024) 

 

5.1. Legal Framework and National Policy Context 

a. The Habitats Regulations (2017, as amended) 

Under the Habitats Regulations, any plan likely to have a significant effect on a protected European site 

(SAC, SPA, RAMSAR) must undergo: 

 Screening 

 Appropriate Assessment 

 Conclusion of No Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI) 

This applies to development that increases population pressure, pollution, or loss of supporting habitat 

within the zones of influence of sites such as: 

 Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA 

 Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA 

 Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI 

The Medway Council Plan fails this test. 
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b. NPPF 2024 Requirements (Paragraphs 187–195) 

The NPPF requires that: 

 Development should contribute to environmental enhancement 

 Plans should protect sites of biodiversity value 

 SSSIs and ancient woodland must be protected from significant harm 

 Internationally designated habitats must be protected unless “wholly exceptional” 

c. Environment Act 2021 

The Local Plan: 

 Fails to demonstrate how the 10% biodiversity net gain (BNG) requirement will be achieved and 

monitored 

 Makes no reference to Medway Council's role in the Kent-wide Local Nature Recovery 

Strategy 
 Overlooks the necessity of Nature Recovery Networks across the Hoo Peninsula 

 

5.2. Failure of the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

The HRA published alongside the Draft Local Plan is labelled “interim”. It openly admits: 

 Air quality assessments are incomplete 

 In-combination impacts are not resolved 

 Recreational pressure on SPAs is not fully mitigated 

This violates: 

 Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, which requires an HRA to be complete at the point of plan 

submission 

 People Over Wind v Coillte Teoranta (2018, CJEU), which held that mitigation cannot be assumed at 

the screening stage 

The “interim” status is legally fatal. The Plan cannot proceed without a full Appropriate Assessment and 

demonstrable AEoI conclusion. 

 

5.3. Impact on Protected Sites on the Hoo Peninsula 

The Hoo Peninsula hosts multiple protected sites at national and international levels: 

Designation Sites Affected by Allocations 

SPA (Special Protection Area) 
Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA, Thames Estuary and Marshes 

SPA 

SSSI (Site of Special Scientific 

Interest) 

Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill, Northward Hill and Tower Hill to 

Cockham Wood 

RAMSAR Wetlands North Kent Marshes RAMSAR site 

Ancient Woodland 
Several areas near Chattenden, Hoo St Werburgh, High Halstow and 

St. Mary Hoo 
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Designation Sites Affected by Allocations 

Priority Habitats (NERC Act 2006) Saltmarsh, grazing marsh, intertidal mudflat 

These sites are: 

 Highly sensitive to nitrogen deposition and air pollution from traffic (particularly around the 

A228, A289, and M2) 

 Vulnerable to recreational disturbance from new residents, dogs, and footfall 

 Dependent on hydrological integrity, which is at risk from increased abstraction and wastewater 

discharges 

The Local Plan fails to present: 

 Legally secured mitigation strategies 

 Funded and enforceable access management plans 

 Evidence that these sites will not be significantly harmed 

 

5.4. Lack of Deliverable Mitigation (e.g. SAMMS) 

The Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) is cited, yet: 

 No detailed funding mechanism or delivery body is identified 

 No evidence shows agreement with Natural England on quantum, timing or geographic coverage 

 The plan’s reliance on SAMMS is generic and non-site specific 

This approach is inconsistent with: 

 NPPF 192, 193, 194 and 195 
 Recent case law (e.g. Wealden v SoS [2020]) demanding site-specific mitigation evidence 

 

5.5. Agricultural Land Loss: Breach of Paragraph 180 of the NPPF 

Medway Council's Spatial Strategy and Site Allocations place significant development on Grade 1 and 

Grade 2 agricultural land across: 

 Hoo St Werburgh 

 Chattenden 

 High Halstow 

 Kingsnorth 

The loss of such land: 

 Is not justified by exceptional circumstances 

 Undermines national food security objectives (DEFRA 2024 guidance) 

 Is directly opposed by neighbourhood plans: HOO8 and HOO9 of the Hoo St Werburgh & 

Chattenden NP 

Paragraph 188 of the NPPF states: 
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“Plans should: distinguish between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites; 

allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this 

Framework - (65) Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas 

of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality.” 

This Plan ignores that instruction. 

 

5.6. Contradiction with Neighbourhood Plan Policies on the Environment 

Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

Policy Conflict with Local Plan 

HOO8 (Landscape & 

Environment) 

Local Plan proposes major development within valued landscapes 

(Chattenden Valley) and near SSSI/SPA buffer zones 

HOO9 (Local Green Space) 
No protection for valued green spaces, no recognition of community-led 

designations 

HOO10 (Air Quality) 
Local Plan lacks mitigation; worsens vehicle emissions across sensitive 

receptor areas 

The Local Plan’s environmental policies are incompatible with the adopted development plan as a whole 

and violate Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 

5.7. Air Quality and Climate Change Mitigation Failures 

a. Air Quality 

The Hoo Peninsula is constrained by: 

 Poor road-based transport links 

 High reliance on private vehicles 

 Ecologically sensitive receptor areas 

The Plan: 

 Provides no air quality modelling for cumulative development 

 Defers all mitigation to project-level assessment (unlawful at plan level under Sweetman v An Bord 

Pleanála CJEU) 

b. Climate Change 

The plan fails to: 

 Deliver net zero-aligned growth 

 Prioritise development in well-connected urban and vacant brownfield or suburban locations 

 Secure modal shift or passive design standards in rural allocations 

It contradicts its own Climate Emergency Declaration (2019) and its statutory obligation under the 

Climate Change Act 2008 (as amended). 
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5.8. Summary of Environmental Unsoundness and Illegality 

Requirement Outcome 

Habitats Regulations ✗ Not met – HRA is interim and incomplete 

SEA Directive 
✗ Not satisfied – SA fails to assess environmental 

constraints transparently 

NPPF Paragraphs 187–195 
✗ Conflicts with biodiversity, landscape and pollution 

mitigation policies 

Environment Act 2021 ✗ No clear BNG strategy or LNRS integration 

Duty to Cooperate (Environment Agency, 

Natural England) 
✗ Insufficient evidence of agreements on water, wastewater, 

or SPA management 

 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 5 

The Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan: 

 Fails to protect internationally and nationally designated ecological sites 

 Relies on interim and insufficient environmental evidence 

 Ignores adopted neighbourhood plan policies on biodiversity, landscape and natural 

infrastructure 

 Directly conflicts with national planning policy and statutory environmental duties 

The proposed allocations on the Hoo Peninsula represent an unsustainable and unlawful expansion into 

some of southern England’s most sensitive and irreplaceable habitats. 

Until these conflicts are addressed - and the HRA completed in full - the Local Plan must not proceed to 

submission. 

 

CHAPTER 6: INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT 

CONSTRAINTS ON THE HOO PENINSULA 

 

This chapter demonstrates that Medway Council’s Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) is unsound 

and legally non-compliant due to: 

 The unsustainable concentration of growth on the Hoo Peninsula, which lacks adequate transport, 

water, foul drainage, education, health, and digital infrastructure 

 The Plan’s failure to meet the tests of deliverability, justification and effectiveness in Paragraph 36 

of the NPPF 

 The clear contradiction with the infrastructure assessments, priorities and evidence in the Hoo 

St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) 

These systemic constraints fundamentally undermine the Local Plan’s strategic approach. 
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6.1. Summary of Infrastructure Failures on the Hoo Peninsula 

The Hoo Peninsula’s infrastructure is inherently rural, fragmented, and under considerable strain. The Local 

Plan proposes strategic growth on a scale that: 

 Outpaces available road, public transport, and active travel infrastructure 

 Relies on constrained and unreliable water supply and wastewater networks 

 Lacks confirmed delivery of new primary and secondary schools 

 Fails to secure necessary healthcare expansion 

 Offers no secured delivery mechanism for the essential road relief schemes 

These issues are extensively documented in Medway Council's own evidence base (e.g. Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan, Transport Assessment), as well as through consultation responses and Neighbourhood Plan 

evidence. 

 

6.2. Transport Infrastructure: Critical Failures 

a. Road Network Limitations 

The main road access to the Hoo Peninsula is via the A228, B2000, and minor local roads. These: 

 Are largely single-carriageway, rural and over capacity during peak times 

 Experience frequent congestion at Four Elms Roundabout, Peninsula Way, and Wainscott bypass 

 Lack dedicated facilities for public transport priority, walking, or cycling 

Medway Council's Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) admits these routes are: 

“already operating near or over capacity” (STA, 2025) 

The Plan proposes: 

 Over 5,000 dwellings on the Hoo Peninsula 

 No fully costed or deliverable transport infrastructure 

 No binding commitment from National Highways or Homes England 

This renders the Plan’s reliance on strategic Hoo Peninsula growth undeliverable and unsound. 

b. No Rail Access, Limited Bus Services 

Unlike other parts of the Medway Towns, the Hoo Peninsula: 

 Has no railway station 

 Is served by limited, infrequent bus routes, often requiring long journey times and multiple 

interchanges 

 Is not aligned with planned LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan) priorities 

This contradicts Paragraph 110 of the NPPF, which requires development to be directed to locations 

“which are or can be made sustainable.” 
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6.3. Water Supply and Wastewater Capacity 

a. Severe Water Stress Designation 

The peninsula lies within a zone classified by the Environment Agency as under “serious water stress”. 

Southern Water, in consultation with Medway Council, previously advised that: 

 Water supply is fragile, and new development will require significant investment in Water Service 

Reservoirs 
 Strategic growth could lead to supply interruptions or pressure loss 

b. Foul Drainage and Sewerage Constraints 

Sewerage for Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden, High Halstow and Kingsnorth is routed to the Whitewall 

Creek Wastewater Treatment Works, which: 

 Already suffers from sewage flooding, as reported in community consultations 

 Cannot accommodate large-scale growth without upgrades 

 Has no confirmed investment plan or costed expansion mechanism in the IDP 

This is echoed by residents’ reports of blockages, overflows, and pumping failures, which will only 

worsen with the scale of growth proposed. 

 

6.4. Health and Education Infrastructure Deficits 

a. Primary and Secondary Education 

The Local Plan allocates sites for potential new schools but: 

 Does not identify funded, deliverable proposals 

 Lacks land safeguarded at appropriate locations and sizes 

 Relies on developer contributions, but the Viability Assessment shows marginal viability on most 

sites 

Local primary schools (e.g. Chattenden Primary School, St Werburgh Primary School and High Halstow 

Primary School) are already oversubscribed, and the area lacks a secondary school of sufficient capacity. 

This breaches Paragraph 20, 27, 35, 96, and 111 of the NPPF. 

b. Healthcare Provision 

The Hoo Peninsula is served by three GP practices, which: 

 Are already over capacity 

 Have no confirmed expansion plans 

 Will be unable to accommodate 15,000+ additional residents 

No new GP or medical centres are committed within the Local Plan. Medway NHS Foundation Trust faces 

significant estate pressures, especially in primary and outpatient services. 
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The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (Section 2.2.2) raised this issue as one of the 

most pressing local concerns, yet it has not been addressed in the Local Plan strategy or delivery framework. 

 

6.5. Digital, Utilities and Broadband Constraints 

Parts of the Hoo Peninsula (especially Cooling and St Mary Hoo): 

 Lack full fibre broadband 

 Rely on 3G/4G mobile networks with low coverage 

 Face voltage constraints in older electrical supply infrastructure 

 Experience regular power cuts and blackouts 

The Plan does not address digital or energy resilience for future-proof development - undermining the net 

zero vision and economic growth goals. 

 

6.6. Contradiction with Infrastructure Evidence and Neighbourhood Plans 

Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) 

Policy/Section Conflict 

HOO11: Transport and Active 

Travel 

Requires infrastructure first - Local Plan delivers housing ahead of 

road and public transport upgrades 

Section 9: Infrastructure 
Notes that current systems cannot support strategic growth - Local Plan 

offers no concrete solutions 

Section 2.2.2: Key Concerns 
Identifies education, health, and traffic pressure - all unresolved by the 

draft Plan 

 

 

6.7. Viability and Delivery Failures in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(IDP) 

The IDP 2025: 

 Lists £500M+ of necessary upgrades across the Hoo Peninsula 

 Fails to confirm funding sources for: 

 Road improvements 

 New schools 

 Flood defences 

 Digital connectivity 

 Admits developer contributions are insufficient, yet: 

 No Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or new strategic levy is in place 

 No Government capital funding is in place 

Without confirmed delivery mechanisms, the Plan fails the effectiveness test in the NPPF. 
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6.8. Summary of Infrastructure Unsoundness 

Infrastructure 

Type 

Capacity to Support 

Growth? 
Funding Secured? Plan Compliant? 

Road network 
✗ Congested and 

inadequate 

✗ No confirmed Hoo Peninsula 

transport funding 

✗ NPPF Paragraph 110 

breach 

Public transport ✗ Infrequent, no rail ✗ No bus upgrades confirmed 
✗ NPPF Paragraph 110 

breach 

Water supply ✗ Severe stress 
✗ No business case for 

reservoir upgrades 
✗ Environment Act breach 

Wastewater ✗ Overloaded ✗ No expansion plan 
✗ Habitats Regulations 

breach 

Schools 
✗ No places for 

projected demand 

✗ No DfE or local funding 

commitment 

✗ NPPF Paragraph 20, 27, 35, 

96, and 111 breach 

Health 
✗ GP capacity 

exceeded 
✗ No expansion proposals 

✗ NPPF Paragraph 20, 27, 35, 

96, and 111 breach 

Broadband 
✗ Patchy, 

substandard 
✗ No digital infrastructure plan 

✗ Digital connectivity 

strategy absent 

Power/electricity ✗ Overloaded 
✗ No power/electricity capacity 

plan 
✗ NPPF Paragraph 20, 27, 35, 

96, and 111 breach 

 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 6 

The Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is fundamentally unsound, unjustified and ineffective because: 

 It proposes unsustainable levels of growth in an area with severe and unresolved infrastructure 

constraints 
 Its key delivery mechanisms are unfunded, uncertain or deferred 

 It fails to align with the statutory development plan, including both Neighbourhood Plans 

 It directly conflicts with NPPF requirements for plan-led infrastructure coordination, environmental 

limits, and sustainable accessibility 

The Hoo Peninsula allocations must be removed or radically reduced until critical infrastructure - including 

transport, health, education, water and sewerage - is demonstrably deliverable. 

 

CHAPTER 7: CONFLICT WITH NATIONAL POLICY AND 

THE PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE 

DEVELOPMENT 
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This chapter demonstrates that Medway Council’s Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) is not 

consistent with national planning policy and fails to meet the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development, as required by: 

 Paragraphs 11–16 of the NPPF (December 2024) 

 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

 Section 39(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, which requires that “the 

purpose of planning is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development” 

As a result, the draft Local Plan is unsound under NPPF Paragraph 36(d) and should not proceed in its 

current form. 

 

7.1. The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development (NPPF 

Paragraph 11) 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF requires that: 

“a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet the development needs 

of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the environment; mitigate climate change (including 

by making effective use of land in urban areas) and adapt to its effects; b) strategic policies should, as a 

minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that 

cannot be met within neighbouring areas” 

Furthermore, paragraph 11(b) states that sustainable development means: 

 Aligning growth with infrastructure 

 Avoiding environmental harm 

 Respecting community-led policies and plans 

 Safeguarding natural resources 

Medway Council's draft Local Plan does not satisfy these criteria. 

 

7.2. Failure to Deliver Truly Sustainable Development 

a. Lack of Infrastructure-Led Growth 

As demonstrated in Chapters 5 and 6, the Plan: 

 Allocates growth in areas without secured water, wastewater, health, or education infrastructure 

 Lacks a clear and costed phasing strategy to ensure infrastructure precedes development 

 Relies on hypothetical or unfunded mitigation, including the Hoo Peninsula transport 

infrastructure and new schools/GP surgeries 

This breaches Paragraphs 8 and 20 of the NPPF, which require plans to: 

“to help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy... by identifying and coordinating the provision 

of infrastructure” 

b. Environmental Sustainability Not Achieved 
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The Local Plan: 

 Threatens the integrity of SPA, RAMSAR, and SSSI sites 

 Fails to demonstrate compliance with the Habitats Regulations (2017, as amended) 

 Makes no credible plan for 10% biodiversity net gain, as required under the Environment Act 

2021 
 Allocates development to Grade 1 agricultural land, contrary to Paragraph 180(c) of the NPPF 

This undermines the environmental pillar of sustainable development set out in NPPF Paragraph 8(c). 

c. Social Sustainability Also Compromised 

The draft Plan: 

 Fails to provide a credible strategy for affordable housing delivery (with viability testing 

revealing unviable sites across rural parts of the Medway Council area) 

 Does not include confirmed expansion of schools or health facilities 

 Conflicts with the statutorily adopted Neighbourhood Plans, which express local housing needs 

and infrastructure priorities 

This means the Plan does not support “strong, vibrant and healthy communities” (NPPF, Paragraph 8(b)). 

 

7.3. Incompatibility with the Plan-Led System (NPPF Paragraph 15) 

Paragraph 15 of the NPPF requires that: 

“The planning system should be genuinely plan-led. Succinct and up-to-date plans should provide a positive 

vision for the future of each area… and a platform for local people to shape their surroundings.” 

The Medway Council Draft Plan: 

 Contradicts the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024) 

 Overrides community evidence about infrastructure capacity, environmental value, and development 

scale 

 Offers no mechanism for reconciling local concerns with strategic policy 

This undermines the plan-led approach and violates Paragraphs 13 and 15 of the NPPF. 

 

7.4. Ignoring National Policy on Transport and Accessibility 

The NPPF sets out clear principles for sustainable transport: 

NPPF 

Paragraph 
Requirement Local Plan Compliance 

Paragraph 110 
Focus growth in sustainable, well-connected 

locations 
✗ Hoo Peninsula is remote and 

inaccessible 

Paragraph 111 
Support active travel and public transport 

improvements 
✗ No secured bus or rail enhancements 

Paragraph 115 Assess cumulative transport impacts of ✗ No full cumulative impact assessment 
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NPPF 

Paragraph 
Requirement Local Plan Compliance 

allocations provided 

The Plan ignores or undermines these core transport policies. 

 

7.5. Conflict with National Environmental Policy and Climate Strategy 

a. Climate Change and Net Zero Obligations 

Paragraph 162 of the NPPF requires that: 

“Plans should take a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change… in line with the 

objectives of the Climate Change Act 2008.” 

However: 

 The Plan prioritises car-dependent development 

 Offers no low-carbon energy policy 

 Fails to locate growth near jobs, transport or services 

This contradicts the government’s legal obligation to meet net zero emissions by 2050. 

b. National Environmental Framework and LNRS 

The Environment Act 2021 establishes: 

 A national framework for biodiversity net gain (BNG) 

 A requirement to align local plans with Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) 

The Medway Council Draft Plan: 

 Provides no BNG mechanism beyond policy statements 

 Does not reference or align with the Kent-wide LNRS 

 Lacks measurable targets or monitoring mechanisms 

This renders the Plan non-compliant with the national environmental policy framework. 

 

7.6. Disregard for Strategic Flood Risk Policy (NPPF Paragraphs 159–169) 

A number of sites on the Hoo Peninsula (particularly near Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden and 

Kingsnorth) lie: 

 Within Flood Zone 2 or 3 

 In areas identified for coastal retreat or managed realignment 

The Plan fails to: 

 Demonstrate compliance with the Sequential Test 
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 Offer adequate evidence that the Exception Test is passed 

 Include up-to-date SFRA Level 2 assessments for all affected sites 

This breaches NPPF Paragraph 170, which requires that: 

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away 

from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future).” 

 

7.7. Failure to Meet Housing Needs in a Sustainable Manner 

Although the Plan identifies a housing requirement of 24,540 dwellings, it fails to: 

 Allocate those homes where infrastructure, services, and vacant brownfield capacity exist (i.e. 

urban/suburban Medway Towns) 

 Maintain flexibility to respond to demographic change, migration shifts, or infrastructure delays 

 Deliver a realistic trajectory of housing delivery over the plan period 

As a result, the Plan is not “positively prepared,” as defined by NPPF Paragraph 35(a). 

 

7.8. Summary: Incompatibility with the NPPF 

NPPF Requirement Compliance? Reason for Non-Compliance 

Paragraph 7–10 (Sustainable Development) ✗ 
No infrastructure, environmental harm, poor 

location 

Paragraph 11–14 (Presumption in Favour) ✗ 
Fails to deliver sustainable, infrastructure-

supported growth 

Paragraph 15–23 (Plan-led system) ✗ Conflicts with adopted Neighbourhood Plans 

Paragraph 109–118 (Transport) ✗ Poor access, no mitigation, high car dependency 

Paragraphs 187–195 (Biodiversity and 

Natural Environment) 
✗ Harm to protected sites, incomplete HRA 

Paragraph 161-169 (Climate Change) ✗ No net zero trajectory, car-centric development 

Paragraphs 170–182 (Flood Risk) ✗ 
Allocations in high-risk flood zones without 

sequential justification 

 

 

Conclusion: Chapter 7 

The Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan: 

 Conflicts with core principles of the NPPF, including sustainable development, environmental 

protection, plan-led growth, and net zero obligations 

 Fails to meet national policy tests on transport, biodiversity, infrastructure, climate, housing, and 

community-led planning 

 Cannot be made sound through minor modification, due to the systemic nature of its conflicts with 

national policy 
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Accordingly, the Plan must be withdrawn or fundamentally restructured. A new spatial strategy - based on 

maximised vacant brownfield-first growth, environmental capacity, and compliance with adopted or 

emerging Neighbourhood Plans - must be developed. 

 

CHAPTER 8: SUMMARY OF FAILURES, 

RECOMMENDATIONS, AND REQUESTED ACTIONS 

 

This final chapter summarises the findings of this representation and sets out clear recommendations for the 

Planning Inspector and Medway Council. The Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) is legally non-

compliant, demonstrably unsound, and procedurally flawed. As such, it should not proceed to submission 

without significant revision and reconsultation. 

 

8.1. Summary of Legal Failures 

Legal Duty Failure Identified 

Duty to Cooperate (s.33A PCPA 

2004) 

No effective, outcome-based engagement with statutory bodies or 

neighbouring LPAs on cross-boundary matters (see Chapter 3) 

Habitats Regulations 2017 (as 

amended) 

Interim HRA is incomplete, in-combination effects not assessed, 

no agreed mitigation (see Chapters 5 & 7) 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Directive (2001/42/EC) 

Sustainability Appraisal fails to transparently test reasonable 

alternatives or assess environmental harm (see Chapter 5) 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004 (s.19 & s.39) 

Strategy not sustainable, does not contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development (see Chapters 6 & 7) 

Planning and Neighbourhood Plan 

Conflict (s.38(5) PCPA 2004) 

Direct conflict with two adopted Neighbourhood Plans; no 

explanation or justification provided (see throughout) 

These legal failings render the plan unfit for examination under Section 20 of the PCPA 2004. 

 

8.2. Summary of Unsoundness Against the NPPF (December 2024) 

The draft Local Plan fails all four tests of soundness as set out in Paragraph 36 of the NPPF: 

Test Assessment Summary 

Positively Prepared ✗ 
Plan is not based on a strategy that meets needs sustainably; growth on 

Hoo Peninsula exceeds infrastructure and environmental capacity 

Justified ✗ 
No reasonable alternatives assessed; rural, ecologically constrained sites 

chosen over maximised vacant brownfield urban land 

Effective ✗ 
Infrastructure undeliverable; no clear phasing, viability, or cooperation 

mechanisms in place 

Consistent with 

National Policy 
✗ 

Conflicts with NPPF policies on sustainability, biodiversity, climate 

change, flood risk, and plan-making 
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The scale of conflict is systemic. No Inspector could make the Plan sound through minor modifications. 

 

8.3. Summary of Key Site-Level and Strategic Failures 

 The Hoo Peninsula allocations (Policies 14.9, 14.10, 14.12, 14.13 and 14.14) are undeliverable, 

environmentally damaging, and directly opposed by adopted Neighbourhood Plans 

 The spatial strategy is regressive, car-dependent, and inconsistent with net zero goals and 

sustainable development principles 

 There is no credible infrastructure strategy to support the proposed scale of growth, with major 

gaps in transport, education, health, water, sewerage, and digital infrastructure 

 Flood risk, SPA impacts, and loss of Grade 1 farmland have not been avoided or adequately 

mitigated 

 The Plan does not incorporate a functioning mechanism for Duty to Cooperate or cross-boundary 

strategic planning, especially around air quality and transport 

 

8.4. Contradiction with Neighbourhood Plans 

Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) 

 Strongly opposes large-scale strategic growth without pre-committed infrastructure 

 Protects habitats, green spaces, and village identity 

 Requires developer-led infrastructure contributions and environmental mitigation 

 Endorsed by local referendum, but ignored in the Local Plan 

Medway Council’s Local Plan fails the NPPF Paragraph 48 requirement to “have regard to the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

 

8.5. Recommendations to the Planning Inspector and Medway Council 

a. Immediate Actions 

 Suspend progression of the Local Plan pending: 

 Completion of a full and legally compliant Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 Preparation of a legally robust Sustainability Appraisal with reasonable spatial alternatives 

 Production of outcome-based Statements of Common Ground with affected neighbouring 

authorities and statutory consultees 

 Withdraw the current spatial strategy for review 

 Respect and reflect adopted Neighbourhood Plans, per Paragraph 30 of the NPPF 

b. Medium-Term Strategy Revisions 

 Reassess housing growth options focusing on: 

 Maximising urban vacant brownfield or suburban land first (consistent with Paragraphs 

124–128 of the NPPF) 

 Avoidance of designated ecological and high-quality agricultural land 
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 Phased growth linked to real-world infrastructure delivery 

 Prioritise infrastructure-first, nature-positive development, supported by clear funding, phasing, 

and cooperation strategies 

 Integrate outcomes from the Kent Local Nature Recovery Strategy, Catchment Area 

Management Plans, and Strategic Infrastructure Studies 

 

8.6. Requested Inspector Actions at Examination 

 Declare the Plan not legally compliant and unsound 

 Recommend its withdrawal and revision, as per PINS Procedure Guide for Local Plan 

Examinations (2023), section 5.21 

 Require a new draft Plan to be produced that: 

 Fully complies with the NPPF (2024) 

 Is aligned with neighbourhood planning policies 

 Addresses cross-boundary infrastructure, climate, environmental and housing delivery issues 

 

Concluding Statement 

The Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) represents a regressive, unsustainable, 

and procedurally unlawful approach to plan-making. It fails to safeguard the environmental assets, rural 

character, and community infrastructure of the Hoo Peninsula. It contradicts the spatial vision and statutory 

policy of two democratically endorsed Neighbourhood Plans and fails to comply with national planning 

policy and environmental law. 

A new, legally compliant, sound and environmentally sustainable Local Plan is required.   

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation. 
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Organisation: Signatory: Signature: 

Allhallows 

Action Group 

Mrs Louise Putnam 

(Treasurer) 

Cooling 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Kevin Boyle 

(Chairman) 

Frindsbury Extra 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Chris Sparks 

(Chairman) 

High Halstow 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Matt Wenham 

(Chairman) 

Higham 

Parish Council 

Cllr. John Grey 

(Chairman) 

Hoo St Werburgh & 

Chattenden 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Ron Sands 

(Chairman) 

St James, Isle of Grain 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Paul Blakeley 

(Chairman) 

St Mary Hoo 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Nick Craddy 

(Chairman) 

Stoke 

Parish Council 

Cllr. Julie Wallace 

(Chairman) 

 



From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Medway local plan 2041 regulation 19
Date: 11 August 2025 19:44:54

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

Good evening Sir / Madam,

Medway local plan 2041 regulation 19

Higham parish council would like to strongly oppose the above proposal.

Higham parish council’s comments can be found in the representation from the alliance of
hoo peninsula 

The council hopes that you will take our comments into consideration 

Many thanks 

Kind Regards

Rachael Martin

Parish Clerk & Responsible Financial Officer
Higham Parish Council

Please note my working hours are Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday 11am -
4pm.

This email and any other accompanying document(s) may contain information which is
confidential or privileged. The information is intended to be for the exclusive use of the
individual(s) or bodies to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, be
aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or other use of the contents of this
information is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify us
immediately by contacting the sender or email Higham Parish Council at clerk@higham-
kent-pc.gov.uk 01634 559913

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Objection to Draft Local Plan for Medway Reg 19
Date: 11 August 2025 12:33:09

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Representation on behalf of the Friends of Deangate Ridge Country Park Committee

Please accept this as a representation on behalf of the Friends of Deangate Ridge Country
Park Committee in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on the legal compliance and
soundness of the draft Local Plan.  Please pass on our representation to the Independent
Planning Inspector when the plan is submitted for examination.

The Local Plan is not legally compliant for the following reasons:

The Local Plan fails the 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 paragraphs 24-28.

Medway has failed to comply with Regulation 18 and 19 requirements.  The
consultation process is procedurally defective.  There is inadequate evidence of
meaningful engagement at the Regulation 18 consultation stages and insufficient
regard has been paid to community representations in the Regulation 19 draft.

Medway Council is actively preparing and revising evidence and planning
documents which support the Regulation 19 version of the draft plan, but have
refused to extend the consultation period.  Residents and other interested parties are
therefore unable to comments on this evidence and these documents.  This is
procedurally defective.

If the plan is considered to be non-legally compliant, the plan therefore fails and/or
the Council may be asked to withdraw it from examination by the Inspector.  No
amount of further work at this late stage can rectify its non-compliance.  However,
should that not be the case, we have written our objections to the plan below as it is
not sound.

The Local Plan is not sound

Should the Local Plan be considered at examination, or before, to have conformed to all of
the legal requirements, the plan is unsound for the following reasons:-

The Local Plan does not conform with the NPPF (December 2024).  Numerous
policies do not align with legal obligations of the NPPF including sustainable
development (paragraph 11), plan-making (paragraphs 15-36), and the treatment of
Neighbourhood Plans (paragraphs 30-31).  The draft Plan ignores many brownfield
sites and favours greenfield development which is against Government policy on
sustainability.  The number of homes proposed in the Plan for the Hoo Peninsula is
unatainable.  The impacts of these homes on transport, education, health, drainage,
water and infrastructure are all unmitigated and therefore the plan fails to adhere to

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


national policy.

The Plan does not conform with the Hoo St Werburgh and 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.  Medway do not provide
any explanation as to why they are not co-operating with local Neighbourhood
Plans.

There is 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.  The number of homes proposed
in the Plan for the Hoo Peninsula is unsustainable.  The impacts of these homes on
the environment will be devastating and contrary to Government policy.  There is no
evidence in the Plan of the 400 metre buffer zones being applied to development in
areas that border protected sites such as Special Protection Areas, SSSIs and the
RAMSAR site.  Deangate Ridge Country Park adjoins an SSSI, designated largely
due to its nationally significant Nightingale population, and this issue is particularly
worrying to the Friends of Deangate Ridge Committee. 

There is 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 paragraph 35.

The Local Plan does not minimise development allocations on the Hoo Peninsula (an
unsustainable and environmentally 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.

Regards, 

Louise Putnam

Secretary

Friends of Deangate Ridge Committee



 
 

 

 

Duncan Parr 
Rapleys 
33 Jermyn Street 
London 
SW1Y 6DN 

Our ref: APP/A2280/W/20/3259868 
Your ref: MC/19/1566 

 

 

 

3 November 2021 

 

Dear Sir 
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78 
APPEAL MADE BY A C GOATHAM & SON 
LAND OFF PUMP LANE, RAINHAM, KENT 
APPLICATION REF: MC/19/1566 

 
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the 

report of Mrs JA Vyse DipTP DipPBM MRTPI, who held a public local inquiry on 15-18 
and 22-23 February, 1-3 and 5 March, 19-23 and 28 April 2021 into your client’s appeal 
against the decision of Medway Council to refuse your client’s application for planning 
permission for redevelopment of land off Pump Lane to include residential development 
comprising up to 1,250 residential units, a local centre (with final uses to be determined 
at a later stage) a village green, a two form entry primary school, a 60 bed extra care 
facility, an 80 bed care home and associated access (vehicular, pedestrian, cycle), in 
accordance with application No MC/19/1566, dated 3 June 2019. 

2. On 17 November 2020, this appeal was recovered for the Secretary of State's 
determination, in pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990. 

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

3. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be dismissed. 

4. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s 
conclusions, except where stated, and agrees with her recommendation. He has decided 
to dismiss the appeal. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed. All references to 
paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report. 

Environmental Statement 

5. In reaching this position, the Secretary of State has taken into account the Environmental 
Statement which was submitted under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 

Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities Mike 
Hale, Decision Officer 
Planning Casework Unit 3rd 
Floor Fry Building 
2 Marsham Street London 
SW1P 4DF 

Tel: 0303 444 5374 
Email: PCC@communities.gov.uk

mailto:PCC@communities.gov.uk
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Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. Having taken account of the Inspector’s 
comments at IR1.9-1.10, the Secretary of State is satisfied that the Environmental 
Statement complies with the above Regulations and that sufficient information has been 
provided for him to assess the environmental impact of the proposal. 

Matters arising since the close of the inquiry 

6. On 20 July 2021 a revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) came 
into force. However, as the changes do not affect the main issues in this inquiry, the 
Secretary of State does not consider that the revised Framework raises any matters that 
would require him to refer back to the parties for further representations prior to reaching 
his decision on this appeal, and he is satisfied that no interests have thereby been 
prejudiced. 

7. On 15, 22 and 29 October 2021, you, on behalf of your client, shared additional 
information with the Secretary of State in relation to the emerging Local Plan timetable, 
which they viewed as relevant to his decision. The Secretary of State has given 
consideration to this additional information, though does not consider that it represents a 
material change in circumstances such that a referral back to parties would be 
necessary. The information is included at Annex A of this decision letter. Copies of all 
representations received may be obtained on request to the email address at the foot of 
the first page of this letter. 

Procedural matters 

8. An application for a partial award of costs was made by Medway Council against the 
Appellant (IR1.1). This application is the subject of a separate decision letter. 

Policy and statutory considerations 

9. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

10. In this case the development plan consists of saved policies of the Medway Local Plan 
(2003). The Secretary of State considers that relevant development plan policies include 
those set out at IR4.2-IR4.29. He notes that the Local Plan is of a considerable age, and 
agrees with the Inspector’s assessment at IR12.226-12.237 about the extent to which 
development plan policies are in accordance with the Framework. He has taken this 
assessment into account when reaching his conclusions on this case. 

11. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account in 
addition to the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated 
planning guidance (‘the Guidance’), include the relevant documents and guidance set out 
at IR4.32-IR4.35. For clarity, the Framework references within this letter have been 
amended from those in the IR to reflect the revised Framework paragraph numbering 
where necessary. 

12. In accordance with section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act), the Secretary of State has paid special regard to the 
desirability of preserving those listed buildings potentially affected by the proposals, or 
their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they may 
possess.
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Emerging plan 

13. The emerging plan comprises a new Local Plan covering the period to 2037. The 
Secretary of State notes that at the time of the Inquiry, the emerging plan was proposed 
to cover the period to 2035. 

14. Paragraph 48 of the Framework states that decision makers may give weight to relevant 
policies in emerging plans according to: (1) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan; 
(2) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies in the 
emerging plan; and (3) the degree of consistency of relevant policies to the policies in the 
Framework. The Secretary of State notes that preparation of the new Local Plan is still at 
an early stage. He notes that as of September 2021 Regulation 18 consultation on the 
new Local Plan has been undertaken but Regulation 19 consultation has not yet been 
undertaken. Consequently, a full draft plan has not yet been published, meaning there 
has not yet been an opportunity to consult on draft policies. 

15. For the reasons given at IR4.36, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector with 
regard to the emerging new Local Plan that in light of its early stage, no weight is 
afforded to it. 

Main issues 

16. For the reasons given at IR12.2, IR12.196 and at paragraph 1.1 of IR Appendix E, the 
Secretary of State agrees that the main issues are those set out by the Inspector at 
IR12.2. 

Character and appearance of the surrounding area 

17. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR12.3 that the appeal site is located 
outside any settlement boundary as shown of the Local Plan Proposals Map and lies 
within open countryside for planning policy purposes. He also notes that the site also 
forms a significant part of the Gillingham Riverside Area of Local Landscape Importance 
(ALLI) as defined by Local Plan policy BNE34 (IR12.4), is a valued landscape in 
Framework terms (IR12.5) and that it is a matter of agreement between the parties that 
the development proposed would give rise to adverse landscape and visual effects 
(IR12.6). 

18. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s analysis of landscape context at 
IR12.7-IR12.19, of visual context at IR12.20-IR12.21, of landscape effects at IR12.22- 
IR12.36, of visual effects at IR12.37-IR12.53, and of the Gillingham Riverside ALLI at 
IR12.54-IR12.68. 

19. For the reasons given there, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that overall, 
the appeal scheme would have a substantial adverse landscape and visual impact, with 
corresponding harm to the character and appearance of a wide swathe of countryside 
between Lower Rainham Road and Twydall/Rainham. Like the Inspector, he considers 
that the degree of harm would be significant and has come to this view having had regard 
to the status of the site, lying as it does within a valued landscape as recognised by its 
designation as an ALLI in the Local Plan and the harm that would be a consequence not 
only to its landscape importance, but also to its functions, particularly that as a green 
buffer (all at IR12.69). 

20. The Secretary of State agrees that those conclusions bring the development into conflict 
with policy S1, policy BNE25, policy BN34, policy BNE47 and paragraphs 174a) and b) of
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the Framework (IR12.70). The Secretary of State considers that this harm attracts 
substantial weight against the proposal. 

Heritage assets 

21. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s analysis of heritage impacts at 
IR12.72-IR12.133 and IR12.217-12.220. For the reasons given there, the Secretary of 
State agrees with the Inspector’s assessment of harms at IR12.131 that there would be 
no harm to the heritage significance of York farmhouse, or the listed outbuildings within 
the Bloors Place complex. He further agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion at IR12.131 
that the harm to Pump farmhouse, Bloors Place, the listed walls and Lower Twydall 
Conservation Area would be at the lower end of the less than substantial range, with the 
harm to Chapel House and Lower Rainham Conservation Area in the middle of the 
spectrum. He further agrees that there is very limited/minor harm to the non-designated 
asset that is the Oasts. 

22. For the reasons given at IR12.127-IR12.130, the Secretary of State agrees that the 
historic landscape does not here merit treating as a non-designated heritage asset 
(IR12.132). He further agrees with the approach taken by the Inspector in IR12.219. 

23. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR12.219 that the heritage harms 
should be given considerable importance and weight. He further agrees with the 
Inspector that would be conflict with policies BNE14 and BNE18 (IR12.133). He agrees 
that Paragraph 202 of the Framework requires such harms to be weighed against the 
public benefits of the scheme and Paragraph 203 of the Framework requires to harm to 
the non-designated asset to be taken into account (IR133). This balancing exercise is 
undertaken below at paragraph 49. 

Agricultural land 

24. The Secretary of State notes that around 96% of land at the appeal site is classified as 
either Grade 1 (excellent quality) or Grade 2 (very good quality), with the remainder 
comprising Grade 3a (good to moderate quality) (IR12.135) and that there are no current 
development plan policies relating to agricultural land and so national policy and 
guidance form the principal consideration (IR12.136). 

25. For the reasons given at IR12.137-IR12.154 the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that on the evidence before him, there is a good prospect for the land to be 
farmed in such a way that it realises a reasonable profit (IR12.153). 

26. The Secretary of State has considered the Inspector’s analysis at IR12.222-IR12.225 and 
IR12.235 regarding the extent of BMV land in the District and the availability of non-BMV 
land in the District. While he notes that there is no requirement in the Framework for a 
formal agricultural land balance to be carried out, for the reasons given, he agrees that 
there is at least the possibility of locating strategic development, such as that proposed 
here, on land that whilst comprising BMV is potentially of poorer quality/usefulness than 
that of the appeal site, albeit that that may be some years off if it was to be delivered as 
part of that emerging Plan (IR12.223). 

27. Overall, the Secretary of State agrees that the loss of this significant area of BMV land, 
and the orchards, would have a negative effect on the provision of such land in terms of 
economic and other benefits, bringing it into conflict with paragraph 174b) of the
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Framework (IR12.224). He further agrees with the Inspector that this harm attracts 
moderate weight (IR12.235). 

Highways 

28. For the reasons given at IR12.155-12.160, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
approach taken by the Inspector, namely that it is appropriate to focus on the areas of 
greatest potential traffic impact in order to assess the scheme against the relevant 
policies (IR12.158). The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR12.161 that the 
local highway network, including key arterial routes, is already heavily congested, 
particularly during the AM and PM peaks. He notes that the Appellant has proposed a 
number of mitigation works, identified at IR12.161, as amended during the Inquiry, to 
which he has given consideration. 

29. The Secretary of State notes that there were two competing appraisals before the Inquiry 
that deal with traffic impacts (IR12.162) and that the results of each assessment are 
significantly different (IR12.165). For the reasons given at IR12.162-IR12.172 and IR191, 
the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR12.191 that in terms of the highway 
modelling evidence, on balance, the outputs of the Council’s more holistic Medway 
Aimsum Model (MAM) approach (which models the interaction between junctions, links 
and journey times) are to be preferred over the Appellant’s isolated junction modelling 
approach. 

30. For the reasons given at IR12.173-IR12.178 and at IR12.192 the Secretary of State 
agrees with the Inspector that the residual cumulative impacts on subnetwork 2 would be 
severe, particularly during the AM and PM peaks (IR12.192). Like the Inspector, the 
Secretary of State recognises that those impacts are largely confined to peak hours and 
that the subnetwork forms only a part of the wider network. However, the Secretary of 
State also agrees with the Inspector that that does not mean that the impacts cannot be 
considered as severe in their context (all at IR12.192). 

31. Overall on highway matters, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the 
appeal scheme would have a severe residual cumulative impact on the local highway 
network and that there would be conflict in this regard with Local Plan policy T1 and 
paragraphs 110 and 111 of the Framework (IR12.192). The Secretary of State considers 
this harm attracts substantial weight against the appeal scheme. 

32. For the reasons given at IR12.189, he agrees with the Inspector’s finding of no harm in 
terms of highway safety (IR12.190). He further agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions at 
IR12.93. 

Benefits 

33. The Secretary of State notes that the housing land supply range identified by the parties 
is between 1.78-3.03 year, and that whichever figure is used, the parties are agreed that 
as a minimum, the shortfall is significant. The Secretary of State considers that the 
weight to be afforded to the delivery of housing in the light of the housing land supply 
shortfall is substantial (all IR12.201). Similarly, the Secretary of State agrees at IR12.202 
that for the reasons given there is an acute need for affordable housing and in light of
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that, the delivery of at least 25% of the residential units as affordable accommodation 
attracts substantial weight. 

34. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR12.203 that the development would 
contribute to employment provision and that future residents would also contribute to the 
economy through local expenditure. For the reasons given at IR12.203, the Secretary of 
State agrees that the weight to be given to employment provision is substantial. 

35. For the reasons given at IR12.204, the Secretary of State agrees that the development 
would result in significant improvements in terms of ecology and biodiversity. Like the 
Inspector, he considers that the benefits secured in this regard attract substantial weight. 

36. For the reasons given at IR12.205-IR12.206 the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector at IR12.206 that signalisation of the section of restricted carriageway beneath 
the railway at the southern end of Pump Lane is a benefit which attracts only limited 
weight in favour. 

37. For the reasons given at IR12.207-208, he agrees that opening up pedestrian access to 
the site from the southern end of Lower Twydall Lane and financial contributions towards 
bridleway improvements attract limited weight. For the reasons given at IR12.209 he 
further agrees that the planning obligation which includes a contribution towards interim 
assistance to support bus service provision is a consideration that attracts moderate 
weight. 

38. With regard to the school proposed on the site, for the reasons given at IR12.211 the 
Secretary of State agrees that its provision attracts limited weight. For the reasons given 
at IR12.211 the Secretary of State also agrees that provision of the two care facilities 
attracts limited weight. 

39. The Secretary of State further agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions with regards to 
matters at IR12.200, IR12.210, IR12.212, IR12.213 and IR12.214 for the reasons given 
there. 

Other matters 

40. The Secretary of State notes that the Medway Estuary and Marshes Special Protection 
Area (SPA), Ramsar and Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), a European Protected 
site, lies approximately 250m to the north of the appeal site (IR12.195). For the reasons 
given at IR12.196, he agrees that ecological impact is not a main consideration. 

41. For the reasons given at IR12.197 the Secretary of State agrees that an Appropriate 
Assessment under the terms of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2017 (as amended) is required should the appeal be allowed. 

42. The Secretary of State is the Competent Authority for the purposes of the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. The Secretary of State agrees with the 
assessment and findings in Annex E of the IR. However, he does not consider that 
carrying out an Appropriate Assessment would overcome his reasons for dismissing this 
appeal, and has therefore not proceeded to make an Appropriate Assessment in his role 
as the Competent Authority on this matter. 

Planning conditions



7 
 

43. The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR10.1- 
IR10.20, the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the reasons for 
them, and to national policy in paragraph 56 of the Framework and the relevant 
Guidance. He is satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector comply with 
the policy test set out at paragraph 56 of the Framework. However, he does not consider 
that the imposition of these conditions would overcome his reasons for dismissing this 
appeal and refusing planning permission. 

Planning obligations 

44. Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR11.1-IR11.4, the planning obligation 
dated 14 May 2021, paragraph 57 of the Framework, the Guidance and the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended, the Secretary of State agrees with 
the Inspector’s conclusion for the reasons given in IR11.4 that the obligation complies 
with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the tests at paragraph 57 of the 
Framework. However, the Secretary of State does not consider that the obligation 
overcomes his reasons for dismissing this appeal and refusing planning permission. 

Planning balance and overall conclusion 

45. For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is 
not in accordance with development plan Policies T1, BNE14, BNE34 and BNE47, 
BNE18 and BNE25, and considers that overall, the proposal is not in accordance with the 
development plan. He has gone on to consider whether there are material considerations 
which indicate that the proposal should be determined other than in accordance with the 
development plan. 

46. As Medway Council is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, 
paragraph 11(d) of the Framework indicates that planning permission should be granted 
unless: (i) the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 
(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 
when assessed against policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 

47. Weighing in favour of the proposal are the delivery of housing in the light of housing 
supply shortfall, and the delivery of affordable housing, biodiversity improvements and 
employment provision. Each carries substantial weight. Public transport improvements 
attract moderate weight, while highways improvements, improvements to pedestrian 
access and contributions toward bridleway works, and the benefits arising from the 
school and care facilities each attract limited weight. 

48. Weighing against the proposal are significant landscape harm which attracts substantial 
weight, and severe residual impacts on the local road network which also attract 
substantial weight. Loss of BMV land attracts moderate weight. In line with statute and 
policy, the ‘less than substantial’ heritage harms attract considerable weight in the 
planning balance. 

49. Paragraph 202 of the Framework requires heritage harm to be weighed against the public 
benefits of the scheme. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector for the reasons 
given at IR12.217-12.220 that the very substantial benefits of the appeal scheme are 
sufficient to outweigh the identified heritage harm both individually and collectively 
(IR12.220). He considers that the balancing exercise under paragraph 202 of the 
Framework is therefore favourable to the proposal.
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50. Consequently, under limb (i) of the test at Framework paragraph 11(d) the Secretary of 
State considers that there are no protective policies which provide a clear reason for 
refusing the development proposed. However, for the reasons given in this decision 
letter the Secretary of State considers that limb (ii) of the 11(d) test is met, i.e. the 
adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits when assessed against the Framework as a whole. The presumption in 
favour of sustainable development is therefore disapplied. 

51. The Secretary of State takes the age of the Local Plan and the significant shortfall in 
housing land supply very seriously. However, on the particular facts of this case, he 
considers that the material considerations indicate a decision in line with the development 
plan – i.e. a refusal of permission. 

52. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Formal decision 

53. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby dismisses your client’s appeal and refuses 
planning permission for redevelopment of land off Pump Lane to include residential 
development comprising up to 1,250 residential units, a local centre (with final uses to be 
determined at a later stage) a village green, a two form entry primary school, a 60 bed 
extra care facility, an 80 bed care home and associated access (vehicular, pedestrian, 
cycle), in accordance with application No MC/19/1566, dated 3 June 2019. 

Right to challenge the decision 
 
54. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the 

Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an 
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for 
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. 

55. A copy of this letter has been sent to Medway Council, and notification has been sent to 
others who asked to be informed of the decision. 

Yours faithfully 

 

M A Hale 
Mike Hale 

 
This decision was made by the Minister of State for Housing on behalf of the Secretary of 
State, and signed on his behalf 

 
Annex A Schedule of representations 

General representations 
Party Date 
Rehman Chishti MP 6 October 2021 

Duncan Parr, Rapleys LLP 15 October 2021 

Peter Canavan, Carter Jonas 22 October 2021 

Duncan Parr, Rapleys LLP 29 October 2021 
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9. INSPECTOR’S CONCLUSIONS 

9.1 The following conclusions are based on the oral and written representations to 
the Inquiry and on my inspection of the site and its surroundings. The 

numbers in parentheses thus [ ], refer to paragraphs in the preceding sections 
of this Report from which my conclusions are drawn. 

9.2 Having regard to the reasons for refusal pursued by the Council, together with 
the development plan context, statutory obligations in terms of heritage 
assets, and the evidence of interested parties on other matters, the main 

considerations that need to be addressed relate to the effect of the 
development proposed on: 

● the character and appearance of the surrounding area, including the 
Gillingham Riverside Area of Local Landscape Importance and the role of 

the appeal site as a green buffer; 

● the significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets, 
including the historic landscape; 

● the availability of best and most versatile agricultural land, including the 
loss of the orchards; and, 

● the capacity and safety of the local highway network. 

Character and Appearance[6.45-6.122, 6.330, 6.331, 7.2-7.73, 7.222, 7.223, 8.7, 8.8, 8.18, 8.19, 8.23, 8.36- 

8.44, 9.2]621 

 

9.3 The appeal site is located outside any settlement boundary as shown on the 

Local Plan Proposals Map and lies within open countryside for planning policy 
purposes. Local Plan policy BNE25 is only permissive of development in the 

countryside if it maintains, and wherever possible enhances, the character, 
amenity and function of the countryside, offers a realistic chance of access by 
a range of transport modes and falls within a list of specified uses, none of 

which apply to the appeal scheme. There is no dispute in this regard, that the 
development proposed would conflict with this policy.[6.40, 7.221] 

9.4 The site also forms a significant part of the Gillingham Riverside Area of 
Local Landscape Importance (ALLI)622 as defined by Local Plan policy BNE34, 

which 

 

 
621 See also CD5.27 Appendix 11.1, CD8.3 Appendix 11.1a, CD8.4 Appendix 11.1a, the proofs of Mr Hughes for the 

Appellant (CD10.3 and CD10.7) and Mr Etchells for the Council (CD10.8) together with the Landscape SoCG (LSoCG) 

(CD11.3) 
622 Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 3
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policy seeks to prevent material harm to the landscape character and function 
of the ALLI, unless justified by economic and social considerations. These 

areas are described as being significant not only for their landscape 
importance, but also for other stated functions. 

9.5 It is common ground between the parties that the ALLI, and thus the appeal 
site, comprises a valued landscape with regard to paragraph 170a) of the 

Framework.[7.2, 7.3]623 Pursuant to paragraph 170a) such landscapes are to be 
protected and enhanced in a manner commensurate with their statutory 

status, as opposed to simply recognising its intrinsic character and beauty (as 
referenced in paragraph 170b)). 

9.6 It is also a matter of agreement between the parties that the development 
proposed would give rise to adverse landscape and visual effects.624 What is 

not agreed is the extent of that impact. 

Landscape Context 

9.7 A description of the appeal site and its surrounds is set out in section 2 of this 

Report.[2.1-2.4] In brief, it comprises more than 50 hectares of agricultural land, 
currently in use as commercial orchards. It lies within a broadly rectangular 

area of countryside, to the northeast of the Gillingham to Sittingbourne railway 
that sweeps down towards the Estuary from the urban area to the south. The 

area is characterised by sparse, scattered dwellings/clusters of dwellings, as 
well as the small hamlet of Lower Twydall, which sits to the west of the appeal 

site, with the small village of Lower Rainham, which straddles the Lower 
Rainham Road to the northeast. Both settlements are designated Conservation 

Areas and are surrounded by countryside, each having its own, individual 
identity. Beyond the railway line, to the southwest, is the urban settlement of 

Twydall/Rainham. Otherwise the site is surrounded by agricultural land which 
extends up to the Medway Estuary.625 

9.8 The Council’s Medway Landscape Character Assessment 2011 (MLCA)626 places 
the appeal site within the Lower Rainham Farmland landscape character area 

(LRFCA), which forms part of the more strategic North Kent Fruit Belt 
character area as defined by the County Council.627 For the most part, the 

LRFCA is bounded by Lower Rainham Road to the north and the railway line to 
the south.628 To all intents and purposes, it is split into two parts that are 
separated by already built/consented development between the northern end 

of Otterham Quay Lane and Berengrave Nature Reserve: the smaller part lies 
to the east of that, with the majority of the sub-area lying to the west. The 

appeal site occupies a significant proportion of that western part. 629 

9.9 The appeal site is representative of many of the key characteristics of the 

LRFCA. In particular, it makes a significant contribution to the farmland in the 
area and provides virtually all of the well managed areas of orchard referred 

to.[7.41] I am mindful, in this regard, that the reference to the orchards in the 
 

 
623 Eg paragraph 5.1(12) of the Main Matters SoCG (CD11.1), paragraph 2.2(3) of the LSoCG 
624 SoCG on Main Matters paragraph 5.1(15) CD11.1 
625 Eg Mr Etchells Volume 2 Figures 1 and 2 
626 CD3.4 pages 68-69 
627 Kent County Council’s Landscape Assessment of Kent (2004) 
628 Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 4 
629 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figures 3 and 4
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MLCA makes no reference to ‘traditional’, as opposed to ‘commercial’ orchards. 
Indeed, at the time the MCLA was produced, the orchards referred to as a 

characteristics would have been commercial orchards.630 I also found it to be 
tranquil in many parts, despite its proximity to Lower Rainham Road and the 

railway line (from which, as noted in the MLCA, there are attractive open views 
across the farmland). The character area is also noted as providing a 
distinctive green backdrop when viewed from the Medway Estuary. The stated 

actions for this character area are to conserve and create. 

9.10 The ALLIs identified in the Local Plan are first and foremost a landscape 
designation, described as encompassing areas of landscape that enhance local 

amenity and environmental quality, providing an attractive setting to the 
urban area and surrounding villages. As a significant part of the Gillingham 

Riverside ALLI, the appeal site is also identified as providing an attractive rural 
setting to the Estuary and the northern edges of Twydall and Rainham.631 I 
agree with the observation of Mr Etchells in this regard[7.41] that the site 

provides an area of separation between Lower Rainham and the urban area of 
Twydall/Rainham. The LRFCA also identifies that the area has value as an 

extended buffer to the Country Park and protected Estuary coastline, which lie 
to the north. That is reflected as one of the stated functions of this ALLI. 

9.11 Other stated issues for the LRFCA include: 

● potential to restore traditional orchards; strengthen and enhance 

biodiversity opportunities; introduce more positive land 
management systems; respect for historic characteristics; 

● Grade 1 agricultural soil classification; and 

● threat of expansion to urban edges on south and west sides, along with 
gradual, pervasive erosion of rural character. 

9.12 The stated Guidelines include restoration of rural characteristics, resisting 

further built development and consideration of this area integrally with the 
Riverside Marshes character area (to the north)632 for its integral value as a 

green buffer, wildlife corridor and link to wider countryside. 

9.13 The Appellant’s revised LVIA (TGLVIA)633 breaks down the landscape character 
areas into smaller, more detailed local areas, placing the site within the Lower 

Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt (that essentially omits the eastern part 
of the LRFCA which has quite a different character from the rest of the 

area).634 That said, the landscape of the site (and some adjoining fields) is 
dominated by orchards, whereas the wider landscape to the west within this 

narrower character area, comprises mainly arable fields with some scattered 
settlement, and with the landscape to the east also being also partly settled, 

with woodland and some enclosed fields of pasture.635 

9.14 The landscape evidence of the Appellant majored on the reference in the MLCA 

to the landscape type of the LRFCA being urban fringe and the sub-type being 
 

 
630 See the sequence of aerial photographs at ID3 
631 CD1.1 paragraph 3.4.104 and 3.4.99 
632 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 4 
633 Tyler Green Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment September 2020 (CD8.3 Appendix 11.1a) 
634 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 5 
635 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 2 and ID3
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urban fringe with urban/industrial influences.[6.45, 6.51-6.57, 6.78,6.86] I am mindful 
in this regard, of the definition of urban fringe in the MLCA,636 which describes 

it as Landscape adjacent to intrusive built-up/urban areas and containing 
features which intrude upon or detract from the essentially rural, agricultural 

character to a significant degree. Distinguished from rural fringe landscapes by 
a distinctively and predominantly urban feel, with urban/industrial elements 
dominating the landscape in some urban areas. 

9.15 Bloors Wharf on the estuary shoreline, referred to by the Appellant, was an 
historic industrial use. However, it lies outwith the LRFCA and the Lower 
Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt, as do the industrial/commercial uses 

referred to at Motney Hill and the Mariners Farm boatyard. More importantly, 
those uses are not apparent in any views from, nor are they experienced in 

any way from, these character areas, being separated from them by the fields 
and marshes within the Riverside Marshes character area. Whilst reference is 
also made to industrial units on Owens Way, that is a considerable distance 

away, on the edge of Gillingham, well beyond the junction of Lower Rainham 
Road with the A289 and outwith these landscape character areas. None of 

those ‘industrial’ areas has any perceptible influence whatsoever on the 
essentially rural character and appearance of the appeal site and its 

surroundings. 

9.16 Putting the railway line and the urban area beyond to one side for the 

moment, no other features were drawn to my attention within, or surrounding, 
the landscape character areas within which the appeal site lies which I 

consider intrude upon, or detract from their essentially rural, agricultural 
character to any material degree. Returning to the railway line, the existing 

urban edge of Twydall is partially screened by the vegetation along the slight 
rail embankment that runs along the southern site boundary. However, the 

railway line is not, in my view, an intrusive feature in the landscape of itself. 
It is the fact that it ‘holds back’ the built-up land of Twydall/Rainham on rising 

land behind which means that there is some urban influence along this edge of 
the site. As a consequence, I am in no doubt that the established landscape 

character of this area is not distinguished by a distinctively and predominantly 
urban feel with urban elements dominating the landscape which might identify 
it as urban fringe. 

9.17 I recognise that the listed characteristics for the LRFCA do include reference to 
neglected pockets of land and a busy road giving the area a transitional urban 

fringe character.[6.52] However, the extensive appeal site itself does not include 
neglected areas, nor were any readily apparent in the immediate surroundings 

during my extensive site visit. I saw that its overwhelmingly dominant 
characteristic is as rural countryside. Indeed, I saw nothing during the visit 

that gave me any impression that the part of the character areas within which 
the appeal site lies can properly be described as urban fringe in the usual 

meaning of the phrase. It simply, as a matter of fact, is a rural area that is 
located adjacent to a railway line that clearly separates it from the urban area 

of Twydall/ Rainham. The change in character is distinct and abrupt, as 
opposed to it being an area of ‘transition’ between town and country. I am 

mindful in this regard, that policy BNE34 describes the Gillingham Riverside 

 

 
636 CD3.4 Appendix B page 121

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Ref: APP/A2280/W/20/3259868 

Page 13 https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

 

 

 
 

ALLI (the majority of which comprises the LRFCA and the Lower Rainham and 
Lower Twydall Fruit Belt) as an attractive rural landscape of orchards, mature 

hedgerows and arable fields with country lanes, providing an attractive setting 
to the Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall Conservation Areas, with attractive 

views from the river and railway, forming a green backdrop in views from the 
Estuary,637 being particularly important as a consequence of it providing a rural 
setting to both the Estuary and the northern edges of Twydall and Rainham.638 

I agree with those descriptions. 

9.18 The MLCA records that there is considerable variation in the condition of the 
landscape of the LRFCA. It notes that whilst some pockets are in serious 

decline (for instance the smaller part to the east of Otterham Quay Lane, 
which area may have informed the urban fringe references and is excluded 

from the Appellant’s Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt character 
area) other parts comprise well managed and cared for areas. Indeed, the 
area between Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall (the vast majority of which 

area comprises the appeal site) is specifically identified as being in generally 
good condition, with urban influences less apparent. 

9.19 In support of its case, the Appellant refers to additional development in the 
area since publication of the MLCA in 2011.639 However, it is clear from the 

sequence of aerial photographs,640 that there have been no significant changes 
in settlement pattern since at least 2003 when the Local Plan was adopted, 

that materially affect the landscape character of this area. What development 
there has been,641 has almost exclusively been confined to the east of the 

Rainham urban extension, beyond Berengrave Lane, a significant distance 
from the appeal site, in a part of the LRFCA that has a very different character 

and feel,[7.7] outwith the Lower Twydall Fruit Belt area identified in the TGLVIA. 

Visual Context 

9.20 It is a matter of agreement642 that the appeal site is generally well contained 
by mature vegetation, including woodland and tall hedgerows, limiting 

available views and extent of visibility. However, there are publicly available 
views into and across the site, including from the adjoining lanes, from Pump 

Lane which passes through the site, and from the bridleway which runs across 
its eastern part.643 

9.21 Views across the appeal site from trains passing to the south are generally 

screened and filtered by trackside trees and vegetation.644 Outward views 
across the site are glimpsed through breaks in vegetation, with some clear 

views to the Estuary, especially in the winter.645 In views inland from the 
promontories of Motney Hill and Horrid Hill, and the northern shore of the 

 

 
637 CD1.1 paragraph 3.4.107(xiii) 
638 ibid paragraph 3.4.99 
639 Mr Hughes proof paragraph 3.37 and Figure 3 in his Volume 2 

640 ID3 
641 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 3 
642 LSoCG (CD11.3) 
643 See eg Mr Etchells Appendix B photos and Mr Hughes Volume 2 photoviewpoints. See also Mr Etchells proof 

paragraphs 3.6.1a-f and Mr Hughes proof paragraph 3.91-3.104 for more detail on the extent and composition of 

views as well as the TGLVIA. 
644 eg the video clip appended to the LSoCG (seconds 14-58) and Mr Etchells photos 13 and 14 
645 eg Mr Etchells photo 27
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Estuary, the appeal site is set beyond vegetation and trees to the shoreline, 
and development and hedgerows along Lower Rainham Road. In these views, 

the urban edge of Twydall/Rainham forms a developed backdrop on the rising 
land to the south of the appeal site, with the appeal site extending across the 

view. 

Landscape effects 

9.22 The TGLVIA identifies the Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt 
character area as having an overall medium landscape sensitivity to residential 

development, largely on the basis of the influence of the settlement edge of 
Twydall and the asserted urban fringe character. It considers that the 

estimated ten year construction phase would give rise to site-wide major 
adverse landscape effects (ie the development would cause irrevocable 

damage, degrade or badly diminish landscape character features, elements 
and their setting: the development would be irrevocably visually intrusive and 
would disrupt fine and valued views both into and across the area).646 Over the 

same period, the effects on the wider LCA are identified as major/moderate. 
Moderate adverse effects are defined as development that would cause 

substantial permanent loss or alteration to one or more key elements of the 
landscape, would include the introduction of elements that are distinct but may 

not be substantially uncharacteristic with the surrounding landscape and where 
development would be clearly visible, and would result in adverse effects upon 

the landscape. 

9.23 On completion, and taking account of the proposed mitigation planting etc, the 

TGLVIA identifies the site-wide effects on landscape as being major/moderate 
adverse,[6. 81] reducing to moderate adverse for the wider LCA. In terms of 

residual effects (ie 15 years after completion) both site-wide and the wider 
LCA effects are identified as being moderate adverse.[6.78, 6.82] 

9.24 Mr Etchells, for the Council, considers the site and its surrounds to be of 
medium quality and medium to high value in landscape terms, leading to an 

assessment of medium to high sensitivity.[7.42] In his view, in the winter of the 
first year following completion, the landscape effect of the development within 

the site would high adverse, with a moderate to high adverse effect for the 
surrounding area,[7.44] those effects being felt over the area of the visual 
envelope.647 Long term effects would decline to generally moderate/high 

adverse for the site itself, and to moderate adverse for the landscape around 
the site after 10-15 years.[7.45] 

9.25 Whilst I have been guided by those formal assessments, the comments that 
follow are also informed by what I observed during my very comprehensive 
site visit. 

9.26 The development would, as a matter of fact, comprise a significant and large 
scale development on large swathe of commercial orchards in a rural area. It 
would result in the loss of those orchards, which extend across most of the 

site, as well as significant lengths of mature roadside hedging at the 
proposed access onto Lower Rainham Road and around the proposed 

junctions/ 
 

 
646 This, and the definitions that follow, are taken from the TGLVIA Appendix 2 
647 See Mr Etchells Figure 4 With the exception of photoviewpoint 1 (Hoo Peninsula) and viewpoints within the urban 

area to the south (Nos 20,21 and 22), that encompasses all the photoviewpoints in Volume 2 of Mr Hughes
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realignment of Pump Lane.648 Both the orchards and hedgerows are 
characteristic features of this landscape type, with the appeal site comprising 

almost the entirety of the well managed area of orchards within both the 
LRFCA and the Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt character area. 

9.27 Pump Lane is an unlit, very narrow, sometimes single track country lane with 
no footways, which wends its way from south of the railway line up to Lower 

Rainham Road, bisecting the appeal site. Towards its northern end, it is 
fronted one side by a small group of dwellings, but for the most part, it is lined 

along both sides with mature hedges/hedgebanks. Indeed, it is identified as a 
rural lane by policy BNE47 which, among other things, seeks to protect the 

landscape value of such lanes. As set out in the explanatory text to the policy, 
these lanes were identified as those of the highest physical landscape, 

amenity, nature conservation and historic value. 

9.28 Four new junctions are proposed on Pump Lane to facilitate its crossing by the 
proposed estate loop road, as shown on Drawing No 20230-05F.649 

Notwithstanding that access details are for determination at this stage, the full 
extent of proposed hedgerow removal as part of those works was not 

apparent until shortly before the Inquiry, as further clarified during the 
event.650 

9.29 In total, the new junctions on Pump Lane would require the removal of around 
175m of hedgerow.651 The layout of the southern junctions652 would require 

any replacement planting to be set back significantly to allow for forward 
visibility. At that point, the lane would cease to be narrow and it would no 

longer be enclosed by hedgerows. At the northern junctions,653 the road would 
be realigned to incorporate two staggered T-junctions, with the effect that the 

road would cease to a be a ‘lane’ as such. As acknowledged by Mr Hughes in 
cross-examination, at both junctions, drivers heading north or south would 

have direct views into (and when turning would be looking directly at) built 
development.[7.47] I am in no doubt that, particularly at the new junctions, and 

acknowledging the introduction of community orchards along sections of the 
lane,654 the highway would have the character and appearance of a residential 

access road, as opposed to a rural country lane. 

9.30 The TGLVIA includes an illustrative Landscape Framework Plan, a later version 
of which is included in the evidence of Mr Hughes.655 Even taking account of 
the planting proposed, including the proposed community orchards, the 

character of the local landscape would change completely, from a largely open 
rural area to a new residential estate. Built development would extend up to 

Lower Rainham Road, in effect ‘leap-frogging’ the railway line which, between 
Yokosuka Way in the west and Lower Bloors Way/Berengrave Lane to the east, 

is a physical and perceptual barrier that ‘contains’ the urban area of 
Twydall/Rainham to the south, providing a strong defensible boundary to the 
settlement here. 

 

 
648 ID20 
649 Overall Access Strategy and Key Network (ID20) 
650 See the plans at ID20 
651 ID20 
652 Dwg No 13374/P15a (ID20) 
653 Dwg No 13374/P16a (ID20) 
654 See eg the illustrative masterplan Dwg No 11047/PL009C (Appendix 5 to CD8.6) 
655 Mr Hughes Volume 2 figure 8
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9.31 Proposed planting around the site boundaries and within the site would soften 
the impact to some extent. Nevertheless, when travelling along Lower 

Rainham Road from the west, and when travelling along Pump Lane and Lower 
Bloors Lane, I am in no doubt that the village of Lower Rainham would be read 

as part of that extended urban area. It would lose all of its rural countryside 
setting on the southern side of the main road and would no longer be seen or 
perceived as a separate settlement with its own rural identity. It would 

effectively be subsumed within the extended urban area of 
Twydall/Rainham.[7.43(iv)] That impact was recognised in the appellant’s original 

LVIA submitted with the planning application.656 

9.32 The bridleway that cuts across the eastern half of the appeal site currently has 
a very rural feel as it passes through the orchards, with some open attractive 

views across the appeal site.657 Whilst improvements to the bridleway are 
proposed it would, as a consequence of the development proposed, pass 

through a housing development, including having to cross the proposed estate 
loop road. The current, rural and tranquil landscape character of the route 

would, in my view, be completely lost. 

9.33 The site also has a contiguous boundary with the southern end of the rural 
hamlet of Lower Twydall. Again, notwithstanding the planted buffer zone 

proposed, the individual identity of that settlement would be undermined to 
some extent as a consequence of the development proposed, although not to 

the same degree as Lower Rainham. 

9.34 Aside from the effects on the extensive appeal site itself, I recognise that the 

landscape effects that I have identified would be experienced from a relatively 
constrained area around the site although, as a whole, it is a relatively large 

area of roughly 1.5 x 1.5 km.658 That visual envelope is a narrower area than 
the Lower Rainham and Lower Twydall Fruit Belt area identified by the 

Appellant, but extends to the north of Lower Rainham Road, to include the 
Country Park, marshes and Estuary shoreline, together with the Horrid Hill and 

Motney Hill promontories.659 

9.35 In my view, in no small part due to the contention that this is an area of urban 
fringe, the Appellant’s assessment generally underestimates the harm to the 
significance of the landscape at both site wide and the wider visual envelope 

level during the ten year construction period, on completion of development 
and at the site wide level in terms of residual impacts. I am mindful, however, 

that both assessments are comparable in finding the residual impacts to be 
moderate adverse in terms of the visual envelope, which forms part of the 

ALLI and which is a valued landscape in the terms of the Framework. 

9.36 I have no doubt that the appeal development would be built to a high quality 
and that the large areas of green infrastructure proposed660 could result in an 

attractive place in which to live. Nevertheless this would, in essence, be a 

 

 
656 Lloyd Bore LVIA (CD5.21 Appendix 11.1) 
657 Mr Etchells Appendix B photos 23-31 and Mr Hughes Volume 2 photoviewpoints 14a, 14b and 15 
658 Mr Etchells proof paragraph 6.2.2 and his figure 4 
659 See Mr Etchells Figure 4. Although the depth from the railway line to the promontories is around 1.5km, the 

depth to the shoreline is around 1km. 
660 Eg Revised Site Master Plan (11047/PL/009C) and Green and Blue Infrastructure Parameter Plan (11047/PL/005B) 

(Appendices 5 and 6 attached to the Appellant’s Statement of Case – CD8.1)

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Ref: APP/A2280/W/20/3259868 

Page 17 https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

 

 

 
 

large suburban housing estate, which is not a characteristic feature associated 
with the landscape of the relevant landscape character areas, or the Riverside 

Gillingham ALLI. Having regard to the definition of moderate adverse I would, 
in general, agree with the conclusion of the main parties in terms of the 

residual impact on the wider area, although if there were a scale within that, I 
would place the harm at the higher end, on the basis that the development 
proposed would be uncharacteristic and of a significant scale. 

Visual Effects 

9.37 Visual receptors are people with the potential to have their views and visual 
amenity affected by the development proposed. Those views can be 

experienced from public and/or private places. 

Public viewpoints 

9.38 Views form part of the experience of those enjoying the Riverside Country 
Park, including Horrid Hill and Motney Hill and the approaches to them, and the 
long distance footpath, Saxon Shore Way, which runs along the Estuary 

coastline here.661 I consider those receptors to be of medium to high 
sensitivity. The contribution that the visual experience and views make to the 

value of landscape has been incorporated into the assessment of landscape 
effects above and informs the sensitivity of users. Having regard to the table of 

magnitude of change for visual receptors,662 I consider that there would be a 
medium degree of change for those receptors, and moderate adverse visual 

effects for those with the most open views to the site. 

9.39 For users of Pump Lane there would be a high degree of change around the 

areas of the proposed junctions, where significant lengths of hedgerow would 
be removed, altering the character of the lane itself completely and with views 

of the new houses and other uses in the adjoining parts of the site.663 I 
consider that change to be moderate/high adverse. 

9.40 Other than at those proposed junctions, there would be no physical change to 
the lane itself. However, whilst development would be set back beyond areas 

of green space, including community orchards and the proposed village green, 
the built development behind would, even when that planting was established, 

still, in my view, be readily perceived. I consider those changes to be 
moderate adverse. 

9.41 Users of the bridleway are of high sensitivity. For most of its route, the 

bridleway would run through the residential development areas. There would 
be clear and short distance views from it of the new development at gaps in 

the hedging and where it would cross the new estate loop road, as well as 
from the proposed village green which it would cross, before terminating on 

Pump Lane at the proposed local centre. Even where the route was screened 
in visual terms, there would still be a general awareness of passing through a 

residential estate, rather than passing through orchards. I consider the visual 

 

 
661 INSPECTOR’S NOTE: I consider that views from the Hoo Peninsula on the northern side of the Estuary to be 

sufficiently distant that the effect of the development proposed on those views would not be material to the outcome 

of this appeal. 
662 TGLVIA Appendix 2 (CD8.3 Appendix 11a) 
663 ID20
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effects in this regard to be high adverse, even once new planting etc is 
established. 

9.42 For users of Lower Rainham Road, there would be a high degree of change at 
the main site entrance as a consequence of the highway works involved, 

including highway widening and the introduction of a ghost right-turn lane, 
together with the removal of some 170 metres of hedgerow on the southern 

side of the road here.664 On that basis, I consider the effects to be moderate 
adverse for motorists at the point of the access. For pedestrian users of the 

footways here, that effect would be slightly higher. 

9.43 In terms of users of Lower Twydall Lane, any views of the appeal site are 

limited at best. Any visual effects in this regard would be insignificant. 
However, although the lane terminates at the railway, there is pedestrian 

access to the south via a footbridge, from which there are clear views across 
the western part of the appeal site. The visual impacts from there would be 
moderate to high adverse. 

9.44 Lower Bloors Lane runs along the eastern site boundary. Like Lower Twydall 
Lane, it terminates at the railway, with a footbridge allowing pedestrians to 
carry on into the urban area beyond. For the most part, views from the lane 

across the appeal site are precluded by tall established hedgebanks which 
would be reinforced, in addition to areas of buffer planting behind. I agree 

with the Appellant in this regard, that any visual effects would be minor 
adverse where perceptible. There are no clear views of the appeal site from 
the footbridge here. 

9.45 Views for rail passengers, who are considered to have low sensitivity, were 
discussed above in terms of landscape effects. Passenger views of the 

orchards and beyond to the Estuary would be lost, replaced by views of a 
housing estate. The illustrative plans and Landscape Framework Plan show a 

narrow belt of planting alongside the slight embankment here. I consider that 
the visual effects would be minor adverse. 

Private Residential Views 

9.46 Most of the views from properties to the south of the railway line in Twydall 

are from upper floor windows.665 Whilst there is a generally dense line of trees 
and shrubs along the north side of the railway line to the east of Pump Lane, 

the vegetation alongside the railway line to the west is generally thinner and 
lower, where the views to the north are more open, though still mainly filtered 

to some degree. In these views, the orchards and views towards the Estuary 
would be replaced by built development. The degree of change would vary 

with the presence of filtering vegetation, but for those with the most open 
views, taking account of the fact that those views are across a busy railway 

line, I consider that the visual effects could be moderate adverse for some 
properties, reducing to anywhere between insignificant and slight to moderate 
adverse effects for others. 

9.47 The Council estimates there to be around seven properties on Lower Rainham 
Road with rear facing views across the appeal site, including Bloors Place (see 

 

 
664 Dwg No 13374/P17a (ID20) 
665 Mr Etchells Appendix B photos 13,14 and 37 and Mr Hughes Volume 2 photoviewpoint 19
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heritage section below).666 For the most part, those would be from upper floor 
windows across well vegetated boundaries although, as is clear from the 

evidence of Ms Stoten for the Appellant,667 that the boundary of the newbuild 
properties to the south of the Three Mariners is much more open. The existing 

orchard views would be replaced with views of the proposed school, with 
residential development beyond that. The effects would vary, depending in 
intervisibility, from high adverse to slight/moderate adverse. 

9.48 There are a number of properties scattered along both sides of Pump Lane, all 
of which have some views across the existing orchards to varying degrees. 
The Appellant’s evidence considers visual effects for all occupiers to be 

moderate adverse. Whilst that may be true for a number of the properties, I 
consider that for others, it is higher. 

9.49 Southernmost occupiers of the short run of properties at the northern end of 
the lane would have views of the new buildings both to the west (of the 
proposed care facility) and to the southeast (of the proposed school). As such, 

they would be largely surrounded by the new development. Even taking 
account of the planting proposed, I agree with the Council that the visual 

effects would be moderate to high adverse. 

9.50 The three dwellings on the east side of the lane, close to Pump Farm, have far 

reaching views across the orchards. As proposed, they would face onto the 
new village centre and would be adjacent to the proposed new junctions to 

facilitate the crossing of Pump Lane by the loop road at this point. The new 
school would lie to the east of those properties. The new village green would 

lie to the south/southwest, with residential development up to 12 metres in 
height beyond. Again, I agree with the Council that there would be a high 

degree of change for these receptors, resulting in moderate to high adverse 
visual effects. 

9.51 The outermost dwellings within the group of properties at Russett Farm, 
adjacent to Pump farmhouse, would have views mainly of the new houses in 

the western part of the site (up to 12 metres in height) albeit seen across 
proposed community orchard planting. For most of those, I consider the visual 

effects would high adverse. 

9.52 Four properties on Lower Bloors Lane have views across the appeal site. The 
most northerly of these is located at a point where there is no significant 

boundary hedging to the appeal site, with clear views across the appeal site 
from both ground and first floor level. Visual effects for occupiers would be 

high adverse. The remaining properties, further along the lane are better 
screened. Allowing for boundary planting etc, I agree with the Council that 

effects are likely to range from slight to moderate. 

9.53 There are limited views towards the appeal site from properties at the 

southern end of Lower Twydall Lane. What views there are, are heavily 
screened by existing vegetation. Combined with the development set back 

proposed and the proposed planting, I agree with the Appellant that visual 
effects would be negligible. 

 

 
666 Mr Etchells proof paragraph 6.4.1(a) 
667 CD10.2 Plate 36
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Riverside Gillingham ALLI 

9.54 As well as their landscape importance, the ALLIs are significant for other 

important functions. The Local Plan identifies the specific functions of the 
Riverside Gillingham ALLI thus:668 

● forms an important green buffer separating the built-up areas of Twydall 
and Rainham from areas of international importance for nature 
conservation and recreation along the Medway estuary; 

● enhances the setting of the Medway Towns Northern Ring Road on the 
western boundary, and allows attractive views from the river and railway; 

● provides residents within an extensive urban area with access to an 
attractive, rural landscape; 

● provides an attractive setting to the Lower Rainham and Lower 
Twydall conservation areas; 

● contains a number of orchards, mature hedgerows and farm groups 
complementing and contributing to the Riverside Country Park; and 

● forms a green backdrop when viewed from the Medway Estuary. 

9.55 These functions are also identified in the MLCA. 

9.56 Green Buffer: For the most part, the ALLI is bounded by the railway line to the 
south and the Estuary to the north, with a depth from railway to shoreline of 

roughly 1 km. With a width of between 750 metres to 1 km, and a depth of 
around 750 metres, the open, undeveloped appeal site forms a significant part 

of the ALLI, comprising around 75% of its depth. As such, it is clearly a 
substantial and integral part of the buffer. 

9.57 The ALLI includes not only the LRFCA, but also the Riverside Marshes LCA, 
which lies on the northern side of Lower Rainham Road.669 The MLCA confirms, 

among other things, that the Riverside Marshes LCA provides a valuable 
recreational and biodiversity resource.[6.116] The Appellant’s TGLVIA subdivides 

it into two smaller areas, described as the Medway Marshes Farmland LCA 
(between the main road and the shoreline) and the Medway Shoreline and 

Riverside Country Park LCA, which includes the two promontories. It is 
relevant to note at this point, that the designated boundary of the Country 

Park itself, includes both those LCAs.670 It seems to me that together, it is 
these LCAs that comprise the areas of recreation and international importance 
for nature conservation referred to in the first bullet above. Whilst I agree 

with the Appellant that there would be no direct impact of development 
proposed on those LCAs,[6.61] I do not agree with the contention that the 

development would reduce the degree of separation between them and the 
railway line.[6.118] Rather, were the appeal scheme to go ahead, development 

would extend from the railway all the way up to Lower Rainham Road, leaving 
 

 

 
668 CD1.1 paragraph 3.4.107(xiii) This provides the justification for designation of this ALLI and guidance on the 

landscape features and functions that policy BNE34 seeks to protect. 
669 Mr Hughes Volume 2 figure 3 
670 See Mr Hughes Volume 2 figure 3
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no buffer at all between the built up settlement edge and the identified areas 
of recreation and nature conservation on the northern side of the road. 

9.58 The Appellant suggests that the proposed development would offer 
enhancements to the functionality of the site in terms of accessibility between 

the urban area of Twydall, the wider rights of way network and Riverside 
Country Park. However, whilst noting that this latter point featured in the 

General Matters SoCG,671 it was confirmed by Mr Goodwin (the ecology witness 
for the Appellant)672 that, in order to avoid providing a direct link which new 

residents could use to easily access the designated Medway Estuary and 
Marshes SPA/Ramsar site,673 no enhanced pedestrian linkage between the 

application site and the Country Park towards the north is proposed. In 
addition, no general parking areas are proposed within the site (aside from 

those within the care and village centre, both of which would be subject to 
parking and management controls) and so the development would not provide 
parking for individuals to park and then access the Country Park and European 

designated sites beyond. 

9.59 In my view, even taking account of the green infrastructure proposed, 

including the community orchards, the scale of the appeal scheme would 
materially undermine the identified green buffer function, eroding it completely 

at this point. 

9.60 Views from the railway and Estuary: As noted earlier, there are views across 

the appeal site from trains passing to the south. Although those views are 
filtered in places by trackside trees and vegetation, as is clear from the video 

clip,674 the appeal site is clearly appreciated from the train, with clear views in 
places across the site all the way across the site to the Estuary, especially in 

winter months. That landscape and those views would be replaced with a 
residential estate. 

9.61 During the site visit, I saw that from the causeway approach to the 
promontory of Horrid Hill and Horrid Hill itself, as well as from Motney Hill,675 

there are clear views of the green undeveloped appeal site as part of the wider 
green ALLI, on gently rising ground as a backdrop to the Estuary, with the 

urban settlement of Twydall/Rainham behind. Again, as a sizeable and integral 
part of those views, development of the site as proposed would materially 
undermine the contribution that it makes to these identified functions. 

9.62 Access to an attractive rural landscape: Public access through the appeal site 
comprises the bridleway and Pump Lane. Users of those routes currently pass 
through the attractive rural countryside of the appeal site. 

9.63 Whilst residents within the urban area would, in principle, be able to access 
areas of open space within the appeal site, that space would be in the context 

 

 
671 CD11.3, Point 6 (page 6) 
672 In his written evidence (at Appendix 5 to the proof of Mr Parr) and in answer to my questions at the Inquiry. See 

Annex D below for further information on this. 
673 The location of which is shown on Plan EC01 in CD5.13. See Annex E below for more detailed information on this. 
674 See eg seconds 14-58 of the video clip appended to the LSoCG and Mr Etchells photos 13 and 14 
675 Eg Mr Etchells photos 32, 34 and 35 and Mr Hughes photoviewpoints 2 and 4 INSPECTOR’S NOTE: I found the 
appeal site and indeed the ALLI to be more readily appreciated on the ground as it were, than is portrayed in the 

photographs.
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of a housing estate, as opposed to an attractive rural landscape. Moreover, 
users of the bridleway would no longer pass through rural countryside, with 

the rural character and appearance of Pump Lane materially changing not only 
as a consequence of being bound to both sides by residential development, 

but also the introduction of new junctions along it/realignment and hedgerow 
removal. As a consequence, even taking account of the proposed community 
orchards along parts of Pump Lane and the other panting proposed, the appeal 

site would no longer provide residents within the urban area access to an 
attractive rural landscape. 

9.64 Providing an attractive setting to the Conservation Areas: I deal below with the 
contribution of the appeal site to the heritage significance of Lower Twydall 
and Lower Rainham Conservation Areas as part of their setting. That is a 

separate matter to their setting in terms of character and appearance 
generally. 

9.65 As set out above, the extent of the development proposed would effectively 

subsume the village of Lower Rainham, and its Conservation Area, into the 
extended urban area of Twydall/Rainham, with the consequence that it would 

lose its separate identity and character as a rural village. 

9.66 The site also has a contiguous boundary with the southern end of Lower 

Twydall. Notwithstanding the planted buffer zone proposed, the individual 
identity of that settlement, and its Conservation Area, would also be 

undermined, but not to the same degree as Lower Rainham. 

9.67 Contains orchards and mature hedgerows: Whilst the proposal would result in 

the loss of almost all of the orchards within the ALLI, areas of community 
orchard are proposed within the scheme. Although covering a much smaller 

area they could, if delivered successfully, mitigate the orchard loss to some, 
albeit limited extent. 

9.68 As shown on the illustrative Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan,676 read 
together with the revised Hedgerow Removal Plan,677 a significant amount of 

mature hedgerow would be removed to facilitate the development proposed. 
Putting to one side the effect of that on the character of Pump Lane, which is 

dealt with elsewhere, I recognise that the appeal scheme includes replacement 
planting. 

Conclusions on Character and Appearance 

9.69 I consider that overall, the appeal scheme would have a substantial adverse 
landscape and visual impact, with corresponding harm to the character and 

appearance of a wide swathe of countryside between Lower Rainham Road and 
Twydall/Rainham. I recognise that those effects would reduce over time to 

some extent, and I am mindful in this regard of the extensive landscaping 
proposals. However, whilst the visual envelope is relatively tightly drawn 

around the site it nevertheless covers a sizeable area. As such, I consider that 
the degree of harm would be significant. In coming to that view, I have also 

had regard to the status of the site, lying as it does within a valued landscape 
as recognised by its designation as an ALLI in the Local Plan and the harm that 

 

 
676 No 11047/PL/005B (Appendix 6 to CD8.1) 
677 ID20
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would be a consequence not only to its landscape importance, but also to its 
functions, particularly that as a green buffer. 

9.70 Those conclusions bring the development into conflict with policy S1, which 
among other things seeks to restrict outward peripheral expansion onto fresh 

land, particularly to the north and east of Gillingham. There would be conflict 
too with policy BNE25, not only because the scheme does not meet any of 
specified criteria for development in the countryside, but also because it would 

not maintain or enhance the character, amenity or functioning of the 
countryside. The scheme would also conflict with policy BNE34, given the harm 

that I have found to the character and functions of the ALLI, including its 
function as a green buffer. The policy does, however, require that any such 

harm be weighed against economic and social benefits. I deal with that in my 
overall planning balance section at the end of this report. There would be 

conflict too in this regard, with paragraphs 170a) and b) of the Framework, 
which together and among other things seek to protect and enhance valued 

landscapes and recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. 
I also consider there to be conflict with policy BNE47, in that the landscape 

character of Pump Lane, identified on the Proposals Map as a rural lane, would 
be materially undermined by the alterations required to facilitate the new 

junctions associated with the proposed estate loop road. 

9.71 I recognise that the Council has, at times, permitted development on parts of 
the ALLI.678 However, whatever the detailed circumstances that led to those 
permissions, those sites are patently not of the same scale as the development 

now proposed and, even, more importantly they are, for the most part, located 
within a part of the ALLI that has a quite different character and appearance 

from that part within which the appeal site is located. They do not, in this 
regard, set any kind of precedent for appeal scheme, or diminish the value of 

the ALLI. 

Heritage Assets[6.44, 6.123-6.184, 6.337, 6.338, 7.94-7.118, 7.225-7.227, 8.9, 8.37, 9.2, 10.8]679 

 

9.72 The Environmental Statement680 identifies that the appeal site is within an area 
of high archaeological potential for both the prehistoric and post-medieval 

periods, with moderate and low to moderate potential for the Roman and 
Anglo-Saxon periods respectively. Based on current information, some of those 

remains could fall into the category of being equivalent in significance to 
scheduled monuments. 

9.73 As a working orchard, the Appellant resisted a detailed evaluation prior to 

determination of the application as requested by the County Council’s senior 
archaeological officer. As a pragmatic way forward, and on the basis that any 

important remains would be likely to have more impact on detailed 
location/distribution of houses than precluding development completely, the 

Council agreed that, were the appeal to be acceptable in all other regards, 
rigorous planning conditions could provide sufficient protection. On that basis, 

I had no reason to hear evidence on this particular matter. 
 

 
678 Mr Hughes Volume 2 Figure 3 
679 See also CD5.39 Appendix 14.3, CD6.3, CD6.10, CD8.4 Appendix 14.3a, the proofs of Ms Stoten for the Appellant 

(CD10.2 and CD10.15) and Ms Wedd for the Council (CD10.7) the Heritage SoCG (CD11.2) and the Main Matters 

SoCG (CD11.1) paragraph 5.1(9) 
680 CD8.3 Appendices 14.1 and 14.21
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9.74 The parties are agreed that the relevant designated heritage assets comprise 
seven listed buildings and two Conservation Areas, and that any effect on 

significance would derive from changes to their setting as opposed to any 
direct effects.681 An agreed non-designated heritage asset is also in the 

vicinity. In addition, the Council maintained that the historic landscape of the 
appeal site is a non-designated asset in its own right. That position was 
contested by the Appellant. 

9.75 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires that special regard be given to the desirability of preserving the 
setting of listed buildings. Whilst no statutory protection is afforded to the 

setting of other heritage assets, including Conservation Areas, paragraphs 189 
and 190 of the Framework require an assessment of the significance, including 

any contribution to that significance made by their setting, of any heritage 
assets that might be affected by a development proposal. 

9.76 Paragraph 194 of the Framework makes clear that the significance of heritage 

assets (defined in the Glossary to the Framework as deriving not only from an 
asset’s physical presence, but also its setting) can be affected by a change in 

their setting, explained as the surroundings in which they are experienced. 
The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance682 confirms that this is often 

expressed by reference to the visual relationship between the asset and the 
proposed development, and associated visual/physical considerations, 

including our understanding of the historic relationship between places. It is 
the significance of the heritage asset that enjoys protection in this regard, 

described in the Framework as its value to this and future generations. 
Setting is not, of itself, a heritage asset. 

9.77 In relation to designated assets, the Framework identifies harm as being 
substantial or less than substantial. Putting to one side the heritage status of 

the historic landscape, the settled position of the main parties is that any harm 
that would arise to the significance of the agreed heritage assets would be less 

than substantial in nature. This does not mean that any harm would be 
unimportant or of little consequence. Indeed, the Framework also confirms 

that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. 

9.78 Paragraph 196 of the Framework explains that any less than substantial harm 
to the significance of designated heritage assets is to be weighed against 

public benefits. In the case of any harm to the significance of non-designated 
heritage assets, paragraph 197 of the Framework makes clear that a balanced 

judgement should be made, having regard to the scale of any harm and the 
significance of the asset. 

9.79 Local Plan policy BNE18 reflects the statutory duty set out at Section 66 of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, resisting development 

that would adversely affect the setting of a listed building. Policy BNE14 
 

 

 
681 Heritage SoCG CD11.2 INSPECTOR’S NOTE: A very small portion of the appeal site (between Chapel House and 

Lower Rainham Road) extends into the western end of Lower Rainham Conservation Area. That land is well 

vegetated at present and would remain so were the appeal to succeed. It was no part of the Council’s case that 

there would be any harm to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area in this regard, or its heritage 

significance. I have no reason to disagree. 
682 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 18a-013-20190723
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requires that development affecting the setting of Conservation Areas should 
preserve or enhance their historic or architectural character or appearance. 

Bloors Place (grade II*), range of outbuildings including cartlodge and granary 
west of Bloors Place (grade II) and garden walls to south and east of Bloors 

Place (grade II): [6.130, 6.154-6.162, 6.166, 7.100, 7.103(vii), 7.109, 7.110] 

9.80 Bloors Place is located on the southern side of Lower Rainham Road, some 

60 metres to the northeast of the appeal site, at the eastern end of the Lower 
Rainham Conservation Area. It comprises a timber framed, two-storey plus 

attic house originally constructed as a Hall House in 1470-1510, with later 
additions. It is set well back from the main road behind a densely vegetated 

frontage, within a large immediate curtilage which also contains the associated 
grade II listed outbuildings and walls, and gardens. Wider grounds to the 

southwest and southeast of the asset include orchard outwith the appeal site. 
The gardens are very enclosed, with pleasure gardens immediately adjacent to 
the house enclosed by high walls and with further produce gardens beyond 

also enclosed by high walls. 

9.81 The landholding originally associated with Bloors Place was very extensive and 

included land that now comprises the eastern half of the appeal site. Based on 
the 1838 Rainham Parish Plan Map,683 it would seem that this was a large, 

dispersed landholding supporting a mixed farming base, rather than a 
consolidated area centred on the house. Any functional association with the 

appeal site has long since ceased. 

9.82 The Bloors Place complex has been subdivided into multiple separate 

residences and ownerships. The Wagon Lodge has been converted to a 
residence with a separate curtilage (including the other listed outbuildings). 

The former Oast House to the south (an undesignated asset – see below) has 
also been converted to a separate residence. In addition, a large fruit 

storage/machinery building has been erected to the south of the Oast House, 
and a roofing company operates from the former dairy and a yard at the 

southern edge of the complex. 

9.83 The heritage significance of Bloors Place derives primarily from its built form, 
which has architectural, artistic and historic illustrative value. I consider that 
the main elements of setting which contribute to its significance relate to its 

immediate curtilage, including the outbuildings, which together give legibility 
to the historic mixed farming use of the complex, and the gardens and listed 

walls. The configuration of these, with high walls enclosing the spaces around 
the house, and the strong lines of vegetation present in the vicinity of the 

asset beyond its immediate curtilage, including around the boundaries with the 
appeal site, materially limit views out to the wider area. The views of Bloors 

Place from the appeal site, such as they are, lie beyond the enclosed gardens 
at the rear of the property and beyond further areas of orchard, with the house 

having no functional relationship with the appeal site. I consider any 
contribution to the significance of Bloors Place made by the appeal site as part 
of its setting, to be very limited. 

 

 

 
683 Ms Stoten proof (CD10.2) page 47
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9.84 In terms of any contribution to significance by other, intangible qualities of 
setting, whilst the walled gardens would give some sense of tranquillity to the 

immediate surroundings, the outbuildings have been converted to residences 
and commercial uses. It is also close to the main road. 

9.85 The range of listed outbuildings lies some 65 metres to the north-east of the 
appeal site, with the listed garden walls being within some 25 metres of so of 

the site. The outbuildings most likely date from the C18th with later 
alterations. They are of brick, with partly weatherboarded timber frame and 

tiled roofs. They have been converted to separate residences, each with its 
own curtilage. The garden walls, of English bond brick and limestone rubble 

with dressings, date from the mid-C17th. They enclose the eastern and 
southern kitchen gardens. 

9.86 The heritage significance of the listed outbuildings and walls is primarily 
derived from their built form, which has architectural, artistic and historic 
illustrative value. The element of setting that makes the greatest contribution 

to their significance is clearly Bloors Place, the presence of which enables the 
origin of the formerly functionally associated outbuildings and walls to be 

understood. Their immediate surrounds, comprising the grounds of the 
residences and the enclosed gardens of Bloors Place, from where each asset 

can be appreciated, also contribute to their significance. 

9.87 Any functional association of the listed buildings/structures with the appeal site 

has long since ceased and there is little, if any, intervisibility between them 
and the appeal site, being separated as they are by the Oast House, the 

roofing company premises and orchard (beyond the appeal site). As such, the 
appeal site does not allow any meaningful appreciation or understanding of the 

listed outbuildings and walls. 

9.88 The appeal scheme would introduce new residential development, potentially 
up to 12 metres in height within around 60 metres of the complex, together 
with a school, up to 10 metres in height, within around 120 metres at their 

closest.684 The new housing and school would be set back from the shared 
boundaries, behind additional boundary planting. 

9.89 As acknowledged for the appellant, some limited views of the development are 
anticipated in the winter months from the rear of Bloors Place and perhaps, 

obliquely, from its eastern elevation.685 However, there is no suggestion that 
the building was designed to have views across the appeal site. Its secluded 

curtilage, which makes the most significant contribution in terms of setting to 
the significance of the asset, would not be changed by the development 

proposed, the former farming use remaining legible within the complex 
through the presence of the historic outbuildings and walls, and the adjacent 

orchard areas outwith the appeal site. Any views that might be available 
towards the appeal site from higher level windows at the property, would be 
across those private orchards and screening vegetation and are not, in my 

opinion, integral to the heritage significance of Bloors Place, given the 
orientation of the house and the siting of the kitchen garden and walls. 

 

 

 
684 Ms Wedd proof (CD10.7) paragraph 6.20 
685 Ms Stoten proof (CD10.2) paragraphs 6.154-6.156
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9.90 In terms of the listed outbuildings and walls, the appeal scheme would, at its 
closest, introduce housing potentially up to 12 metres in height, and a school 

up to 10 metres in height, within about 60 metres.686 However, that would be 
beyond intervening mature vegetation. Whilst the character of the appeal site 

would change, there is little intervisibiity between land within the appeal site 
and the listed walls, and none with the listed outbuildings.687 

9.91 Historic England believes that there would be harm to the significance of Bloors 
Place due to its relationship with the surrounding fields and rural setting, which 

it considers to be important to understanding the asset’s historic use as a 
farmhouse and its origins as a rural dwelling.688 It goes on to express the view 

that that relationship is still appreciable from the surrounding roads and 
pathways and from trains passing along the southern site boundary (some 

600m away). 

9.92 Dealing with this last point first, as is clear from the video extract of the train 
journey past the appeal site,689 notwithstanding the distance separation, the 

Bloors Place complex is completely obscured in views from passing trains due 
to the band of conifers that runs along most of the length of the bridleway as it 

crosses the eastern part of the appeal site.690 As a consequence, any 
relationship between the complex and the appeal site is not experienced from 

this aspect. 

9.93 Other than the bridleway, no other footpaths cross the appeal site. At a gap in 

the conifer belt on the bridleway, there is a view towards Bloors Place. 
However, as demonstrated by the photographic evidence submitted,691 and as 

I saw during my site visit, it is the white cowls on top of the Oast House 
building (an undesignated heritage asset) that can be seen in those views, as 

opposed to any meaningful appreciation of Bloors Place. Moreover, no key 
viewpoints from surrounding roads were drawn to my attention where Bloors 

Place is seen, or appreciated together with the appeal site. In essence, I did 
not find any relationship of the complex with the appeal site to be readily 

appreciable in the suggested context. 

9.94 So, inasmuch as there would be some limited/intermittent intervisibility with 
the appeal site (albeit not to the extent suggested by Historic England) I 
consider that the appeal scheme would result in some, minor harm to the 

heritage significance of the grade II* listed Bloors Place and the grade II listed 
walls, but not the listed outbuildings. That harm would be less than 

substantial, at the lower end of that spectrum. 

York Farmhouse (grade II):[6.131-6.136, 6.183, 7.100, 7.104(i), 7.106] 

 

9.95 This former farmhouse comprises a two-storey timber framed dwelling with a 

plain tiled roof, dating from C16th with later additions and alterations. It is now 
converted to three cottages. Its outbuildings have also been converted to 

residential use. It lies close to the road frontage, behind a small fore garden, 
 

 
686 Ms Wedd proof (CD10.7) paragraph 6.23 
687 MS Stoten proof (CD10.2) paragraph 6.168 
688 Letter dated 1 August 2019 (Appendix 6 to the proof of Ms Wedd) 
689 See the short video clip appended to the LSoCG (CD11.3) The train passes the appeal site between 14-58 seconds 

(once past the footbridge at 14 seconds). 
690 At seconds 33-44 on the video. See also photograph 40 in the evidence of Mr Etchells. 
691 Mr Hughes poof volume 2 photoviewpoint 14b (summer view) and Mr Etchells photo 27 (winter view)
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and is located within the associated garden plots. Two large dwellings have 
been constructed to the rear of the listed building (between the listed building 

and the appeal site) which, together with their extensive grounds, are 
surrounded by woodland to the south and west, possibly planted to screen the 

nearby railway line. 

9.96 The heritage significance of the building derives primarily from its built form, 
which has architectural, artistic and historic value. In my view, any 

significance now derived from its setting relates to its immediate rather than 
wider setting, its functional and visual relationship with the wider farmland 

having been severed as a consequence of the substantial new dwellings now 
constructed behind it, together with layers of domestic curtilage and the 

woodland planting referred to. Even in winter, that extensive planting and the 
intervening buildings mean that there is little if any vestigial intervisibility 

between the appeal site and the listed building. 

9.97 The asset is no longer experienced in a way that is illustrative of the 
relationship it once had with the wider landscape, or indeed with any of the 
other heritage assets within the wider landscape. In particular in this regard, 

neither the appeal site, nor any of the other heritage assets, including Pump 
Farmhouse and the agricultural outbuildings at Bloors Place, are visible as a 

backdrop in any key views of the farmhouse. Moreover, there is no direct 
route between York farmhouse and the appeal site. Even when viewed from 

the elevated vantage point of the adjacent footbridge over the railway line,692 
whilst the appeal site can clearly be seen, intervening woodland means that 

there is little perception of York farmhouse having any remaining relationship 
with the appeal site, or indeed any of the other heritage assets. 

9.98 Given that context, the changes to the landscape that would be a consequence 
of the development proposed would not materially harm the heritage 

significance of the former farmhouse through any change brought about to 
historic illustrative values. Neither would the development adversely affect the 

ability of the public to interpret its heritage significance, which is now best 
appreciated from the lane. 

9.99 In terms of any contribution to significance by other, intangible qualities of 
setting, tranquillity makes no meaningful contribution in this instance – the 

building is converted into three cottages, it is surrounded by other dwellings, 
and lies in close proximity to the railway. 

Pump Farmhouse (grade II):[6.137-6.143, 7.103i), 7.107] 

 

9.100 Another former farmhouse now converted to a residence. It is located roughly 

mid-way along Pump Lane, at the centre of, but outwith, the appeal site. It 
comprises a two storey building of rendered brick with a tiled hipped roof, 

dating from the late C18th with later alterations and remodelling. Historically, 
it was surrounded by orchard and arable land. It is set back some distance 

from the lane, behind what is thought to have been the farm yard but is now a 
large domestic garden, with a well treed boundary to the road. 

 

 

 
692 Eg Mr Hughes proof volume 2 photoviewpoint 13 and Mr Etchells photo 1. See also Ms Stoten proof Plate 4 (page 

13).
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9.101 Russet Farm, a development of 24 modern dwellings, arranged as six close- 
knit terraces with modest gardens, and access roads, has been constructed 

around two sides of the former farmhouse, immediately to the west and south- 
west. In addition, a large modern outbuilding associated with the orchard has 

been erected nearby to the north. A former outbuilding/cottage to the south, 
between the farmhouse and Pump Lane, has been remodelled/rebuilt as a 
separate residence. Consequently, the immediate surroundings of the former 

farmhouse have comprehensively changed in form and character, with this 
group of built development forming a small residential enclave. 

9.102 In my view, the heritage significance of the asset derives primarily from its 
built form, which has architectural, artistic and historic value. Its set back 
from the road, combined with the vegetated frontage, means that any 

contribution to that significance from its setting is principally derived from its 
associated garden plot, as opposed to its wider setting. Although Ms Wedd 
referred to views of Pump Farmhouse from Lower Rainham Road across the 

appeal site, through gaps in the roadside hedgerow, that was not apparent 
during the site visit. However, whilst its historic functional connection with 

the wider agricultural land has been severed, there is intervisibility in one view 
from the side elevation of the property to the northeast, across the appeal site 

to the Medway Estuary, where there is a notable absence of built form.693 
Whilst that part of the site was not functionally related to the farmhouse 

historically,694 its current use as an orchard does, nevertheless, provide an 
experience of the listed building in a way that is illustrative of the relationship 

the asset once had with the wider landscape. 

9.103 The illustrative masterplan shows a buffer of open space/planting to the 

northeast, between the asset and the proposed local centre, which would 
comprise buildings up to 10 metres in height. I appreciate that the 

development proposed would only be readily appreciated in that one view, but 
that is the only remaining view that allows for an appreciation of the asset in 

anything like its historic context. To my mind, that serves to heighten the 
importance of that relationship. That said, whilst there clearly would be some 

harm to the significance of the asset as a consequence of the development 
proposed, that harm would be less than substantial, towards the lower end of 
the range. 

9.104 In terms of any contribution to significance by other, intangible qualities of 
setting, tranquillity makes no meaningful contribution in this instance, the 

farmhouse having been converted to a residence, with associated farm 
buildings etc having been replaced with 24 new dwellings in very close 

proximity. 

Chapel House (grade II):[6.144-6.148, 6.163, 7.108] 

 

9.105 Chapel House lies immediately adjacent to the northern extent of the appeal 
site. It dates from the mid-late C15th with later alterations. It has a timber 

frame with a rendered rear and weatherboarded left-hand end and a half- 
hipped tiled roof and left-hand hipped cross range. It has been subdivided to 

create two cottages. 

 

 
693 See Ms Wedd Figure 9 (page 38 of her proof) 
694 See Ms Stoten Plate 10 (page 22 of her proof)
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9.106 The building is contained within its own land parcel that is larger than the 
historic curtilage - the original gardens have shifted from the south-west to the 

north-east of the building and further to the north-west. Although some of the 
land originally associated with Chapel House was located within the appeal 

site, that association has been severed and there is now no functional 
association between the appeal site and the heritage asset. 

9.107 Its main, eastern façade fronts directly onto the northern end of Pump Lane, 
from where it is best appreciated, although it is also seen from Lower Rainham 

Road at the Pump Lane junction. The 1938 Tithe Map shows it apparently 
forming part of the then very loose-knit cluster of buildings along this part of 

Lower Rainham Road. Modern dwellings, constructed in the 1960s, lie 
immediately to the south-east of the asset, on the opposite side of the lane. 

9.108 The rear of the listed building has some partially screened intervisibility with 
the appeal site. Filtered views of the appeal site are also co-visible with the 
asset from Lower Rainham Road, and the absence of built form within the 

appeal site is perceptible. From Pump Lane, co-visibility on the approach from 
the south is largely screened by roadside vegetation, although there are a 

couple of glimpsed, narrow aspect views in the immediate vicinity of Chapel 
House towards the site, beyond the garden areas. 

9.109 The heritage significance of Chapel House is primarily derived from its built 
form, which has architectural, artistic and historic illustrative value, with any 

significance derived from its setting relating primarily to its immediate rather 
than wider setting. Its location as part of the settlement at Lower Rainham, 

albeit at the at the very eastern end, separated from it by Pump Lane, also has 
historic illustrative interest, as recognised by its inclusion within the 

Conservation Area. As two residences together, opposite modern residences 
and immediately fronting onto Pump Lane, close to its junction with Lower 

Rainham Road, it does not disclose any significant degree of tranquillity. 

9.110 In my view, as part of the historic rural surrounds of Chapel House with 

which it has some intervisibility, and as an area which was part of the historic 
landholding of the asset, the land within the appeal site makes a minor 

contribution to the heritage significance of the asset. The appeal scheme 
would introduce new residential development up to 12 metres in height within 
around 80 metres of the asset, together with care/extra care accommodation 

up to 10 metres in height within around 50 metres.695 

9.111 The character of the land, including some of the historically associated 
landholding would clearly alter, reducing the contribution of this area through 

historic illustrative interest. There would also be a corresponding increase 
activity levels in the wider vicinity. That said, the development would be set 

well back from the shared boundaries, behind an area shown on the illustrative 
plans as community orchard. Some views from and of the asset and its 
surrounds would change, and built form would be perceptible beyond the 

buffer in views from Lower Rainham Road and Pump Road. 
 

 

 

 
695 Ms Wedd proof (CD10.7) paragraph 6.13 INSPECTOR’S NOTE: the height of the care accommodation referred to 

in the proof does not reflect the revised parameters plan (ID29)
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9.112 Historic England identified harm as occurring to the heritage significance of 
the asset through increased vehicular movements during the construction 

phase at the adjacent road junction. However, the development scheme 
would not utilise Pump Lane as a main access. Rather, the main access to the 

site would be via a new junction off Lower Rainham Road, to the northeast of 
the listed building, separated from it by the proposed community orchard. 

9.113 Overall, I consider that the proposed development would result in less than 
substantial harm to the heritage significance of the Grade II Listed Chapel 

House, through changes to its setting. That harm would, in my opinion, be 
towards the middle of that range. 

Bloors Oasts (non-designated asset):[6.150, 6.158, 7.101, 7.116] 696 

9.114 Bloors Oasts lies to the south-west of Bloors Place and its associated listed 

buildings, between them and the appeal site, and is located outwith Lower 
Rainham Conservation Area. It dates from the very late C19th and, as noted 
earlier, has been converted to use as a dwelling. Its modest heritage 

significance is derived principally from its built form and history, its historic 
functional links with the surrounding land, including the appeal site, having 

long since been severed. Any significance it derives from its setting is, in my 
view, confined to its immediate surroundings, including the surviving buildings 

of the Bloors Place complex referred to earlier. 

9.115 There are some filtered views of the asset across the site from Lower Bloors 

Lane697 and from the bridleway, mainly through a gap in the conifer belt that 
bounds it for most of its length, although as noted earlier those latter views 

are of the white roof cowls in the distance, rather than of the main building 
itself.698 As such, any contribution made by the appeal site to the heritage 

significance of the building is modest at best. 

9.116 Whilst the development proposed would not interrupt the relationship between 
the Oast House and the Bloors Place complex, as asserted by the Council, 
those views from and of the asset and its surrounds would change as a 

consequence of the appeal scheme, with built form up to 10 metres in height 
located within some 20 metres of the rear boundary of the property.699 I agree 

with both parties that any harm to the heritage significance of the asset would 
be limited/minor at most.700 

Lower Rainham Conservation Area:[6.159-6.153, 7.69, 7.72, 7.103i) and iv), 7.111, 9.2] 

 

9.117 No Conservation Area Appraisal is available for this Conservation Area to 
provide assistance in my consideration as to what determines its significance 

and value, although Ms Wedd’s evidence includes a pamphlet that sets out, 
among other things, a brief explanation as to why it was designated.701 It is a 

linear Conservation Area, located close to the north-eastern boundary of the 
 

 
696 Also referred to in the evidence as The Oast House or the Oasts. INSPECTOR’S NOTE: The building is not 

identified on the Council’s Historic Environment Records (HER) but there was no dispute that it should be treated as a 

non-designated heritage asset. 
697 Eg Mr Etchells photo 10 
698 Mr Hughes poof Volume 2 photoviewpoint 14b (summer view) and Mr Etchells photo 27 (winter view) 
699 Ms Wedd proof paragraph 6.36 (page 20) INSPECTOR’S NOTE: the height of the residential development 

referred to in the proof does not reflect the revised parameters plan (ID29) 
700 The Framework test of less than substantial only applies to designated heritage assets. 
701 Her Appendix 7
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appeal site, encompassing the historic core of the village. It comprises a 
mixed collection of dwellings, including the Bloors Place complex and Chapel 

House702 and a pub, most of which buildings front onto the main road, which is 
very narrow at this point. 

9.118 Whilst Lower Rainham has been characterised as a traditional Kentish hamlet 
in its original setting, surrounded by orchards and with the river in the 

vicinity,703 there appear to have been very few farm complexes within the 
settlement. As such, whilst the historic core clearly had links to the wider 

landscape, that was largely through complexes such as Bloors Place that are 
now no longer used for agricultural purposes. In essence, any functional links 

with the surrounding countryside have been severed. 

9.119 However, although the Conservation Area is generally inward looking, mainly 

experienced from the main road which it straddles, from where many of the 
historic buildings and their arrangement within the settlement can be 
appreciated, it also derives heritage significance from its setting. That setting 

allows for an understanding and appreciation of its significance, providing an 
historical context for the village, marking it as a small historically rural 

settlement. Indeed, that the settlement was designated as a Conservation 
Area appears to have been in part due to the rural environment within which 

the historic buildings are set.704 To the north, that setting comprises the salt 
marsh and Estuary: to the south, it comprises the western half of the appeal 

site which separates the village from the built of edge of Twydall/Rainham. I 
do not agree with the appellant that the northern setting is somehow more 

important than, or has a stronger visual relationship with the settlement than 
that to the south – they are just different, each influencing the heritage 

significance of the Conservation Area in different ways. 

9.120 The appeal site does not directly abut the southern boundary of the 
Conservation Area and I recognise that the development proposed would be 
set off the site boundaries allowing for some boundary planting. Even so, the 

appeal scheme would be clearly perceptible on approaches to the Conservation 
Area along Lower Bloors Lane and Pump Lane, and from the rear of properties 

on the southern side of Lower Rainham Road within the Conservation Area. 
There is also some seasonal intervisibility between the wider landscape and the 

rear of Bloors Place and Chapel House. I am in no doubt, in this regard, that 
replacing the historic landscape setting along the length of the southern side of 

the Conservation Area with new residential development and a school would 
have a marked and detrimental impact on the contribution that setting makes 

to the heritage significance of the Conservation Area. In essence, it would no 
longer be perceived as a separate small rural village related to its agricultural 

hinterland. Whilst the harm would, in the language of the Framework be less 
than substantial, I consider that harm to be very firmly towards the middle of 
that range. 

Lower Twydall Conservation Area:[6.164-6.166. 7.70, 7.103(i)(iv)(v), 7.104(3), 7.112, 9.2] 

 
 

 

 
702 Neither York farmhouse nor Pump farmhouse lie within the conservation Area. Neither does the Oast House. 
703 Ms Stoten proof paragraph 6.127 (page 64) 
704 Pamphlet at Ms Wedd Appendix 7 (page79)
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9.121 Again, no Conservation Area Appraisal is available for this Conservation Area. 
It is a linear Conservation area that lies adjacent to the western extent of the 

appeal site, at the southern end of Lower Twydall Lane. It encompasses the 
historic core of this small hamlet and contains a number of listed buildings, 

including York Farmhouse. 

9.122 Whilst historically, three farm complexes were located here, the settlement 
has changed greatly through the residential conversion and/or rebuilding of 

several farm structures, together with the erection of new dwellings to the rear 
of York farmhouse, itself converted to three cottages, and the erection of 12 

new dwellings at Little York Meadows (which lie outwith the Conservation 
Area). It now has an essentially residential, as opposed to agrarian character 

and is best experienced from the lane. Its heritage significance derives largely 
from the character and appearance of the historic street pattern, buildings and 

spaces within its boundaries. Although the Conservation Area is generally 
inward looking, mainly experienced from the lane which it straddles, it also 

derives some of its heritage significance from its rural setting, which comprises 
woodland, arable land and orchards, including the appeal site. 

9.123 The appeal site adjoins the eastern edge of the Conservation Area at its 
southern end, with most of the site separated from the Conservation area by 

intervening agricultural land. At its closest, any intervisibility between the 
appeal site and the Conservation Area is only glimpsed, due to intervening 

mature vegetation at the rear of the curtilage plots. All in all, I agree with the 
Appellant that the development proposed, which would be set beyond a 

triangular landscape buffer (as shown on the illustrative plans) would result in 
less than substantial harm at the lower end of that scale. 

Constellation of Assets and the Historic Landscape:[6.167-6.175, 7.98, 7.101-7.104, 
7.117, 7.118, 8.37] 

 

9.124 The Council contended that assessing the assets individually ignores 

significance of the historic landscape within which they lie which, in its view, 
should be treated as a non-designated asset in its own right and as a shared 
setting for the constellation of the other heritage assets referred to. 

9.125 Historic England guidance705 advises that the context of a heritage asset 
describes any relationship between it and other heritage assets which is 
relevant to its significance, including functional relationships, with contextual 

relationships applying irrespective of distance, sometimes extending well 
beyond what might be considered an asset’s setting, and can include the 

relationship of one heritage asset to another of the same period or function. 

9.126 York farmhouse, Pump farmhouse and the outbuildings at Bloors Place would 
all have related to historical use of the surrounding land, including the appeal 

site, for agricultural purposes. However, there is no indication that they were 
linked functionally with each other, as demonstrated by the respective 

landholding maps in the evidence of Ms Stoten.706 The holding associated with 
Chapel House was also separate.707 There is no obvious intervisibility between 

those buildings that might otherwise link them, and the distance between 
 

 
705 The Setting of Heritage Assets Good Practice Advice Note 3 – second edition (GPA3) 
706 Plates 2, 10 and 28 respectively, 
707 Plate 21
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them, either across the appeal site or by road, does not provide any obvious 
appreciation of the buildings as some sort of related group to which group 

value might be ascribed. There is no reference in any of the list descriptions 
that refers to any group value. Neither do the buildings provide any identified 

waymarking function. In addition, only the Bloors Place outbuildings and 
Pump farmhouse date from a similar period, both York farmhouse and Chapel 
House being earlier in origin. All told, I am not persuaded that there is a 

meaningful interrelationship between these buildings in terms of their heritage 
significance that derives from the landscape between them. 

9.127 As to the landscape itself, the Council described it as an historic north-south 
sequence of landscape and settlements, comprising: 

● the River Medway and its sea defences and remnant wharves; 

● estuarine mudflats and saltmarsh; 

● Lower Rainham, built on the first solid geology that could carry buildings 
and the coastal road to Chatham; 

● the open undeveloped farmland of the appeal site, with widely dispersed 
farmsteads and the hamlet of Lower Twydall; 

● the railway line embankment which has provided a physical (and 

possibly psychological) barrier to development; and, 

● the suburban development to the south of the railway. 

9.128 Landscapes can clearly comprise heritage assets. Indeed, landscapes are 
cited as an example in the Framework definition of heritage assets. However, 

the definition sets out that it must have heritage interest. 

9.129 Whilst the landscape sequence can be seen from the various aerial 

photographs of the site,708 no identifiable, intrinsic heritage value is readily 
apparent that might merit its designation as a non-designated asset, so 

allowing it to be considered properly as such in the planning process. It does 
not feature, for instance, in the Council’s HER. Moreover, until the related 

discussion at the Inquiry, no thought had been given as to exactly where the 
boundaries of the ‘asset’ might lie in order to be able to quantify any impact 
upon its significance or its setting. Initially it was suggested that it related to 

the red line of the appeal site, but during the discussion that was then 
extended to encompass the land between Lower Bloors Lane and Lower 

Twydall Lane, the railway and the Estuary, with the appeal site forming the 
substantive part of that. 

9.130 Ms Wedd held that the ‘story’ told by the landscape sequence was the last 
remaining such sequence on this part of the Medway Estuary, explaining how 
the sparse scattered settlements and buildings came about. Be that as it may, 
that seems to me to essentially be a landscape character consideration as 

opposed to imbuing it with more than remote and ephemeral heritage interest. 
The heritage assets referred to above sit within that landscape and would have 

been informed by it, but I have had regard to their setting in my consideration 
of each of the assets individually. The distance between them does not make 

 

 
708 Eg ID3
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a meaningful contribution to, or somehow amplify their heritage significance. 
On that basis, I consider that the historic landscape does not, in this instance, 

comprise a non-designated heritage asset and I have not treated it as such. 

Conclusion on Heritage Assets 

9.131 For the reasons set out above, I have found that there would be no harm to 
the heritage significance of York farmhouse, or the listed outbuildings within 

the Bloors Place complex. I consider that the harm to Pump farmhouse, Bloors 
Place, the listed walls and Lower Twydall Conservation Area would be at the 

lower end of the less than substantial range, with the harm to Chapel House 
and Lower Rainham Conservation Area in the middle of the spectrum. I have 

found very limited/minor harm to the non-designated asset that is the Oasts. 

9.132 As set out above, I do not agree with the Council that the historic landscape 

here merits treating as a non-designated heritage asset. Should the 
Secretary of State come to a different conclusion, any harm to its significance 
would also need to be taken into account in determining the planning 

application as part of the overall planning balance. 

9.133 In light of the forgoing, I consider that there would be conflict with policies 

BNE14 and BNE18, in that the development scheme would not preserve or 
enhance the setting of the two Conservation Areas and would adversely 

impact the setting of various listed buildings with consequent harm to their 
special interest and heritage significance. Paragraph 196 of the Framework 

requires that such harm be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme. 
Paragraph 197 requires the harm to the non-designated asset be taken into 

account. I return to these matters in my overall planning balance below. 

Agricultural Land[6.29, 6.35, 6.264-6.315, 6.328, 6.339, 6,340, 7.74-7.93, 7.230, 7.236, 7.237, 8.7, 8.19, 8.23, 8.47, 

9.1]709 

 

9.134 The Agricultural Land Classification system classifies land into five grades, 

with Grade 3 subdivided into subgrades 3a and 3b. The Framework defines 
Grade 1, 2 and 3a land as the best and most versatile (BMV) land. Natural 

England confirms that BMV land is ‘the land which is most flexible, productive 
and efficient in response to inputs and which can best deliver future crops for 

food and non-food uses such as biomass, fibres and pharmaceuticals.’710 

9.135 Around 96% of the appeal site is classified as either Grade 1 (excellent 
quality) or Grade 2 (very good quality), with the remainder comprising grade 

3a (good to moderate quality).711 It is a matter of common ground in this 
regard, that the appeal scheme would result in the loss of 51.5 hectares of 

BMV land, currently in use by the Appellant as apple orchards (with a cropping 
area of around 43 hectares).[6.280] 

9.136 There are no current development plan policies relating to agricultural land 
and so national policy and guidance form the principal consideration.[6.264] 

Paragraph 170 of the Framework requires that planning decisions should 
 

 
709 See also CD6.6, CD6.11, CDs7.7-7.9, CD8.3 Appendices 13.1 and 13.2, CD8.4 Appendix 13.2(i) together with the 

proofs of Mr Pelham for the Appellant (CD10.5 and CD10.14) and Mr Lloyd Hughes for the Council (CD10.5) and the 

Agricultural SoCG (ASoCG) (CD11.5) 
710 Natural England Technical Information Note TIN049, p2 (CD7.8) 
711 Agricultural SoCG (CD11.5) and Mr Pelham proof (CD10.5) paragraph 2.11
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contribute to and enhance the natural environment by protecting and 
enhancing soils and recognising the wider benefits from natural capital and 

ecosystem services, including the economic and other benefits of BMV land. 

9.137 The Appellant’s case was that the BMV status of the land does not reflect site 
specific, physical characteristics of the site. To that end, it was argued that no 
‘reasonable’ profit[6.295] could be derived from agricultural/ horticultural use of 

the land, including non-food crops.[6.270-6.276, 6.295] 

9.138 I agree with the Council that on the face of it, the contention that more than 

50 hectares of BMV land cannot achieve a ‘reasonable’ profit, either by itself as 
a free standing enterprise, or as a satellite as part of a larger enterprise, is 

unexpected. Indeed, neither of the professional agricultural witnesses had 
come across such argument before. That is not to say, however, that that may 

not be the case in this instance, with each case falling to be determined on its 
own particular merits.[7.78] 

9.139 A C Goatham and Sons (Goathams) is one of the largest growers of apples and 

pears in the UK,712 currently farming over 2,400 acres of land[7.79] on a hub and 
satellite model,713 all for top fruit (apples and pears) producing around 350 

million apples a year and 55 million pears.[7.79(1)] This is a large, long 
established company, with over 67 years of experience of fruit growing in this 

part of the country. 

9.140 The Appellant purchased Pump farm in 2011.[7.79(2i)] As experienced large- 

scale growers, the company would have been well aware of matters such as: 
the distance and nature of the routes between the site and the relevant hub 

farm,714 as well as between the site and the processing and storage facilities at 
Flanders Farm, Hoo; the age, alignment and sizes of the various orchard 

blocks; the change in ground level levels at the northern end of Blocks 15/16 
on the Pump farm side;715 and local weather conditions, including hail 

incidents, all matters that are now relied on in arguing that the site is no 
longer viable.[6.296-6.299, 6.308, 7.79iv), 7.78] Moreover, after purchasing the Pump 

farm site, the Appellant invested by replanting orchard blocks there twice 
(4.45 hectares in 2011 and a similar area again in 2017)[7.79(2ii)] which costs 

would not have been insignificant. 

9.141 The company’s confidence in the orchards here is also evidenced by its 
purchase of the Bloors farm land (comprising the eastern half of the appeal 

site) in 2016,[7.79((2iii)] having had five years of experience cropping the Pump 
farm land on the opposite side of Pump Lane. Had the orchards on the Pump 

farm side been operating at a loss (or making below Mr Pelham’s ‘reasonable’ 
profit level) and/or not thought to be capable of continuing to make a profit 

because of the reasons now relied on, the commercial sense in purchasing the 
additional orchard land at Bloors farm is brought into question, particularly 

given that: the distance and nature of the routes between the site and the 
relevant hub/packing facility would have been similar; the age, size and 

alignment of the orchard blocks would have been known; where it was known 
on the Appellant’s own evidence that there had been hail incidents at the Pump 

 

 
712 Mr Lloyd Hughes Appendix RH08 page 11 of the supporting planning statement in relation to Gore Farm. 
713 Four of the farms are hubs, with the remainder, including the appeal site, being satellites 
714 The base from which machinery etc would be sent to work on Pump farm orchards 
715 See ID5
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farm site in the three years preceding the Bloors farm purchase, which 
included the worst recorded year (2014);716 and where the presence of the 

bridleway which crosses the land, dividing it into two, would have been known. 
Again, all matters that are now said to make the site unviable. 

9.142 Given the experience of the Appellant in growing apples in this area, it seems 
anomalous to me that the company would have purchased these farms if 

cropping them as orchards was not considered to be a viable proposition. I am 
mindful in this regard, that the planning application now the subject of this 

appeal was made in June 2019, just three years after purchase of the Bloors 
farm land, just two years after replanting 4.45 hectares of orchards on the 

Pump farm land. Nothing has changed on the ground, as it were, in terms of 
the physical characteristics of the appeal site, its surroundings, or the local 

weather, since being purchased by the appellant. 

9.143 I also understand that the company has, as recently as 2020, invested in 
Gore farm, located some 3 miles from the appeal site, including its continued 

use as orchards to support what it described as the ongoing expansion and 
improved efficiency of the business. As noted by the Council, it is a satellite 

farm growing Gala and Braeburn apples, among others. It is also of similar 
overall size, cropping area and yield as the appeal site, with similar small 

orchard block sizes (in part).[7.79(3)] 

9.144 Notwithstanding that the burden of proof is on the Appellant to prove its case 

non-profitability, no accounts relating to the appeal site were available to the 
Inquiry (nor even to the Council’s agricultural witness on a confidential basis) 

on the grounds of commercial sensitivity. I was advised that even if they had, 
since the Appellant has dispersed groups of orchards it would not be possible 

to identify site specific profit because a significant proportion of the costs 
associated with those sites are central costs (such as a central packhouse, 

central storage, central management and other labour, and administration) 
borne by the business in respect of all of the sites - they are not site specific. 

Mr Pelham agreed (in evidence in chief) that there were some economies of 
scale to be had in these regards. 

9.145 If it is not possible to identify whether a particular site is profitable, that begs 
the question of how to tell if it is not profitable. Mr Pelham confirmed that 

although he had not been asked to undertake any assessment of the 
profitability of the appeal site as part of the larger enterprise he had a 

suspicion, based on his own experience, that the site had not produced any 
profit over the last ten years although, absent the relevant analysis, he could 

not be confident about that.[7.86] Were that the case, that again begs the 
question as to why the Bloors farm site was purchased just five years ago. 

9.146 Relying again on his own experience, combined with data that Goathams was 
able to let him have sight of (but which could not be shared with the 
Inquiry)[6.287] Mr Pelham produced a theoretical lifetime financial model for a 

2024 orchard replanting of a Gala dessert apple crop, using a coloured clone 
such Royal Beaut, across a site the same size as the appeal site, with the same 

soil quality and with the new trees all planted on a north-south alignment.[6.286- 

 

 
716 Table 1 in the proof of Mr Pelham (page 10) informed by Goathams.
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6.295, 6.298, 7.87-7.88] 717 That indicates that excluding hail damage, and with the 
price of apples remaining static (a position contested by the Council) the 

orchards would return a lifetime profit of 2.39% of turnover.[6.294, 6.295] Once 
hail damage is taken in to account, the model shows that the theoretical site 

would return a loss.[6.298] 

9.147 However, and if nothing else, that treats the site in isolation and seems to me 
to miss the benefits that accrue from the site being a part of the larger 

Goathams portfolio. In discussing the economic viability of this site, much was 
made of the prevalence of hail damage to crops, with reference to an average 

annual crop loss of 10.4% over the last nine years on the appeal site (based 
on Goathams evidence to Mr Pelham).718 There was no suggestion in this 

regard, that the appeal site is any more (or less) susceptible to hail than any 
other of the Kent orchards run/managed by the company. In the absence of 

any evidence to the contrary, I have no reason to suppose that similar hail 
damage would not also be a feature at the Appellant’s other farms (other than 

perhaps where hail netting might be employed). On that basis, absent any 
protection, it seems to me that the Appellant must accept annual losses across 

its orchard portfolio as a consequence of hail damage. 

9.148 In essence, in any given year, some ‘random’ sites within the Goathams group 
may suffer from hail damage but, as part and parcel of a larger group of 
satellite farms, any losses sustained on those individual sites in any one year 

would, in the bigger picture, be compensated for by the ongoing profits from 
unaffected sites that same year as part and parcel of the company’s ongoing 

operations. In other years, other sites may, or may not sustain such damage. 
Whilst an individual site may, in any one year, not make a profit because of 

hail damage it may not, given the random, variable and very localised nature 
of hail events, suffer that damage in other years when other sites in the 

‘family’ might. This seems to be me to be a symbiotic relationship, where the 
whole of the group, in terms of viability, is greater than the sum of its parts. 

9.149 In relation to apple prices, the Council referred me to data published by 
DEFRA concerning past and current trends.719 That shows a rise in ‘farm-gate’ 

sale prices of some 3.33% (compound interest rate) for the period 2010-2019 
for dessert apples in general.720 In addition, the DEFRA evidence indicates that 

the weekly wholesale prices (ie not adjusted for farm-gate sales) for Gala 
apples have increased by some 5.12% between October 2011 and October 

2020. I am mindful, in this regard that Goathams deal directly with the 
supermarkets. Either way, these are the only empirical figures before the 

Inquiry on this matter. Whilst the Appellant sought to portray these figures as 
being generally static,[6.305] I do not agree. I recognise that there is some 

variation year on year, with some years showing a decrease from the year 
before. Overall however, on the evidence that is before me, the average farm 
gate price per tonne for dessert apples has increased from £533 to £607 

 

 
717 See also Mr Pelham proof paragraphs 6.1- 6.13 and his Appendices 5 and 6 
718 Mr Pelham proof Table 1 (page 10) and paragraphs 3.16-3.22 and paragraph 6.9. This refers to incidents of hail 

in five out of the nine seasons that Goathams has been in occupation of the land (2012-2020). 
719 Mr Lloyd Hughes Appendix RH07. The DEFRA Horticulture Statistics 2019. These statistics cover area, production, 

value, imports and exports of horticulture crops from 1985 to 2019. (CD7.9) 
720Mr Lloyd Hughes Appendix RH07 Table 6 INSPECTOR’S NOTE: ID48 confirms that the dataset that supports these 

figures has been adjusted to reflect ‘farm-gate’ prices. The Gala apples wholesale average price and prices chart 

2010-2020 are not so adjusted.
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(2011-2018). I am mindful, in this regard, that Gala apples only feature in 
those statistics for 2016, 2017 and 2018. It is over those three years that the 

prices started rising after a dip (although I recognise that there was slight drop 
in 2017). 

9.150 On the evidence of the Council, were the static sale price of Gala apples in the 
lifetime cropping model to be replaced with a 2% annual price rise (reflecting 

the historic rise in dessert apples generally referred to above) then, even 
allowing for 10.4% hail damage, the model shows a lifetime profit in the 

region of £89,634, which represents a ‘reasonable’ profit as a percentage of a 
turnover of £749,983.[7.87(3vi)] 721 Even a price rise of 0.6% per annum, well 

below the average historic price rise for dessert apples referred to above) 
would still return a reasonable profit as a percentage of turnover.[7.87(3vi)] 

9.151 Mr Pelham also looked at the suitability of the appeal site for other enterprises 
none of which, in his experience, could realise a reasonable profit. These 
included other tree fruit and soft fruit, field vegetables and salad crops, 

cereals and potatoes, hops, livestock, non-food crops (biomass and 
pharmaceutical crops). That evidence was not robustly challenged by the 

Council (on the basis that in its view, continued intensive orchard use of the 
land could return a profit) other than to point out that the reference to the 

price of vermin proof fencing around the site would, on the appellant’s figures, 
be some £35,00-£45,00 as opposed to £350,000-£450,000 as referred to by 

Mr Pelham,722 casting some doubt on the accuracy of his forecasting in that 
regard. For the most part though, the evidence before me on this was very 

generalised, including little in the way of any actual costed figures relating to 
the introduction of other uses on this particular site. 

Conclusion on Agricultural Land 

9.152 Based on DEFRA figures, there are over 90,000 hectares of BMV land in 

Kent.723 Nevertheless, I am in no doubt that the loss of more than 50 hectares 
of such land, which would be a consequence of the development proposed, is a 

significant matter, particularly given that such land is a finite resource. 
However, the Framework does not advocate against the loss of such land. 

Rather it indicates that its economic and other benefits be recognised. 

9.153 In this case, the evidence that was before the Inquiry indicates to me, that 
even if the site is not capable of returning a reasonable profit were it to be put 

to any other agricultural/horticultural or related uses I have found that, on the 
evidence before me, there is good prospect for the land to be farmed in such a 

way that it realises a reasonable profit. That is a matter that will need 
weighing in the overall planning balance. 

9.154 Should the Secretary of State consider that there is no reasonable profit that 
can be made from this significant area of BMV land, that too would need 

weighing in the overall planning balance. 
 

 

 

 
721 Mr Lloyd Hughes Rebuttal proof (CD10.17) 
722 Mr Pelham proof paragraph 7.18 
723 Mr Pelham proof paragraph 8.13
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Highways[6.185-6.263, 6.332-6.3336, 7.119-7.199, 7.228, 8.14, 8.15, 8.20-8.22, 8.27-8.35, 9.1, 9.2] 724 

 

9.155 Local Plan policy T1 is permissive of new development proposals where, 

among other things, the highway has adequate capacity to take the additional 
traffic and where they would not add significantly to the risk of road traffic 

accidents. In addition paragraph 108c) of the Framework seeks to ensure that 
any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in 

terms of capacity and congestion) or on highway safety, can be cost effectively 
mitigated to an acceptable degree. Paragraph 109 goes on to confirm that 
development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if 

there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. 

9.156 There was no agreement as to what might comprise the highway/highway 
network for the application of policy T1 or the Framework policies. The 

Appellant suggested that they require consideration to be given to the impact 
of the development over the whole of the Medway authority area, as opposed 

to parts of the network, with the Council taking a more focussed approach. 

9.157 The Local Plan gives no indication as to what comprises the ‘highway’ in terms 

of the extent of the area over which consideration is to be given to 
implementation of the policy. Neither is there anything in the Framework to 

define what might comprise the extent of the ‘transport network, or the ‘road 
network,’ nor indeed is there any quantification or threshold as to what may 

comprise a ‘severe’ impact to assess at what point, if any, an increase in 
congestion would amount to a severe residual cumulative impact. That seems 

to me to allow for site specific circumstances to inform matters on a case by 
case basis. Had those drafting the policy and the Framework intended the 

considerations to apply to a specific area, it surely would have said so. 

9.158 In this case, I see no reason why the refence to capacity in policy T1 should 
relate necessarily to the impact of a development on the capacity of every 
single part of the district-wide highway network, when the traffic impacts of a 

development are most likely to be felt closest to the source. The same goes in 
relation to the application of paragraphs 108 and 109 of the Framework. That 

effects may only be felt over a small part of the network does not mean, in my 
view, that they cannot also be severe. Indeed, it is hard to imagine anything 

other perhaps than a new settlement, or the cumulative effect of housing 
growth in a Local Plan being of a scale to potentially to trigger the threshold of 

severity referred to in the Framework over an Authority-wide area. None of 
the appeal decisions dealing with the matter of severity of impact in highways 

terms that were brought to the attention of the Inquiry dealt with the impact 
over the entirety of an Authority’s network.725 I am content, in this regard, 

that it is appropriate to focus on the areas of greatest potential traffic impact 
in order to assess the scheme against the relevant policies. 

9.159 Figure 1 in the Final Transport Assessment provides a useful map of the local 
road network.726 In brief, the appeal site straddles Pump Lane which runs 
north to south between the B2004 Lower Rainham Road and Beechings Way 

 

 
724 See also eg the proofs of Mr Tucker for the Appellant (CD10.4, CD10.13, ID36) and for the Council, the proofs of 

Mr Jarvis (CD10.10, CD10.16 and ID52) and Mr Rand (CD10.9, ID35) 
725 Eg CDs 4.8 and 4.14 Also Appendix B to the proof of Mr Rand 
726 CD8.3 Appendix 10.1
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respectively. To the east, as the B2004 enters Lower Rainham, where the 
width of the single carriageway enters a pinch-point, the route through the 

village is managed by a series of traffic light controls, incorporating shuttle 
working and build-outs. To the west, the B2004 runs to a roundabout junction 

with Yokosuka Way (which links the roundabout to the A2 to the south) and 
the A289 Gads Hill to the north west. 

9.160 To the south, Pump Lane passes under the rail line, where the carriageway 
narrows and shuttle working for two-way car passage is exercised, before 

joining Beechings Way where, via a staggered junction, it continues 
southwards to the A2 London Road. Beechings Way is an important local 

distributor road providing access to a number of residential streets within the 
local vicinity, connecting the eastern edge of Gillingham with the A2 corridor. 

With limited options for crossing the River Medway, the A2 and the A289 are 
two of the key east-west arterial routes in Medway. Together with other A 
roads in the locality, they form the principle road network within the area, also 

servicing the M2 and M20. 

9.161 The local highway network, including key arterial routes, is already heavily 

congested, particularly during the AM and PM peaks.[6.336, 7.119, 7.140, 7.167, 
7.172, 

7.177, 8.14, 8.20, 8.27, 8.30, 8.35, 8.40, 9.2] In support of the proposal, the Appellant 
proposed a number of mitigation works, as amended during the Inquiry, 

comprising: 

● Lower Rainham Road/Yokosuka Way/Gads Hill roundabout: widening of 

the eastern, Lower Rainham Road approach to provide a two-lane entry 
with kerb realignments on the southern side of the road and associated 

amendments to the central splitter island, plus appropriate destination 
markings to allow for two lanes of right-turning traffic from the eastern 

arm (Dwg No 20230-10 Rev B) 

● A2/Will Adams Way/Ito Way roundabout: revised lane markings to 
accommodate three lanes of traffic on the southern circulatory 
carriageway (Dwg No 20230-18B). 

● Bloors Lane/A2 London Road/Playfootball signalised junction: 
additional ahead lane on the eastbound approach (Dwg No 20230-09 

Rev A). 

● Bowaters Roundabout: reconfiguration of the Toucan crossing to the 
east of the roundabout to include staggered refuge island, revised 

signal timings and additional lane capacity on the roundabout 
through new lane markings (Dwg No 20230-17B). 

● Otterham Quay Lane/Meresborough Road/A2 signalised junction: 
revised timings. 

● Pump Lane rail underbridge: revised signal shuttle arrangement (Dwg 
No 20230-05-1F). 

9.162 There are two competing appraisals before the Inquiry that deal with traffic 
impacts. The Council assessed highways impacts through the use of its 
strategic Medway Aimsum Model (MAM),727 which consists of eight main sub- 

networks covering the whole local authority area, operating at macroscopic 
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727 Medway Council Transport Assessments Guidance Note (2018) Mr Rand proof (CD10..9) Appendix A
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and microscopic levels simultaneously. The modelling assessment undertaken 
in relation to the appeal scheme analyses the impact of the development on 

the three subnetworks closest to the site, (subnetworks 2, 3 and 7)728 
including the mitigation measures referred to above. The appeal site lies 

within subnetwork 7. 
 

9.163 The Appellant’s assessment is based on isolated junction modelling (using 
ARCADY and LinSig)729 at locations where it is predicted that the most 
significant traffic impacts are likely to be felt, informed by the Council’s sub- 

networks and MAM outputs. 

9.164 In terms of inputs to the models, the Council contends that there would be 

around an additional 800 two-way trips on the highway network in both the AM 
and PM peaks (around 13 additional trips every minute). The Appellant’s 

figures, derived from the TRICS database, suggest an additional 585 two-way 
movements during the AM peak, with an additional 558 two-way movements 
during the PM peak730 (around 9.5 additional trips every minute).731 To assist 

the Inquiry, the Council ran its model using the appellant’s trip rates (scenario 
6a in the evidence) and presented its case on that basis. Other inputs to both 

models, including committed development, TEMPRO growth forecasts and 
future forecast years were all agreed. 

9.165 The results of each assessment are significantly different. Simply put, if the 
Appellant’s modelling outputs are to be preferred which suggests that, with 

the proposed mitigation, none of the modelled junctions would be operating 
over 

 

 
728 Figure 1 in the proof or Mr Rand 
729 ARCADY is an industry tool used to model the capacity of roundabout junctions. LinSig is used to model the 

capacity of signalised junctions. 
730 ibid Section 5 Table 30 (page 36) 
731 See Technical Note 2 (CD6.7)
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capacity, then the conclusion would be that any residual cumulative impacts on 
the road network would not be severe. If the Council’s outputs are preferred, 

then even with the mitigation measures proposed, the residual cumulative 
impacts would, in its view, be severe 

9.166 Both models are very different and assess different aspects of the highway 
network and the way in which it functions. A significant amount of the 

highways evidence, and the related time at the Inquiry, was spent on the 
merits and deficiencies of each modelling approach. Needless to say, each 

party highlighted the benefits of its own preferred modelling and the 
shortcomings and apparent anomalies in terms of validation/calibration and 

outputs of the other’s. It is necessary however, to come to a view as to which 
approach should be preferred in this case. 

9.167 In general, it seems to me that in focussing on isolated junctions, the 
evidence of the Appellant may not have fully embraced the complexity of the 
already congested highway network around the site.732 That is particularly 

important in this instance, given strategic scale of the development proposed 
and the interaction of the junctions and the links between them. The MAM, in 

principle at least, enables an assessment of the complex traffic interactions of 
this large and congested urban area, taking account of a range of effects that 

arise not only at several junctions but also, importantly, key routes. By their 
very nature, isolated, junction assessments cannot account for such matters 

on that holistic scale.733 

9.168 Taking just a couple of examples: the MAM allows for congestion and travel 

times in some areas causing drivers to redistribute across the network. Whilst 
the Appellant suggested that this is dealt with in Technical Note 3 (TN3)734 it is 

not readily apparent from the Note how those diversionary impacts have been 
accounted for in the Appellant’s modelling. The MAM also takes account of 

individual driver behaviour such as lane changing and individual acceleration/ 
deceleration, as well as link capacity issues, including any blocking-back at 

junctions which may affect the performance of the links and other junctions on 
the travel corridors, and thus the capacity of that part of the network. I agree 

with the Council that this is a phenomenon which is particularly evident in 
urban areas, where a network is already congested and where there are 
multiple junctions in close proximity.[7.172] A further example, explored in more 

detail below, relates to the mitigation measures proposed for the Lower 
Rainham Road approach to the A289 Gads Hill/Yokosuka roundabout. Whilst 

the mitigation reduced impacts on Lower Rainham Road to less than severe, it 
had a significant knock-on effect for traffic on the northbound Yokosuka Way 

approach which was not accounted for. 
 

 

 
732 The junctions modelled by the Appellant comprised the Lower Rainham Road/Yokosuka Way/Gads Hill roundabout, 

Beechings Way/Yokosuka Way/Cornwallis Avenue/Ito Way roundabout, Will Adams roundabout, Bowaters 

roundabout, Pump Lane/A2 junction, Bloors Lane/A2/Playfootball junction, the two Beechings Way/Pump Lane 

junctions, Lower Rainham Road/proposed site access junction and the proposed Pump Lane underbridge shuttle. (see 

eg TN4 (CD12.6)) 
733 Table 2 of Mr Jarvis original proof (CD10.10) identifies the links, junctions and routes close to the development 

site that were calibrated and validated in the MAM. In addition to the above, the MAM looked at Otterham Quay 

Lane/Meresborough Road junction, plus link counts on Lower Rainham Road, Sovereign Boulevard (A2), London 

Road (A2) Ito Way, Hoath Way, Yokosuka Way, Pier Road/Gads Hill, and route travel times on the A2 and the 

A289/A278. 734 CD6.11
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9.169 It was also confirmed during the Inquiry that the Appellant’s own traffic 
surveys stopped counting when a queue extended back through the next 

junction and/or reached 15. That seems to me to confirm that this is already a 
problem on this part of the network. Even with the mitigation measures 

proposed, the Council’s microsimulation videos suggest that there would be a 
deterioration in journey times and network statistics, caused by a combination 
of the junctions being overcapacity combined with link capacity issues. This is 

particularly true on the A2 corridor where there are a number of potential 
causes of delays on the links. The isolated junction models do not account for 

that wider linked effect. 

9.170 The Appellant’s evidence suggested that as its modelling did not show any of 
the junctions to be operating over capacity (based on volume/capacity 

sections showing that none of the modelled junctions would be operating at 
over 90%) then none would cause queuing which would block back along a 

link and/or through another junction.[1] However, it does not take account 
queuing at other interacting junctions that were not modelled - the MAM model 

looks at the interaction of all the junctions within any subnetwork and the 
interaction of their performance with each other. Moreover, as is clear from 

the microsimulation videos, queuing and blocking-back can also be affected by 
other features on the links between junctions, although I appreciate that such 

effects are more transient. I am mindful, in this regard that, as confirmed 
during the Inquiry, the Appellant’s own traffic surveys stopped counting when 
a queue extended back through the next junction and/or reached 15. 

9.171 Even with the mitigation measures proposed, the Council’s microsimulation 
videos suggest that there would be a deterioration in journey times and 

network statistics caused by a combination of the junctions being overcapacity 
combined with link capacity issues. This is particularly true on the A2 corridor 

where there are a number of potential causes of delays on the links. The 
isolated junction models do not account for that wider linked effect. 

9.172 In my view, the complex inter-relationship of the various components of the 
network are not fully tested in the isolated junction modelling approach. 

Therefore, whilst recognising that there are some apparently anomalous 
outputs from the MAM I tend, on balance, towards the more holistic approach 

that informs the Council’s evidence on this. 

9.173 I turn now to the predicted effects on the identified subnetworks based on the 
Council’s modelling. In essence, and noting that the identified impacts are 

based on the Appellant’s trip generation figures which are lower than those 
suggested by the Council) the model outputs indicate the following: 

9.174 Subnetwork 2: this is the largest of the three subnetworks, principally 
comprising the A289, A2 and A278, being the main urban strategic distributor 

roads (all dual carriageway). Even in the 2028 reference case, two of the 
junctions within that subnetwork, including the Lower Rainham Road/Yokosuka 

Way roundabout, would be over capacity, both exceeding by some margin the 
highest level of saturation (LoS) rating of F (alternatively a RFC (ratio of flow 

to capacity) of more than 1) which can be equated to a severe residual impact. 
With the appeal scheme, the MAM indicates that in the AM peak, three further 

 

 
[1] XIC Mr Tucker
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junctions would operate over capacity, including the key Will Adams and 
Bowaters roundabouts on the A2, exceeding an LoS F rating. In the PM peak, 

four junctions, including Bowaters, would operate over capacity. 

9.175 Journey times would also increase significantly from the 2028 reference case. 
Westbound journey times would increase by over 5 minutes (80%) in the AM 
and PM peaks, with eastbound journey times increasing by over 10 minutes 

(89%) in the AM and over 8 minutes (119%) in the PM peaks, giving rise to 
journey times for a 3.3km stretch of the A2 of around 12 minutes heading 

westbound in both peaks, over 21 minutes heading eastbound in the AM peak 
and over 15 minutes heading eastbound in the PM peak. Journey times on the 

A289 are also significantly worsened, with an increase in journey times of 
between 27%-100% when compared with the 2028 reference case. 

9.176 The impact of the development is also felt on the overall network statistics, 
with travel times increasing in the AM peak by 23% relative to the reference 
case (from 3.2 minutes to almost 4 minutes in terms of minutes per km); 

delays increasing by 38% (from almost 2 minutes to 2.75 minutes in terms of 
minutes per km); and mean queues by 73% (from 489 vehicles to 846). 

Similar increases are experienced in the PM peak. 

9.177 The latest iteration of proposed mitigation for the Lower Rainham 

Road/Yokosuka Way/Pier Road roundabout allows for two lanes of westbound 
traffic on the Lower Rainham Road (which lies within subnetwork 7) to turn 

right onto the A289. The Council accepted that this would reduce queuing on 
Lower Rainham Road to less than severe.[.242]735 However, the originally 

modelled impacts (which were severe) would shift to the southern A289 arm of 
the roundabout, which forms part of subnetwork 2. The Council’s evidence736 

predicts a lengthy queue on the northern approach of the A289/Yokosuka Way, 
which has implications for travel times on that link. For instance, in the 2028 

reference case, the journey from the A278 (Hoath Way) to the Church Street 
roundabout on the A289 (Pier Road) which traffic uses the northbound 

approach to the A289/Yokosuka Way roundabout – a journey of approximately 
5km - would take just over 10 minutes. That would increase to some 19 

minutes and 31 seconds with the now proposed mitigation in place,737 with the 
junction performance being classified as having an LoS rating of F, equating to 
a severe residual impact 

9.178 Based on those statistics and being mindful that, importantly, this network 
incorporates two of the key arterial routes in the local highway network, I am 

in no doubt that the residual cumulative impacts on this subnetwork would be 
severe. 

9.179 Subnetwork 3: this is the smallest of the three networks, comprising a roughly 
3km stretch of the A2 between Bowaters roundabout to a point past Otterham 

Quay Lane. Other than a short stretch between Bloors Lane and Century Road, 
this is a single carriageway route. The MAM indicates that whilst the proposed 

mitigation would in fact improve journey times on this part of the A2, there 
would be a knock-on effect, transferring delays to the side 

 

 
735 Mr Rand EiC 
736 Mr Jarvis Addendum proof (ID52) Figure 12 
737 ibid paragraph 4.7
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roads, including Meresborough Road and Moor Park Close. The A2/Otterham 
Quay Lane/Meresborough Road junction would operate over capacity in both 

peaks, with the delays at the junction being particularly extensive in the PM 
peak. 

9.180 However, among other things, the Appellant took particular issue with the 
statistics for the Meresborough Road and Moor Park Close arm. Whilst Moor 

Park Close, which serves approximately 80 dwellings,738 contains numerous 
short cul-de-sac offshoots, it has direct access onto both the A2 and 

Meresborough Road, by-passing the traffic light controlled A2/Otterham Quay 
Lane/ Meresborough Road junction. It is not, of itself, a cul-de-sac739 as 

suggested by the Appellant. That said, I agree with the Appellant that the 
Council’s figure of 300 associated traffic movements as suggested in the 2028 

reference case seems, on a common sense approach, to be excessive, given 
the number of dwellings, noting that west and southbound traffic from the 
Close can avoid the junction altogether, and noting that Meresborough Road 

does not link to any significant residential areas. 

9.181 Mr Jarvis sought to explain this by a Note to the Inquiry.740 However, whilst 

that confirms that the MAM does not model the link as a cul-de-sac, it was not 
clear why traffic associated from other development within the relevant 

centroid is also modelled as using Moor Park Close/Meresborough Road, when 
there is no direct link between them. 

9.182 In any event, the most significant point in relation to this subnetwork to my 
mind, is that the mitigation measures would mean that journey times on the 

A2 would be improved. Whilst queuing may, as a consequence of that, 
increase on the Moor Park Close/Meresborough Road arm of the junction, 
sufficient doubt is cast over the relevant figures for that arm of the junction 

and I have not taken the residual cumulative impact identified for that arm to 
be severe. 

9.183 Subnetwork 7: this includes that part of the B2004 Lower Rainham Road 
between the Lower Rainham Road/Yokosuka Way/Gads Hill roundabout to the 
west and Otterham Quay Lane to east, together with Pump Lane, Lower Bloors 

Lane, Berengrave Lane, Station Road and Otterham Quay Lane. The MAM 
identified the main problem within this network to be westbound traffic 
(towards Gillingham, Chatham and the Medway crossing) in the AM peak. 

9.184 The modelling suggests that, as a consequence of the development proposed, 
flows would be expected to virtually double, from 582 vehicles per hour in the 

2028 Reference Case, to 1,032 vehicles/hour in Scenario 6A (ie based on the 
Appellant’s trip data). However, the latest iteration of proposed mitigation for 

the Lower Rainham Road/Yokosuka Way/Pier Road roundabout allows for two 
lanes to turn right onto the A289. The Council accepted that this would reduce 

the impacts on queuing on Lower Rainham Road to less than severe.[6.240]741 

9.185 Drawing these findings together, I consider that the development proposed 
would have a significant adverse impact on the transport network, particularly 

 

 
738 See eg aerial photograph at ID54 
739 Eg Figure 15 in ID34 page 33 
740 ID54 
741 Mr Rand EiC
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during the AM and PM peaks, in terms of junction capacities, journey times, 
and overall network statistics on corridors such as the A2, A289 and A278 ie 

subnetwork 2. The linked residual cumulative impacts in this case would, in 
my view, be severe, bringing the scheme into conflict with policy T1 of the 

Local Plan and paragraphs 108 and 109 of the Framework, which together and 
among other things seek to prevent such harm. 

9.186 In support of its case, the Appellant drew attention to a Council issued 
decision in relation to a large residential led scheme on land at East Hill, which 

was issued during the April adjournment.[6.209-6.211] 742 Although the application 
was not refused on highway grounds, I was directed to a reference in the 

officer’s report setting out that the applicant in that case undertook an 
approach of considering MAM derived flows, providing a consideration of net 

changes in traffic flows from the model, and then providing individual junction 
models (Arcady and LinSig) of each junction, which approach was accepted by 
the Council in that case. 

9.187 The Council’s written response,743 as supplemented orally at the Inquiry by 
Mr Jarvis, suggested that East Hill was distinguishable on the basis that no 
‘blocking back’ was evident and separately, because wider, net transport 

betterment of the scheme had been shown, including provision of link road. 

9.188 I agree with the Appellant that the betterment point carries little weight in 
relation terms of the matter at hand, since it doesn’t go to the robustness of 

the assessment in principle. However, it is not clear whether blocking back 
along the links between junctions in that case was an issue or not. It has been 

shown to be an issue in the instant appeal and I am satisfied that the MAM 
approach is the more appropriate model through which to consider those 

effects on the performance of the linked highway network. A such, that case is 
not directly comparable to this and it does not indicate that the Appellant’s 

modelling is to preferred in all the circumstances of this particular case. 

Highway Safety 

9.189 Although no longer a matter of concern for the Council,[1.10, 6.196, 6.198, 6.262] 
local residents continue to have concerns in this regard.[8.31, 9.2] However, 

as confirmed by Mr Tucker,744 the recorded number of accidents for the 
area, including the A2/Ito Way roundabout (Will Adams roundabout) the 

A289 
Yokosuka Way/Cornwallis roundabout, Lower Rainham Road and Pump Lane, is 

not significant in the light of national accident rates. In the absence of any 
empirical evidence to substantiate the concerns raised, and noting that the 

mitigation measures referred to above all meet the requirements of the latest 
Stage 1 Safety Audit (April 2021)745 there is no good reason to suppose that 

the traffic movements that would be a consequence of the appeal scheme 
would have a material adverse impact in terms of highway safety. Indeed, the 
local highway authority raises no objection on these grounds. I find no conflict 

therefore, with Local Plan policy T1 or paragraphs 108b) and 109 of the 

 

 
742 ID37 see also paragraph 4.3 of Mr Jarvis proof (CD 10.10) 
743 ID41 
744 See eg Section 6 of the Transport Assessment Addendum attached to the Appellant’s Statement of Case and 

related Appendix D (CD8.1) 
745 ID40 See also Section 6 of the Transport Addendum Statement September 2020 (CD8.3 Appendix 10.1)
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Framework, which together and among other things seek to prevent adverse 
impacts on highway safety. 

Conclusions on Highway Matters 

9.190 I find no harm in terms of highway safety. 

9.191 In terms of the highway modelling evidence, whilst acknowledging the 
shortcomings and apparent anomalies highlighted by the Appellant, on 

balance, I prefer the outputs of the Council’s more holistic MAM approach 
(which models the interaction between junctions, links and journey times) over 

the Appellant’s isolated junction modelling approach, which itself was also the 
subject of identified shortcomings and anomalies. 

9.192 Whilst I have found that the residual cumulative impacts on subnetworks 3 
and 7 would not be severe, that is not the case for subnetwork 2. The residual 

cumulative impacts on that subnetwork would, in my view, be severe, 
particularly during both the AM and PM peaks. I recognise that those impacts 

are confined largely to the peak hours and that the subnetwork forms only a 
part of the wider network. That does not, however, mean that the impacts 

cannot be considered as severe in their context. As such, even taking account 
of the mitigation measures proposed, I find that the appeal scheme would 

have a severe residual cumulative impact on the local highway network. There 
would be conflict in this regard with Local Plan policy T1 and paragraphs 108 

and 109 of the Framework. 

9.193 In support of its case, the Appellant drew attention to the constrained urban 
nature of Medway and the need to deliver some 28,300 hones by 2037.[6.336] I 

recognise that such development would need to utilise the urban road network 
and draw upon its capacity. It is suggested that if the appeal were to fail, then 
more housing would have to be provided elsewhere, with highways capacity 

issues displaced rather than prevented. That may well be the case, but each 
scheme needs to be considered on its own merits. Without knowing in detail 

what any other impacts might be elsewhere, this is not a consideration that 
takes the Appellant’s case any further. Any highways impacts consequential 

upon that scale of development would be better addressed on a strategic 
basis, through the emerging Local Plan. I am mindful for instance, that the 

Council has been awarded £170m from central government, through the 
Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) for infrastructure improvements to enable 

delivery of the Local Plan, including road infrastructure (consisting of six 
phases, involving strategic interventions on the local highway network to help 

unlock strategic development.[7.213] 

9.194 Should the Secretary of State prefer the modelling employed by the Appellant 
and/or disagree with my conclusion in relation to subnetwork 2, that would 
lead to a finding of less than severe cumulative impacts for the reasons set out 

in paragraphs 6.185-6.263 above. 

Other Matters 

9.195 Separated by Lower Rainham Road and agricultural land is the Medway 
Estuary and Marshes SPA, Ramsar and SSSI, a European Protected site, which 

lies approximately 250m to the north of the appeal site. It has been 
designated for the complex and mix of coastal and intertidal habitats which
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support assemblages of winter and breeding birds as well as migratory birds 
and various plant species. 

9.196 As set out at the start, one of the Council’s reasons for refusal related to the 
effects of the development proposed on the integrity of the protected site, 

subsequent supplementary information was provided on this, in consultation 
with Natural England. As set out at paragraph 5.1(1) of the General Matters 

SoCG,746 on the basis of necessary planning conditions and an executed 
section 106 agreement to secure the mitigation required by Natural England, 

the Council did not pursue this reason for refusal at the Inquiry. Since there 
was no dispute between the main parties on this matter, ecological impact is 

not identified as a main consideration in the Report. 

9.197 Annex E below sets out my assessment of the evidence presented in this 

regard. I found that the appeal scheme would not be likely to have a 
significant effect on any of the identified European/international designated 
sites through lighting, noise, hydrological impacts or physical damage and 

degradation to habitats when considered alone or in combination with other 
plans or projects. However, in the absence of avoidance or mitigation 

measures, there remains potential for the development proposals to lead to a 
significant effect on the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar site via 

disturbance effects and, on a precautionary basis, to contribute towards such 
an effect at other of the coastal international/European designated sites. In 

addition, further detailed assessment is required in respect of NOx associated 
with road traffic emissions in relation to this site. An Appropriate Assessment 

under the terms of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
(as amended) is therefore required. Such an Assessment is to be carried out 

by the Secretary of State in this instance, as the competent authority under 
the Regulations. Should the Secretary of State be minded to allow the appeal, 

Annex E sets out information to help inform that Assessment 

9.198 Local residents raised concerns in relation to air quality, in particular in 

relation to traffic generation.[6.261, 8.20, 8.31, 8.40-8.42, 9.1, 9.2] This matter is dealt 
with in more detail in Annex E below, albeit in relation to impacts on the 

European protected sites. Suffice it to say here, that there was no objection 
from the Council in air quality terms and the concerns raised were not 
supported by any substantive evidence. Whilst I fully appreciate local 

concerns, I am of the view (as set out in Annex E) that there would be no 
adverse air quality implications arising from the appeal scheme, subject to 

conditions. On this point, the recommended Travel Plan condition (condition 41 
in Annex D below) includes provision for the monitoring of air quality. 

9.199 Other appeal decisions and court judgements were put to me in evidence by 
the main parties. Each case turned on its own evidence, as does this case. I 

have had regard to these, drawing specifically on them where necessary. 
However, because of the individual site-specific nature of those other cases, 

none of those schemes and their planning context are substantively similar to 
this case. As such, I have given limited weight to them in determining this 

appeal. 
 

 

 
746 CD11.1
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Benefits of the Development Proposed[6.5, 6.98, 6.103, 6.118, 6.185-6.188, 6.316-6.323, 7.200-7.209] 

747 

 

9.200 A number of what are described by the appellant as benefits in fact relate to 
an absence of harm, for instance high quality design including landscaping and 

the provision of a local centre and village green to support the function of the 
development itself and create a community ‘feel’ and the accessibility of the 

location. As such, they attract no positive weight in the planning balance. For 
the purpose of clarity, where there is positive weight to be ascribed, I have 

used the following scale: limited, moderate and substantial. 

9.201 The housing land supply range identified by the parties is between 1.78-3.03 

years.[5.1, 6.6] Whichever figure is used, the parties are agreed that as a 
minimum, the shortfall is significant.748 Even on the Council’s figures, and 

recognising the steps it is taking to address that shortfall both in the short and 
longer term,[7.203-7.207, 7.214] I consider the weight to be afforded to the extent 
of the shortfall to be substantial. 

9.202 There is also an acute need for affordable housing.[6.2, 6.5, 6.8, 6.14, 6.18-6.21, 6.317, 
6.331, 7.208] 749 In light of that, the delivery of at least 25% of the residential 
units as affordable accommodation (equating to no less than 313 units if 1,250 

homes come forward through the reserved matters applications)[11.3] 750 
attracts substantial weight. 

9.203 The development would contribute to employment provision, primarily 
through construction and related jobs over a ten year period for a range of 
trades and occupations, including opportunities for training and skills 

development. In the longer term, although not formal employment uses, the 
school and the care homes, together with the facilities in the local centre, 

would all provide a range of employment provision. Future residents would 
also contribute to the economy through local expenditure, supporting shops 

and local businesses. The weight to be given to these benefits is substantial. 

9.204 The current use of the appeal site as a commercial orchard includes a spraying 

and fertilisation regime that suppresses biodiversity on the site. The appeal 
scheme includes a significant amount of planting and landscaping, including a 

buffer zone around the around the site and landscaping between the different 
development areas to create connected habitats to allow movement of animals 
through the site. Together with enhanced hedgerow planting, a mix of 

grassland habitats, tree planting etc, as well as garden areas and the swales 
that would form part of the surface water drainage works on the site, the 

development would result in significant improvements in terms of ecology and 
biodiversity. Indeed, one of the suggested conditions secures at least 20% 

biodiversity net gain.[10.10] I consider that the benefits secured in this regard 
attract substantial weight. 

 

 

 

 
747 See also eg the Appellant’s Planning Statement (CD5.11) and Statement of Case (CD8.1) the proofs of Mr Parr 

for the Appellant (CD10.1 and CD10.12) and Mr Canavan for the Council (CD10.6) and the Main Matters SOCG 

paragraph 5.2 (CD11.1) 
748 Main Matters SoCG paragraph 5.1(8) 
749 ID45 
750 ID14b
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9.205 The vehicular connection between Beechings Way to the south (on the far 
side of the railway line) and Lower Rainham Road to the north via Pump Lane 

is said to be improved. This is an existing narrow lane, single vehicle width in 
places. The appeal scheme introduces two new junction points along the lane 

where the proposed estate spine/loop road crosses it, necessitating significant 
realignment at those junctions. I am not persuaded, in this regard, that there 
would be any knock-on improvements as such for existing residents in this 

regard, who would either have to negotiate both those junctions, or turn off 
onto the spine/loop road and wend their way through the proposed housing 

development to a new junction on Lower Rainham Road. 

9.206 However, the appeal scheme does provide for signalisation of the section of 
restricted carriageway beneath the railway at the southern end of Pump 

Lane.751 That may represent an benefit for local residents but in light of my 
forgoing comments, that is a consideration to which I afford limited weight. 

9.207 Reference is made to improved pedestrian and cycle networks promoting 
sustainable travel and enhancing local connections through the site and 
surrounding area. There are already connections through the site - along 

Pump Lane and along the bridleway between Pump Lane and Bloors Lane 
(albeit that there would be some realignment of Pump Lane in places). 

However, as confirmed in the appellant’s IHRA,752 and by Mr Goodwin in oral 
evidence to the Inquiry, in order to avoid providing a direct link which 

residents could use to easily access the European designated site on foot, no 
enhanced pedestrian linkage between the application site and the Country 

Park towards the north is proposed.753 As such, there would be no enhanced 
access through the site for existing residents either. 

9.208 It is intended to open up a pedestrian access to the site from the southern end 
of Lower Twydall Lane, which would allow existing residents from that part of 

the settlement to access open space areas within the appeal site, and 
potentially to the local centre and school. It is also suggested that there would 

localised beneficial effects for the setting and character of Bridleway GB6a, 
with reference to it being incorporated into areas of Green Infrastructure 

including the village green, linear green space, play areas and community 
orchards.754 However, it would continue on its existing alignment between two 

rows of substantial conifers. It would pass next to a proposed play area and 
through the proposed village green at its western end, but I am not persuaded 

that that is necessarily an improvement, given that it currently passes though 
orchards. It would also need to cross the estate loop road and is not shown as 

passing through or near any community orchards on the illustrative plans. I 
recognise that financial contributions towards bridleway improvements are 

secured. Those measures would benefit existing residents to some extent and 
are considerations that attract limited weight in my view, not least since were 
the development to proceed, the bridleway would pass for the majority of its 

length, through a housing development, as opposed to its current route 
through countryside orchards as it does at present. 

 

 

 
751 Dwg No 20230-05-1F 
752 Information tor Habitats Regulations Assessment (CD5.13) 
753 Ibid paragraph 6.34 
754 Mr Hughes proof paragraph 1.39 final bullet (page 10)
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9.209 Reference is made to improved public transport links as a benefit.[6.187] The 
planning obligation includes a contribution towards interim assistance to 

support bus service provision. As set out in the TA and the HSoCGC ,755 that 
relates to extending the route of existing bus service No 1, which currently 

terminates at The Strand, approximately 3km or so to the north-west of the 
appeal site along Lower Rainham Road. Whilst aimed at encouraging future 
occupiers of the appeal scheme to utilise public transport it would, however, 

also benefit existing residents living close to the proposed extended route. 
That is a consideration that attracts moderate weight. 

9.210 Whilst the Appellant asserts that the increase in population would greatly 
contribute to ensuring the future viability of community facilities such as 
healthcare centres, post offices, and schools, there is no evidence before me to 

indicate that existing facilities are failing, or would fail absent the appeal 
scheme. As such, this is not a consideration that attracts any material weight 
in this instance. 

9.211 The local primary schools are at or over capacity and the school proposed on 
the site could assist in this regard.[6.187] However, its provision is largely to 
mitigate the impact of the future occupiers on existing school capacity. I 

therefore give this limited weight. The two care facility facilities are also 
referred to as a benefit. There was no evidence however, to demonstrate a 

particular need for these in this specific location. That said, inasmuch as they 
may increase choice for residents, I afford their provision limited weight. 

9.212 Reference is made to income for the Council from the New Homes Bonus as a 

benefit. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended) provides that a local planning authority must have regard to a local 

finance consideration as far as it is material. However, New Homes Bonus 
payments recognise the efforts made by authorities to bring residential 

development forward. I am mindful, in this regard, that the Planning Guidance 
makes it clear that it would not be appropriate to make a decision based on 

the potential for a development to raise money for a local authority.756 
Accordingly, whilst the Bonus is a material planning consideration, it is not one 

to which I attach positive weight. 

9.213 Increased Council tax receipts are also mentioned as a benefit. However, 
since the development would result in a corresponding increase in demand on 

local services etc, again that is not a consideration to which I attach positive 
weight. Similarly, the financial contributions secured via the planning 

obligations do not amount to benefits, since they are aimed at mitigating the 
adverse impacts of the development scheme on local infrastructure. 

9.214 It is suggested that the release of Bloors Farm and Pump Farm for the 
development proposed would generate additional funds that would enable the 

Appellant to invest meaningfully in farms that produce a materially higher fruit 
yield. No robust evidence was produced in this regard as to the extent of that 

profit; to demonstrate that such funds are necessarily required at this time for 
investment; or that profits from the sale of the land would necessarily be 

 

 

 
755 CD5.25 and CD 11.4 respectively 
756 Paragraph 011 ID:21b-011-20140612
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reinvested as suggested. This not a consideration therefore, which attracts 
any positive weight. 

Overall Planning Balance and Conclusion 

Policy Framework 

9.215 The Secretary of State is required to decide this appeal having regard to the 
development plan, and to make the determination in accordance with it, unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. 

9.216 In this case, the Council is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of 

housing land. Even on its best case of 3.03 years, the shortfall is agreed as at 
least significant. In light of paragraph 11d) of the Framework and associated 

footnote 7, the absence of a five year supply means that the policies most 
important for determining this appeal are out of date. 

Heritage Balance 

9.217 In coming to an overall view on the scheme, there are some ‘internal ‘ 
balances that need undertaking. Firstly, in relation to heritage assets, 

paragraph 196 of the Framework requires that any harm to designated assets 
be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme, with paragraph 197 

setting out that any harm to a non-designated asset is also to be taken into 
account having regard to the scale of such harm and the significance of the 

asset. 

9.218 As a consequence of the extent and location of the development proposed, I 

have found that there would be harm towards the middle of the less than 
substantial range to the special interest and significance of the grade II listed 

Chapel House, and to the heritage significance of Lower Rainham Conservation 
Area, with harm identified to other of the designated assets to be at the lower 

end of the scale. Any harm to the significance of the non-designated Bloors 
Oasts would be very minor. 

9.219 When considering a proposal involving a number of heritage assets, as here, 
more weight can reasonably be attached in the overall planning balance to a 

number of ‘less than substantial’ harms than would be the case if only one 
asset would be harmed. However, these separate harms would not then 

cumulatively amount to substantial harm, or a high level of less than 
substantial harm in the Framework context, as asserted by the Council’s 
heritage witness.757 Rather, each incidence of harm to the listed buildings 

needs to be given ‘considerable importance and weight’,758 with the Framework 
confirming that whatever the level of harm in relation to other designated 

heritage assets (the Conservation Areas in this instance, the settings of which 
are not statutorily protected) great weight is to be given to their conservation, 

with any harm to the significance of non-designated assets also to be taken 
into account in determining the application, taking account of the scale of any 

harm. 
 

 

 

 
757 Ms Wedd paragraph 6.65 
758 Eg Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Limited v East Northamptonshire District Council [2014] EWCA Civ 137
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9.220 In this case, I consider the very substantial benefits that would arise from the 
appeal scheme to be sufficient to outweigh the heritage harm that I have 

identified both individually and collectively. In reaching this conclusion I have 
applied the balancing exercise so as to give great weight and importance to 

the conservation of the heritage assets, understanding that they are an 
irreplaceable resource. The outcome of this balance does not, in the terms of 
paragraph 11d)i) of the Framework, provide a clear reason for refusal. If the 

Secretary of State were to come to the opposite view, that would engage 
paragraph 11di). 

Agricultural Land Balance 

9.221 Framework paragraph 170b) requires that the economic benefits of this area 
of BMV land be recognised. I have found, in this regard, that the appeal site, 
which comprises more than 50ha of BMV land is capable of returning a 

reasonable profit and is therefore economically viable for continued 
horticultural use. 

9.222 I am also mindful that, in relation to development plans, footnote 53 of the 
Framework states that where significant development of agricultural land is 
demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be 

preferred to those of a higher quality. That is also reflected in the Planning 
Practice Guidance.759 Based on Natural England’s Likelihood of BMV Land Map 

(2017)760 it would appear that that part of the District with a low likelihood of 
comprising BMV land lies to the north of Cliff and along the north side of the 

Hoo peninsula, around Lodge Hill and to the west of the Isle of Grain. Those 
areas also coincide with large areas of land within flood zone 3 and areas 

identified as SSSIs.761 Excluding those built up areas, which cannot realistically 
accommodate the forecast housing requirements for Medway, the rest of the 

District is considered to be BMV land. 

9.223 The Council accepts that BMV land will be required in order to meet housing 
needs across Medway.[6.265, 7.91] However, none of the scenarios in the 
emerging Local Plan envisage development of the appeal site, or indeed any 

strategic level development in the same locality. I recognise that, going 
forward, the Council relies in no small part on large scale development on the 

Hoo Peninsula to meet its housing requirement and that, given the early stage 
of the emerging plan, that cannot be guaranteed (notwithstanding Medway’s 

New Routes to Growth HIF Project).762 However, it seems to me that there is 
at least the possibility of locating strategic development, such as that proposed 

here, on land that whilst comprising BMV is potentially of poorer 
quality/usefulness than that of the appeal site, albeit that that may be some 

years off if it was to be delivered as part of that emerging Plan. 

9.224 In my view, the substantial benefits of the appeal scheme, including the 
delivery of market and affordable housing at a time of pressing need, are 
not sufficient in this instance, to outweigh the loss of more than 51 hectares 

of 

 

 
759 Reference ID: 8-026-20140306 
760 CD6.6 Appendix 1 
761 CD6.6 paragraph 2.7 and 2.8 
762 CD1.4
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BMV land, including the loss of orchards, being land that I have found is 
capable of continued beneficial economic use. BMV land is a finite asset and, 

once built on, it will never be available again. All in all, I consider that the loss 
of this significant area of BMV land, and the orchards, would have a negative 

effect on the provision of such land in terms of economic and other benefits, 
bringing it into conflict with paragraph 170b) of the Framework. 

9.225 If the Secretary of State were to come to a different view, then the loss of the 
BMV land would not be a matter that weighed against the appeal proposal. 

Overall Balance 

9.226 In the absence of a five year supply of housing land, the most important 
policies for determining this appeal are out date and the so-called tilted 

balance as set out in Framework paragraph 11d)ii) is engaged. In other 
words, permission should be granted unless the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development can be displaced. That is not to say, however, that 
any conflict with relevant policies should be disregarded. That will depend on 

their consistency, or otherwise, with the policies in the Framework. The 
Position Statement on Policy Matters763 sets out the parties views on the 
various policies and their consistency with the Framework. 

9.227 The development proposed would have a substantial adverse landscape and 
visual impact, with corresponding harm to the character and appearance of 
wide swathe of countryside between Lower Rainham Road and Twydall/ 

Rainham. That harm is all the more significant given the status of the site as 
part of a locally valued landscape as recognised by its designation as an ALLI 

in the Local Plan, with the development causing material harm to the character 
and functions of the ALLI, including its function as a green buffer. That brings 
the development into conflict with policies S1, BNE25, BNE34 and BNE47. 

There would also be conflict with paragraph 170a) and b) of the Framework. 

9.228 There is no dispute that policy S1 does not reflect the Framework and that 
any conflict should be afforded limited weight.[6.29, 7.222]764 

9.229 In dealing with development in the countryside, policy BNE25 is intrinsically 
linked to settlement boundaries that in turn reflect now out-of-date housing 

requirements. It also lacks a hierarchical approach requiring that landscape 
protection is commensurate with status, effectively placing a blanket 

restriction on most development in the countryside.[6.33, 6.40, 6.41, 7.221] 
However, it does include a requirement to maintain/enhance the character, 

amenity and functioning of the countryside, which chimes with the 
environmental objective in the Framework at paragraph 8c) and with the 

need set out at paragraph 170b) to recognise the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside. To that extent, I afford any conflict with it some, 

albeit limited weight. I am 

 

 
763 CD11.6, INSPECTOR’S NOTE: Mr Canavan (for the Council) verbally corrected some of his entries on the table. 

The weight to be afforded in his view to policy BNE25 (page 2) was confirmed as limited (instead of medium); the 

weight in his view to be afforded to policy BNE48 (page 4) was confirmed as none (as opposed to limited); and the 

weight he considered should be afforded to policy S1 (page 5) was confirmed as limited (as opposed to full). In 

addition, the Appellant revised its position in relation to policy T1, as set out in ID46. 
764 CD11.6
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supported in that view by the reasoning of a colleague in the Orchard Kennels 
Decision drawn to my attention.765 

9.230 BNE34 relates to the ALLIs.[6.34, 6.36, 6.331, 7.222(3-5), 7.223] As noted by the Orchard 
Kennels Inspector, it is not a general restraint policy, but one that protects 

specific areas for their local landscape value. I agree with him that as such, it 
is consistent with the aims of Framework paragraph 170 in seeking to 

contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment, including valued 
landscapes. There was no dispute that it is a valued landscape for these 

purposes. Although as a local designation, it is at the lower end of the 
hierarchy, it still merits protection. In restricting development in some areas, 

the policy may have some effect on housing delivery, but that is an inevitable 
side effect of protecting valued landscapes. As with my colleague, I see 

nothing in this aspect of the policy that is inconsistent with the approach of the 
Framework in seeking to balance the need for housing with the interests of the 

environment. I recognise, as noted above, that the Council has granted 
permission for some development in this ALLI, but matters of landscape and 

visual impact will often vary between different sites. Whilst recognising the 
pressing need for housing in Medway, like my colleague, I see no reason in 

this case why the conflict with policy BNE34 should be given anything less than 
full weight, even. 

9.231 Both parties are agreed that policy BNE47 is consistent with the Framework 
and any conflict with it can be afforded full weight.766 I have no reason to take 

a different view. 

9.232 There would be harm to the heritage significance of a range of heritage assets 
to varying degrees, none higher than towards the middle of the range that is 
less than substantial in the terms of the Framework, and minor/very limited 

harm to the significance of a non-designated asset. Those harms bring the 
development into conflict with Local Plan policies BNE14 and BNE18. 

Notwithstanding that the outcome of the internal heritage balance, a finding of 
less than substantial harm in relation to designated heritage assets does not 

equate to a less than substantial planning objection. 

9.233 Both parties are agreed that BNE14 is consistent with the Framework and any 
conflict with it can be afforded full weight.767 

9.234 Inasmuch as policy BNE18[6.31, 7.226] reflects the statutory duty set out at 
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act to 
resist development that would adversely affect the setting of a listed building, 

as opposed to balancing any harm that may arise against public benefits, there 
is an apparent tension with the Framework. However, the underlying purpose 
of both the statutory duty and the Framework is to protect the special interest 

and heritage significance of listed buildings. It would be a nonsense not to 
protect them just because the policy contains no balance. On that basis, I 

consider that any conflict with the policy can attract at least moderate, if not 
virtually full weight. 

 

 
765 CD4.4 paragraph 29 
766 Position Statement on Policy Matters (CD11.6) 
767 ibid
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9.235 I have found that the loss of this significant area of BMV land is not justified 
in this instance, bringing it into conflict with paragraph 170b) of the 

Framework. I attach moderate weight to this harm.[6.315, 7.93] 

9.236 I have found that the appeal scheme would result in a severe cumulative 
impact on traffic levels at key junctions in the local area and on the free flow of 
traffic on the local highway network, in particular subnetwork 2. As such, I 

have found that the scheme conflicts with Local Plan policy T1 and paragraphs 
108 and 109 of the Framework. 

9.237 The relevant part of policy T1 in terms of this appeal is permissive of 
development proposals provided that the highway network has adequate 

capacity to cater for the traffic which would be generated by the development. 
Inasmuch as it sets what the Appellant considers to be a lower threshold at 

which a policy conflict may be found, with the Framework allowing for adverse 
impacts on capacity, with refusal on highways grounds only where the residual 

cumulative impact is severe. I agree with the Appellant therefore that the 
policy is not in conformity with the Framework.[6.332, 7.138]768 Nonetheless, 

inasmuch as it does require an assessment of impact on capacity, I consider 
that any conflict with the policy should attract at least modest weight. 

9.238 The benefits of the appeal scheme are substantial and wide ranging. I am 
particularly mindful of the market and affordable housing that would be 
provided at this time of undoubtedly pressing need. However, when assessed 

and considered those benefits do not, even collectively, overcome the 
cumulative substantial weight I attach to the harms I have identified. In my 

view, the adverse impacts in this case significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits when assessed against the Framework taken a whole. 

9.239 Even had I concluded that the mitigated highway impacts were acceptable and 
that there really was no viable agricultural/horticultural use to which this 

particular area of BMV could be put, I consider the landscape harm to be so 
substantial that, and even without the heritage harm, the adverse impacts 

would still significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 
assessed against the Framework taken a whole. 

10. RECOMMENDATION 

10.1 For the reasons set out above, I recommend, on balance, that the appeal 
should be dismissed. 

10.2 In the event that the Secretary of State comes to a different view and allows 
the appeal, Annex D sets out the conditions that I recommend should be 

attached to any grant of planning permission, with Annex E containing 
information that the Secretary of State will need to consider when carrying 

out an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. 

Jennifer A Vyse 
INSPECTOR 

 

 

 
768 ID46
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Pump Lane Steering Group Community Submission in 
Response to the Medway Local Plan (2041) – Policy SA10 (Lower 
Rainham / Rainham Parkside Village Proposal) 

To: Medway Council / Planning Inspectorate / All Parties Concerned 

Local Plan Policy: SA10 (Lower Rainham / Rainham Parkside Village)  

Paragraph: 14.11, Page(s): 286-290 

Number of Objectors: 1728 (see document 2a – List of Objectors) 

Area of Contention (Policy SA10): 

- Legal Compliance: With regard to Policy SA10, we believe the Local Plan is not 
legally compliant and significantly conflicts with the NPPF and the findings of the 
2021 appeal decision relating to a similar development on the same site.  

- Soundness of Plan: With regard to Policy SA10, we believe the Local Plan is not 
sound as the proposal does not represent sustainable development. There is 
significant evidence provided in this submission, particularly with regard to the 
detailed evidence relating to the 2021 appeal on the same site, that such a 
proposal will have a severe impact on the local area. 

Ground for Objection (Policy SA10 ) 

On behalf of the overwhelming community response and 1728 objectors from the 
communities of Rainham and Twydall, and all those concerned in East Medway and 
beyond, the Pump Lane Steering Group is submitting this community objection to Policy 
SA10 – Lower Rainham / Rainham Parkside Village on the following grounds: 

1. The proposal fails to protect valued landscapes and would severely harm those 
landscapes and the function of the site as a green buffer between urban areas and 
the Medway Estuary. 
 

2. The proposal would lead to development across the site leading to a significant 
loss of high-quality and productive BMV (Best and Most Versatile) Grade 1 
agricultural land. 
 

3. The proposal, particularly due to its isolated location north of the railway line, 
would exacerbate existing traffic issues, whilst introducing new significant 
impacts, resulting in severe residual impacts on the highway network. 
 

4. The proposal would fundamentally alter the historic character of the area, 
affecting both visual and non-visual connections to the heritage assets, which 
neighbour or are encompassed within the site area. 
 



We have set out our case for objection to Policy SA10 in document 1a – Case for 
Objection, which forms the detailed part of our submission. We have also provided the 
full report appeal report (Appeal Case Ref: APP/A2280/W/20/3259868) from the Secretary of 
State and Inspector regarding the 2021 appeal decision (document 1b). 
 
Finally, we have also included the full list of objectors (document  2a) who have signed 
up in support of this community submission objecting to Policy SA10. Please note that 
individual objectors have made their own comments with regard to Policy SA10, and the 
wider Local Plan, in addition to supporting the core reasons for Objection as above. 
 

Submission Documents Included 

1a – Case for Objection 

1b – 2021 Appeal SoS & Inspector Report 

2a – List of Objectors (with Comments) 
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The Pump Lane Steering Group’s Summary of Arguments Against Development of 
the Pump Lane Orchards (in the form of “Rainham Parkside Village”) being included 
in Medway Council's Draft Local Plan 

 

1. Whilst we acknowledge the need for housing in Medway, the proposal (Rainham 
Parkside Village) for 750 homes, an 8 form entry secondary school, a 2 form entry 
primary school, and associated development, would cause significant and 
irreversible harm to Lower Rainham, with wider direct and indirect impacts on the 
communities of Rainham, Twydall land those living in East Medway. 

2. In 2021, a similar proposal for 1250 homes was dismissed following a lengthy public 
inquiry (Ref: MC/19/1566, APP/A2280/W/20/3259868).  The Secretary of State, agreeing 
with the findings of the Planning Inspectorate, issued a strong and decisive 
repudiation of that proposal on the basis that the loss of best and most versatile 
(BMV)Grade 1 agricultural land, the landscape impacts and the local highway 
impacts did not outweigh the benefits of development. There were also strong 
arguments on grounds relating to the designated heritage areas and properties. 

3. The evidence presented in 2021 proved that the harms of significant development on 
this site strongly outweigh the benefits of housing delivery and associated facilities. 
We have reappraised the 2025 proposal, setting out our concerns, whilst also 
acknowledging the common threads and substantial weight of evidence in the 2021 
appeal decision against significant development on the site. 

 

4. Valued Landscape and Rural Character 

 

4.1. The appeal site is recognised as a 'valued landscape' that requires greater 
protection under national policy: 

4.1.1. The Lower Rainham Farmland Character Area is noted for its rural 
character. The Medway Landscape Character Assessment identifies the 
area as retaining an 'essentially rural character.' 

4.1.2. The site is largely rural, with minimal urban influence. Its is currently 
categorised an Area of Local Landscape Importance (ALLI). 

4.1.3. The site is characterized by rural features, including orchards and 
tranquility. 

4.1.4. The area serves as a buffer between urban and rural settings, emphasizing 
the need to resist major developments. 

4.1.5. The area has clearly defined boundaries separating the urban from rural, 
with the railway line to the south, Bloors Woods to the east, and Yokosuka 
Way to the west. 
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4.2. The proposed development site occupies a substantial portion of the ALLI, 
affecting its integrity: 

4.2.1. The proposal would cause irrevocable harm to landscape character and 
visual amenity. 

4.2.2. The proposal site constitutes about 75% of the depth of the ALLI, making it 
crucial for maintaining a green buffer between urban areas and the Medway 
Estuary. 

4.2.3. Development of the site would eliminate the green buffer and erode clear 
boundaries leaving only a narrow field width between urban areas and the 
estuary. 

4.2.4. The proposal would also adversely affect views from the estuary and 
railway, diminishing the area's attractiveness. 

4.2.5. Access to an attractive rural landscape for urban residents would be 
severely limited, as the area would become a housing estate. 

 

4.3. With regard to the 2021 appeal decision, the Secretary of State agreed that 
development of the site would have a substantial adverse landscape and visual 
impact, with corresponding harm to the character and appearance of a wide 
swathe of countryside between the Lower Rainham Road and Twydall. 

 

4.4. The Secretary of State considered the degree of harm to be significant, and came 
to this view having had regard to the status of the site, lying as it does within a 
valued landscape as recognised by its designation as an ALLI in the Local Plan 
(existing), and that the harm would be a consequence not only to its landscape 
importance, but also to its functions, particularly that as a green buffer. 

 

 

5. Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land 

 

5.1. The appeal site comprises predominantly best and most versatile (BMV) Grade 1 
agricultural land, which is currently in use as viable productive orchards: 

5.1.1. AC Goatham & Sons (Goathams - who are a substantial and sophisticated 
operator in the top-fruit market) purchased the freehold of Pump Farm in 
2011. It is reasonable to assume that, before purchasing the freehold of the 
farm (rather than merely renting it), they would have only purchased the farm 
if they considered it to be viable. 

5.1.2. Since purchasing Pump Farm, they have reinvested in the site by replanting 
the orchards twice (4.45 ha in 2011, and 4.45 ha in 2017. It is reasonable to 
assume that Goathams would not have replanted had they considered the 
orchards to be unviable. 
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5.1.3. Goathams also illustrated their confidence in the viability of the orchard by 
purchasing the freehold of Bloors Farm in 2016, expanding orchard 
production at the farm. At that time they had been operating Pump Farm for 
five years. Therefore, they decided to purchase Bloors Farm having had half 
a decade of experience of operations on the neighbouring farm. 

 

5.2. There are significant concerns regarding the loss of the BMV Grade 1 agricultural 
land and productive orchards: 

5.2.1. Approximately 51.5ha of the site is classified as BMV, with 96% being 
Grade I (Excellent) or Grade II (Good).  

5.2.2. The proposal indicates a direct, permanent substantial adverse effect on 
BMV land, which will no longer continue as productive orchards / farmland.  

5.2.3. The loss of this extent of BMV land of the highest quality is plainly a 
consideration which should ordinarily carry substantial weight against the 
proposal. 

5.2.4. Historical investments by Goathams in the site suggest it is viable for 
orchard farming. 

5.2.5. In 2021, the Council, “did not accept that allocated sites in the emerging 
Local Plan would inevitably involve the loss of this extent of BMV land of this 
quality, and certainly not a site in active agricultural use, as the site currently 
is.” 

 

5.3. With regard to the 2021 appeal decision, the Secretary of State considered the 
Inspector’s analysis regarding the extent of BMV land in the District and the 
availability of non-BMV land in the District. He agreed that there is at least the 
possibility of locating strategic development, such as that proposed here, on land 
that is potentially of poorer quality/usefulness than that of the appeal site. 
Furthermore, the Secretary of State agreed that the loss of the site’s significant 
area of BMV land, and the orchards, would have a negative effect on the provision 
of such land in terms of economic and other benefits, bringing it into conflict with 
the NPPF. 

 

 

6. Traffic and Highway Network Concerns 

 

6.1. The local highway network is already congested, and the proposal would 
exacerbate existing traffic issues significantly: 

6.1.1. Current conditions are characterized by heavy congestion, with queuing 
already occurring at junctions. 
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6.1.2. There are limited safe walking routes to/from the site area, and very limited 
public transport. 

6.1.3. There is a rural PROW that runs through most of the middle of the site. 

6.1.4. The roads around the site are traditional narrow country lanes, whilst the 
busy main road to the north (The Lower Rainham Road), struggles with 
existing traffic loads and features multiple narrow pinch points. 

6.1.5. The two proposed schools would have capacity for around 2000 pupils. 
There is very limited connectivity to the existing urban area (south of the 
railway line), where most pupils will likely be travelling from home. 

 

6.2. The proposal, including the schools, would be largely dependent on car travel, 
resulting in developments and communities, which fall short of sustainable 
transport principles: 

6.2.1. Due to the isolated location of the site, the development will likely generate 
an additional 1500 two-way trips during peak hours, worsening traffic 
conditions. 

6.2.2. Key arterial routes, such as the A2 and A289, would experience significant 
deterioration in congestion and travel times. 

6.2.3. The proposal does not provide adequate mitigation to address the 
challenge of the existing traffic situation. 

6.2.4. The exacerbation of traffic issues by the proposal will lead to severe 
impacts on the local road network, resulting in overloaded junctions and 
severe congestion. 

 

6.3. With regard to the 2021 appeal, the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector 
that that the residual cumulative impacts on subnetwork 2 would be severe, 
particularly during the AM and PM peaks. He stated the appeal scheme would 
have a severe residual cumulative impact on the local highway network and that 
there would be conflict in this regard with NPPF. The Secretary of State 
considered the harm to attract substantial weight. 

 

 

7. Heritage Assets and Their Significance 

 

7.1. The proposed development would adversely affect multiple designated heritage 
assets, necessitating careful consideration of the associated harm: 

7.1.1. The site is adjacent to (or surrounds) several listed properties and borders 
two designated heritage areas. 
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7.1.2. The proposal would cause material harm to the significance of five 
designated heritage assets. 

7.1.3. Historic England emphasizes the importance of the agricultural setting for 
the significance of these assets, which would be compromised by the 
development.  

7.1.4. The assessment of harm should consider the aggregate impact on all 
designated heritage assets rather than evaluating them individually.  

7.1.5. The development would fundamentally alter the historic character of the 
area, affecting both visual and non-visual connections to the heritage assets. 

 

7.2. With regard to the 2021 appeal, the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector 
that the heritage harms should be given considerable importance and weight. He 
further agreed with the Inspector that such harms should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the scheme. 

 

 

8. Conclusions on the Proposal and National Planning Policy Framework 
Compliance 

 

8.1. The proposal contradicts several key policies in the National Planning Policy 
Framework, and substantial weight should also be afforded to the 2021 appeal 
decision. Whilst that development and this proposal are not identical, it is a 
similar proposal which covers the same site area with the same or worse 
impacts. Therefore, just as the case for the 2021 development, and the 
subsequent strong and decisive rejection at appeal, the significant harm from the 
proposal outweighs the benefits, making it unsustainable: 

 

8.1.1. 1. The proposal fails to protect valued landscapes and would severely 
harm those landscapes and the function of the site as a green buffer 
between urban areas and the Medway Estuary. 

 

8.1.2. 2. The proposal would lead to development across the site leading to 
a significant loss of high-quality and productive BMV (Best and Most 
Versatile) Grade 1 agricultural land. 

 

8.1.3. 3. The proposal, particularly due to its isolated location north of the 
railway line, would exacerbate existing traffic issues, whilst introducing 
new significant impacts, resulting in severe residual impacts on the 
highway network. 
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8.1.4. 4. The proposal would fundamentally alter the historic character of 
the area, affecting both visual and non-visual connections to the 
heritage assets, which neighbour or are encompassed within the site 
area. 



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Alan Stockey Yes

Leslie beckwith Yes

Colin Panter Yes

Donna Buckingham Yes I thought this was already turned down and the appeal failed as it would adversely affect the view as well as the infrastructure is not there. Roads in Rainham will not cope. 

Ann Martin Yes This part of Medway cannot take anymore traffic whatsoever!  

James Buckingham Yes

Mercedes Wilkinson Yes

Robert Handy Yes

Robert Wilkinson Yes

Amanda Handy Yes

Misia Taylor Yes There has been significant development along Lower Rainham road already over the last few years. The orchards are the last bit of farm land left. The infrastructure simply cannot cope with this additional level of housing. 

Ellie Morris Yes why would we want to get rid of the beautiful scenery and nature around us?

Cheryl Yes The impact this would have on the safety of everyone from pollution, infastructure, travel,traffic  and services. The country element of wanting to live here is the beauty of open spaces an orcherds to be  destroyed for housing thats currently not needed as houses in the area on other sides remain unsold so the next phase now on hold .

Derek Benford Yes

1) The orchards are full of wildlife. Rabbits, foxes, woodpeckers and pheasants to name but a few.
2) When I moved here, I was assured the orchards couldn't be built on, as it was 'green belt' land.
3) I recently needed a dentist and rang in excess of 35 dentists, before I was finally taken on as a temporary NHS patient! The locality just can't cope with the added burden to the NHS.
4) The lack of infrastructure is a massive problem as it is. Pump Lane and Lower Rainham Road becomes a death trap during rush hour as it is. These roads are a fatality waiting to happen particularly during peak times.
5) Since living here, I have suffered more power cuts and water outages than all of my previous addresses put together. And the constant stench from the third rate sewage system is never far away. In short - THE NEIGHBOURHOOD IS STRUGGLING TO COPE WITH THE DEMANDS IT ALREADY HAS!
6) Temporary housing is proposed a stones throw from my back garden. Who exactly,  is the Council proposing to temporarily house? This earmarked site is also very near to the proposed school site! Possibly ill-thought and dangerous in my opinion!
7) If the school is turned down, what alternative proposals are there for that site?
8) Is anyone going to compensate us for the depreciation in the value of our homes and for that matter, for the increased cost of house insurance!? Disgraceful destruction of British countryside. Also, distinct lack of infrastructure and facilities. Total lack of consideration for the vast array of wildlife, living in the orchards

John Filtness Yes Noise, pollution, extra traffic, 

Nigel Beckett Yes

Inadequate infrastructure and the adverse effect that this proposed development would have on the ever diminishing quality of life of the residents of Gillingham and Rainham.

Gary Nunn Yes

Brian Clay Yes

I can not see one good reason to build these homes as the impact it will have on the health of all the surrounding area with the dust and burning of the trees and people.If you count the amount of people. 750 new homes would bring is 3000 2500 cars going up and down pump lane if think this is very poor business. Infastructure
Change of environent I brought in the area for.
Safety of traffic and pedestrians on pump lane.
Noise, polution during building.
Not needed homes not sold now on lower rainham road.
School sits empty at Twydal School.
MCH health centre closing an building another surgery which will not accomade the 3000 extra people .
This is a ludicrus plan for this area.

Matt Day Yes This area has neither the physical infrastructure, (such as suitable road links or additional utilities capacity) or the wider social infrastructure (such as hospitals, doctors, dentist's)

Rebecca Lehmann Yes Medway is becoming a nightmare connurbation. It's so important to protect the green spaces that remain. 

Jayne Woolley Yes Too much traffic as it is, not enough schools, doctors, hospitals, dentists, infrastructure just isn’t there. Roads are full of potholes due to excessive traffic, numerous power cuts recently and too many water leaks. Everything needs renewing before we even start to think of building any more!

Yes I have concerns about further strains on already strained services. Drainage is poor,  and Lower Rainham Road is already too busy now. 

Jackie Clark Yes

Courtney Penfold Yes

Kristina Laker Yes

Claire Clarke 77 Yes The orchards are full of fruit and there is an abundance of wildlife. There is no infrastructure to support the proposed development.  

Chey Hallihan Yes

Cheyvonne Penfold Yes

Hollie Sterry Yes

Anna Goulette Yes

Paul Clarke Yes

Conor Murdoch Yes

Ewan Murdoch Yes

Debbie Murdoch Yes

Julie Davis Yes

Yes

Jon chappell Yes

I would like to know…..

Under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, I request the following information:

  Housing Waiting List & Local Residency

   - How many individuals are currently on your housing waiting list? Of these, how many have lived continuously in your authority area for at least six years?

Immigration or Residency Status (if held)

    -Does the council hold or consider any information relating to immigration status, nationality, or residency eligibility of housing applicants?

    If not, please confirm whether there is any internal policy guidance regarding this.

 Crisis or Emergency Justification

   - Has any recent or proposed housing development been justified on the basis of a housing crisis, shortage, or emergency?

    If so, please provide a summary of the reports, data, or correspondence used to support that claim.

Allocation & Priority Criteria

    -Please provide a summary of your current housing allocation or banding system, including the priority criteria.

    Are applicants with no local connection ever prioritised above long-standing residents?

Cross-Council Relocations

    -In the past 5 years, how many individuals or families have been placed into housing or temporary accommodation in your area by external councils or national bodies?

Please provide this information in electronic format.

Leanne Vincent Yes The area cannot simply cope with the extra housing and associated problems that this development would bring.

Kerry Stubbs Yes Destruction of natrual habitat and wildlife.

Bonny Yes

Peter Knight Yes The objections raised previously to the Pump Lane development are still very relevant today. This beautiful natural region, provides essential protection to the environmentally important area alongside the River Medway

Kathy Sheppard Yes

Janet Duggan Yes

Sarah Young Yes Rainham cannot handle anymore houses 

David Hale Yes The infrastructure of the lower Rainham area cannot deal with this additional.pressure.

Lucy Clarke Yes The traffic will be insane and so polluting- a double whammy for our environment 

Ron Stronach Yes The lack of roads in the area, the lack of water in this region, the lack of hospital space in this part of Kent, the lack of doctors in this part of Kent, the poor air quality in this part of Kent, need I go on?

Sharon Searle Yes

Rebecca Snelling Yes We do not need any more houses in Rainham. Stop allowing all of the orchards and land to be developed. The town and roads can’t cope as it is and the countryside is being spoilt. 

Lisa Bayliss Yes

Ila Hewitt Yes This land should not be built on full stop. Its value as high grade agricultural land as a vital green buffer within the local landscape are too valuable to loose.

Mel Paylor Yes

Robert Paylor Yes Where is all the extra traffic going probably a 1000+ cars plus we need a new hospital not houses for profit and certainly not affordable for locals.

Laurie Snell Yes

Nicholas Humphrey Yes

The destruction of the orchards on which this new development is planned will be massively detrimental to our air quality and already crumbling road surfaces in Rainham throughout its build phase (no S106 money there to repair the damage) and worse still after the “lungs of Rainham” have been destroyed. Staggering biodiversity loss an

750 homes equates to at least 2000 extra people in the area. Where is the water coming from and where is the extra  sewerage going? Into Motney Hill which can’t cope at present? The infrastructure MUST be in place BEFOREHAND. And, we’ve heard it all before about ( false) promises that schools, community centers etc will be built and 

The local roads simply cant cope with the extra traffic this will create. As it stands the roads become blocked if the the lower Rainham road or A2 have roadworks, this will jut make things worse. Also the Medway Maritime hospital is already overstretched dealing with the current population, a new or better staffed facility would be needed 

once agricultural land is concreted over it cannot be re-instated and with climate change we may need all the agricultural land to feed the people. I know some fools say we don't need farmers but when all foreign farms are just dust bowls then we sure do need our farmers. The current infrastructure is not capable of sustaining this develop

Great concern over the water supply for all these houses, as we are already on a hosepipe ban before they are built. Also the road infrastructure will not manage with another 1400 cars on our already pot holed busy roads. Our roads are already overcrowded, this development has the potential to cost lives as ambulances will take longer to

Katalin Hrebenko-Squire

May we implore you to come to the same conclusion you came to less than 5 years ago following thorough examination and a tour of he area. The circumstances of which nothing has changed other than additional homes and an academy being built adding 40 minutes to journey times due to the acute traffic and immovable infrastructure

Ysabelle Dowen-Clought

We need this orchard not only for the fruit but for the wildlife - bees etc and oxygen from the trees. "There is so much building work going on in this area the traffic is absolutely horrendous, hospital services cannot cope, doctors, dentists etc are not taking new patients. What is going to happen. Please, please 🙏🏻 look at all the objections. W
"

This piece of land is so important to everyone’s mental health . I love to go walking down there to get away from it all, so much nature and beauty. The area around this is struggling already with not enough hospitals, doctors, schools and dentists. I am totally against this building, this is area is being ruined and does not have room for these



Name: ile): Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Jenny Pattenden Yes

The air quality in Rainham is already suffering with the amount of traffic and queues that are becoming part of the norm. Children’s health is suffering.let alone taking away more green spaces.
The hospital is struggling to support the amount of people currently in the area and additional people is going to effect them further.
GPS/dentists/orthodontic/ health visitors/midwives are in very short supply.
Schools/nurserys/childcare facilities/social services/mental health services- are all unable to provide the necessary resources already required.
Water supplies-water shortages, pipelines are old and need upgrades.
Electricity and Gas all need extra resources.
All of the above.

Janie Clement-Walker Yes Already written to them with our objections which are mainly about the lack of infrastructure. 

Mark Beard Yes There is no infrastructure in the area. The roads are gridlocked every day. I cannot even get out or into my drive most days due to the shear volume of traffic. Stop killing this area. There is plenty of space  in other parts of the country. The government is turning Kent into a concrete jungle. I hope people see sense & bin this silly idea. 

Amy Yes

Helen Kerr Yes Save our Wildlife and the environment should we be keeping green spaces instead of making a concrete jungle

Heather Gilbert Yes Agree with the above 

Jonathan Kerr Yes

Sarah Kemp Yes More green space lost to housing that would infrastructure cannot accommodate,
This housing is unsustainable

David F Slater Yes Worrying destruction of Agricultural land affecting our local wildlife and road infrastructure, along with a General Hospital that cannot cope already with the amount of people living in its catchment area, meaning even longer waiting lists and difficulty obtaining Doctors & Dental Surgeries.

William Dawson Yes Agree with above comments 

Yes Already written to the planning inspectorate

Denise Harris Yes

This area is entirely unsuitable for large-scale development for several reasons:

Loss of agricultural land: These orchards are a valuable food-producing resource at a time when national food security and sustainable farming should be a priority.

Inadequate infrastructure: The surrounding road network—particularly Lower Rainham Road—was never designed for high traffic volumes. It already suffers from chronic congestion. The layout of existing housing make any meaningful highway improvements unfeasible.

Environmental harm: The proposed development threatens one of the last remaining green spaces in this part of Rainham. It acts as a vital green lung, helping to offset poor air quality, and serves as a wildlife corridor linking to the country park and fields to the north.

Reintroducing this proposal not only disregards local voices and environmental priorities but also undermines trust in the planning process.

Craig Harris Yes

Sarah Stepney Yes

Katie Kemlo Yes

No infrastructure
Not enough doctors
Hospital overrun
Traffic congestion already horrendous along the lower Rainham Road and surrounding areas
Rainham used to be beautiful yet every piece of Greenland is being destroyed

Larry Williamson Yes Too much traffic on the Lower Rainham Road already!

Paula Cairns Yes Even if all the properties built were affordable we could not cope with extra vehicles in our area. The doctors surgeries and hospitals are already are overwhelmed. 

Leon Roskilly Yes
We urgently need to address the biodiversity crisis. This potential development is totally in the wrong place. "Wrong development in the wrong place for the wrong reasons.

We have more need to preserve green space for the benefit of the wider community than housing here, where infrastructure is already creaking under the load of inappropriate development."

Max Harris Yes I love walking through these orchards on my way to school and do not want them to be destroyed for houses. We need to protect our trees, not chop them down unnecessarily.

Zoe Pokora Yes

Olivia Smith Yes

Karen Stone MBE Yes

Debra Hawkes Yes Medway especially Rainham does not have the infrastructure to cope with any more housing. The roads are gridlocked, the hospital is at breaking point and these orchards are prime agricultural land which should be preserved 

Christine Clarke Yes

Dylan Cale Yes Too much greenery already taken away and destroyed. Bad enough with Northdane Way. 

Sharon Cunliffe Yes

Keeley Kelly Yes Rainham has literally been saturated with new housing developments over the last few years - it is now totally unrecognisable - no more building on our green open spaces - we do not want to live in a concrete jungle! 

Claire Moore Yes

This area cannot cope with any more houses
There is already too much traffic on the Lower Rainham road and surrounding areas.
The water and sewage systems cannot cope with the amount of houses there are at the moment, along with the roads that are constantly needing repairs due to the amount of cars and lorry's that go on them.
The Lower Rainham road was designed as a B road, not for high volume traffic which would be made even worse if this development was to go ahead.
The local Hospital and doctors are struggling to cope with high demand as there are too many people in the area.
Destroying more green land means destroying  homes for wildlife .
The area does not need any more houses built on it, it is already overcrowded.

Grace Smith Yes Further detonation of medways landscape will bring no essential money nor flourishment to the area. The facilities for local peoples are already over run. This change will make things unbearable. 

Alison Stickells Yes Hospitals, Doctors,Schools and definitely the local roads and Motorways can not cope with the amount of new builds that have swamped Medway and Swale.
Please take into account the amount of housing sites already approved in this area and as a resident how this affects all our lives. I used to live with fields around me now i’m in the middle of a concert jungle please stop

Michelle Green Yes We are bursting at the seams.  No infrusture to support all the new houses.  Traffic is already like London.

Stephen McIntosh Yes It’s very sad we have to go through this again. As before the roads at Lower Rainham and Beachings Way cannot cope at rush hour now,  let alone with another 750 houses that probably will have 2/3 cars per house hold increasing the traffic. 

Deborah Gorman Yes
Although the Esquire proposal is for 750 properties the adjacent plots are also in the pipeline to be developed probably by a different company ( according to an Esquire planner at the consultation event). Is this correct and those developers haven't been appointed yet?
Do we really need  another secondary school so close to others in the area? Even with a widened Pump Lane school traffic alone will cause issues.

Mark Batty Yes

Alison Doyle Yes No infrastructure to support this. Medway hospital cannot cope the roads cannot cope. We do not need more housing on Lower Rainham road. There is increased traffic and pollution as it due to new housing estates. We need green space.

Marilyn Croucher Yes This application is just stupid.  We have already objected to, and overturned, a previous application, so why would the Inspectorate think we have changed our minds? I’m just finding all of this utterly maddening.  How many times do we have to go through this?   Are you not listening?  No means no.

Diane Pullen Yes This area is already saturated with new developments and local infrastructure is already overwhelmed. 

Lynsey Clarke Yes

Elizabeth Tredgett Yes

June Pask Yes Why spend 250k on the refusal and now add it back in? What a disgraceful use of public funds.

Charlotte Flannery Yes

Pressure on the local hospital- we don’t have enough beds for the population as it is.

Sewage burden. Lower rainham road and pump lane cannot cope with the sewage it has. There is a frequent smell in these areas.

Bats are frequently seen flying in the orchards. What about other wildlife too?

Concerns around traffic. Rainham cannot cope with the  existing traffic.

Steve Stone Yes

Emma Aldous Yes

Kirsty Cruttenden Yes

Maggie Francis Yes

Anita Bushell Yes

Destruction of even more of our green spaces which provide a cleaner air than urbanisations.
More traffic on roads which already have difficulty coping with.
Impact on water drainage, more housing, more concrete less water into the water table.
A local hospital which provides the best service it can whilst being far too small for the area it covers, more people will make this problem even worse, it is also hard enough already to get to see a GP let alone being new and needing to register.
Many houses now are being rented out to London councils at astronomical amounts bringing in many undesirables to the area.
Leave our little piece of the garden of England as it is, for generations to enjoy in the future.

Susan Rogers Yes Infrastructure/hospitals/doctors can’t cope now the whole system is overloaded will be  overrun with more houses people cars ect 

Rebecca Baldock Yes

Louise Macdonald Yes

Michael Rogers Yes Rainham/medway cannot cope with more housing especially on green belt it has to stop 

Brigitte Reeve Yes The area can’t support more buildings, already at breaking point with roads, drains, dr surgeries and hospitals 

Edward Rapley Yes

Susan Winder Yes

Stephanie Curtis Yes Rainham has already lost vast amounts of its green space, it has turned into a concrete jungle. The ridiculous traffic issues being just one of the many reasons this cannot continue. This is Kent, the garden of England, please leave us alone. 

Sarah Green Yes

Amanda Grundy Yes

Tara Curran Yes

Steve Honeyball Yes I believe the impact on the environment and further negative effects on existing infrastructure would be disastrous. 

Jeanne Asquith Yes

Geoffrey Winder Yes All the objections from the last appeal still exist, so why is it ok to try and force this through . The same reasons exist that made it a case of turning it down . So many objections to this but road congestion , lost of prime agricultural land, not enough infrastructure, the list is endless. Please consider seriously the objections of last time. 

Vivienne Harris Yes As a community, we should not have to fight this again. 

Christopher Clement-W

This land, designated as prime agricultural land, has already been the subject of a previous planning application—one that was not only firmly opposed by the former Medway Council administration, but ultimately rejected by the Planning Inspectorate. That rejection followed significant public opposition and came at considerable cost to th

It is wholly inappropriate for development—past decisions have shown this clearly, and nothing has changed to justify a reversal.

It is incredibly sad that this is up for debate again, particularly as nothing has significantly changed from the last application which was refused and if anything the infrastructure in the local area has got worse; the roads are constantly congested making impossible to travel in the local area, the GP surgeries and Medway Hospital are at bre
This proposed development is on very profitable orchards, which produces the most amazing crop of apples,; the last few years the trees have been laden with apples and as a small country we need these orchards otherwise we will have to rely on crops being imported from overseas, which makes no sense whatsoever.

Rainham has become over populated and as a result, services including the health services, doctors, hospital capacity etc has deteriorated with no proportional measure to accept these increases, no investment.  I cannot get doctor appointments, the hospitals are struggling more than ever, the roads are more congested with constant clo

I enjoy walking in this stunning area of countryside and enjoy the wildlife. It’s one of the few places left in the area to enjoy. There has been so much destruction to the countryside in this area which is now so built up. It has made the lower road quite busy and dangerous.  More housing will
add to this.  I fail to understand how we have a government focussed so heavily on net zero and yet we are looking to cut down trees which eradicate CO2. It makes no sense whatsoever. Given all the empty housing and brown field sites available including areas which were passed for development in the area which still haven’t seen a sing

This land should be kept for farming not wasted on houses that we don't need. Rainham has already been developed well beyond its infrastructure. Roads are regularly log jammed, doctors, dentists  hospital over stretched, air quality low and water supply issues. It's far too large a scale development right in an already built up /highly popu

I am speechless that this is back up for consideration as nothing has changed, the proposed plan of 750 houses , a secondary and primary school will mean that the number of cars and people will equate to the same numbers as previously and the area is  just not able to cope with this increase, the infrastructure is already stretched to bre

The destruction of viable agricultural land that enables wildlife to move between other green areas has to be stopped. The pockets of green landscape in such an over developed urbanised area is essential to maintain boundaries and a better ecosystem. The increase in traffic on an already broken infrastructure of roads, sewage and water

As well as all of the reason stated by the steering group all of which I agree wholeheartedly with I would also like to reiterate my concerns regarding the poor air quality in the Rainham area and the negative impact I feel further development and distraction of our natural areas will have on this. We all deserve to breath clean air but I also hav

Totally opportunistic attempt to destroy grade 1 listed agricultural land. The section 106 money promised against this and other local developments is not coming to fruition to the benefit of the local residents so extremely unlikely to change in this case. No one has listened to me previously but I live in hope that in this occasion common s

Kent is the Garden of England.  It must stay that way. Our own agricultural land is vital to our nation  and the orchards are vital to this community.  They provide a green lung to what is fast becoming a concrete jungle.  So many negatives have been proven in 2021 and these are just as important now as they were then. The planning inspect

I am just appalled this area has come back in for possible redevelopment. We need to preserve this prime agricultural land , wildlife etc and I really don’t understand how building this amount of houses right next to roads that are basically so tight ( one car only ) in places with children walking down without pavements can be considered su

I cannot believe the cheek of AC Gotham to try & get planning through on that land again, they lost for a reason & have just dismissed those reasons, it is pure greed just look at the amount of agricultural land they have sold off for housing in recent years. They need to be stopped !!! Rainham cannot handle more houses on the lower road it

The roads cannot take the thousands of more vehicles, we all struggle now with the congested roads. We seem to have more vehicles driving at speed on Lower Pump Lane and this is before more houses are built. Agricultural land should be left and not spoilt. Buy British fruit and veg. If the council had their way they would agree to every 

Nothing has changed since 2021 we still don’t have the infrastructure or space for all this housing! Rainham has a saturation of new build housing and this proposed area cannot handle any additional homes. Rainham is already saturated with new builds, we have done our bit! The plans were rejected for a number of reasons and those rea



Name: ): Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Lyndsay Johnson Yes

Mark Hewer Yes I will supply additional information to the council as allowed for as part of the consultation.

Sarah Freiter Yes

The inspectorate refused the appeal previously on varying grounds, I mention some below that I feel are of the upmost importance.

The highways were a contentious issue as they were at that time stretched to their limit. Since the rejection Rainham has been subjected to many new building developments which have further pushed these roads to breaking point.
Air pollution is far higher now than 2021 & is at unacceptable levels.
Indeed as an Asthma sufferer I can feel the difference the growth of traffic levels have made to my condition.
The original reasons for rejection are therefore more prominent now.

The proposed land is profitable as a working & high yielding orchard. Indeed AC Goatham are sole supplier for apples to Aldi I believe so these fields are very profitable.
It is also graded as best & most versatile for growing & to be kept as such for times of national emergencies.
Given that the world is in a state of flux, uncertainty & disarray due to multiple conflicts in 2025 it is unthinkable this land should be built upon. As a country we have become too reliant on the importation of our food & losing this land would add further strain to this.

Historically this Kentish ‘fruit belt’ has existed for generations. I find it abhorrent that the greed of a small group of people would steal this land from future generations.
The green lungs of this area cannot be replaced once built upon.

Medway Hospital is not fit for purpose due to the huge increase in population in recent years. Operations are cancelled. Beds are not available to those who need them & corridors are used as overflow wards.
Local GP surgeries are full. Wait times to see a GP can be weeks.
This is not seen in all areas of the UK, seemingly only in areas where land & houses are priced high.
To add thousands more people to this is creating more burden when the system is so far stretched already.
I object to this development on every level.

Patrick Curran Yes

Michael Adams Yes

Stephen Eriksson Yes

Judith Ballard Yes

Sally McBride Yes

Heidi Folk Yes Did the other side pay all the costs after they lost. I think this would have been a deterrent. This has already cost vast amounts of money and should never be considered again in any format 

Lianne Partington Yes

Sally Tarbit Yes This is an environmental disaster and more so, the road infrastructure cannot support the additional cars and traffic 

Sarah Norton Yes

Penny Cadman Yes I object to the development of this agricultural land. I am concerned that it will adversely affect the diversity of nature, the rural aspect of this part of green Medway, traffic and pollution. It will also add pressure on existing services.  Please find brown field sites for redevelopment, not green field sites like this one.

Michael Halbritter Yes Apart from the additional traffic, I think this development would would devalue the properties already located in the adjacent area and spoil there views and peace.

Louise Wragg Yes

Karen Adgie Yes Congestion on roads that cannot be widen.  Loss of air quality with trees being destroyed and property going up.  Medway has an extremely high asthma rate in par to London we need our trees for clean air.  The plans being submitted are unacceptable nothing will make this doable.  

Sophie Ives Yes

Geoff Clarke Yes Another agricultural asset in what was the garden of England being destroyed for greed. More imports more traffic. More pollution.

Claire Gordon Yes Medways current infrastructure does not have the capacity for additional housing. Hospital, doctors, schools and roads are over subscribed. Equally this land has has been of agricultural use for decades and should remain that way.

Denise Lockyer Yes The roads and infrastructure are just not available for houses in this area. As planning committee members you must be aware of the absolute carnage this will cause on Lower Rainham Road and other surrounding rounds, not to mention the extra strain on Medway Hospital. The health centre and schools will not be built 

David Lockyer Yes INFRASTRUCTURE,HOSPITAL,ROADS,CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC , LOW WATER PRESSURE  ON EXISTING HOUSES, LAND LEFT FOR NEW  SCHOOL AND HEALTH CENTRE WILL NOT BE BUILT 

Sheila Collins Yes The traffic is already considerable with roads of poor quality. Would add to difficulties for dentists doctors and hospital appointments 

L Pellett Yes Medway is already too overcrowded and lacking enough facilities for those people it already holds ie Hospital, Doctor and Dentist access. It also now has very little green space left so to remove this to put further houses up would be a huge blow.

S Naylor Yes

Carole Pollington Yes The orchards are the last green area of Gillingham/ Rainham. Pump lane / lower rainham road too small for another 1000 cars. Pump lane is constantly dug up due to water issues for the small housing estate - the water system will not cope with another 750 houses without even more disruption for the local population 

Jayne White Yes

Mark Crane Yes

Debbi Atkinson Yes This is a beautiful area which supports green spaces which is important for mental health and also for wildlife. I visit often as  I have family who live in the area 

Elaine Terry Yes

Jayne Mealey Yes The orchards have been part of our community for many years. From socialising dog walks for especially older people to kids running around be sad to see them go and everything becoming buildings and all nature and land being removed 

Bradley McLoughlin Yes

Crystal Cotterill Yes

Cindy Lee Yes The Rainham Community are right to protect this land. They a have valid reasons which have been upheld. Medway Council need to listen act and support. 

Andrew Jenkins Yes Totally oppose. Lack of infrastructure, hospital, school etc. 

Carole Kent Yes The impact on hospital and Dr 

Keith Mackenney Yes

Jan Bentley Yes

Kelly Ascheri Yes

Emma Stewart Yes

Janet Mackenney Yes I’m disgusted that this has surfaced again after its complete rejection last time.

Gloria Woolley Yes Previous planning was refused it went to appeal at a huge cost and was refused - how can this be fair putting us and the the people that boarder it through all this new stress and putting people's lives in limbo again - Rainham can't cope with an extra 1500 plus cars more strain on doctors, dentist and school places!
When anything happens on M2 or Lower Rainham Road closed- Rainham is gridlocked which then creates more air pollution!

Steve Moorey Yes

Anne-Marie Hewer Yes

Julie Price Yes Planning permission was refused before, so what has changed. We need to keep our orchards.

Steve Woods Yes

James Martin Yes This new proposed development should be refused on exactly the same grounds as the previous planning refusal and appeal refusal. The scale and scope will have similar if not worse impact on the local area than the previous scheme.

Charlotte Cooke Yes

Josephine Millbank Yes

Douglas Smith Yes

Nicola Kingston Yes

Tina Bruce Yes Traffic, loss of wildlife habitat

Leah Ellis Yes

Johanna Galton Yes

Debra Pryor Yes I object to this as it destroys green space and buffer area will not exist.  We will lose agriculture land and traffic will increase in an area that can’t manage further traffic. If reasons for objection in 2021 were valid then they are still valid and this should not go ahead 

Claire Hickman Yes Our infrastructure cannot take any more new builds. We have water shortage. Lack of GP Surgeries.  Roads are busy with too much traffic. 

Michelle Ankers Yes 1) The area is already densely built up due to the new developments on LRR 2) Strain on healthcare services, there is only 1 hospital I. Medway 3)Lack of amenities in the area with GP appointments and school places already a struggle 4) Proctecting Our Orchards

Harley Tutt Yes Traffic will be horrendous and not good for the climate 

Andrea Jurs Yes

Kay Maher Yes

Hilary Brooks Yes

Are considerations being made for the increased sewage waste, household rubbish waste, water usage and the absurd sewage discharge into the Medway estuary.  This development is in addition to the 2000 houses earmarked for bredhurst. All of which will feed back into Medway.  Medway council are broke and will fold to any developer

This  cannot happen, the building requests in Medway on green fields and orchards  are a disgrace . The roads can’t take any further traffic. The hospital is full to the brim. You can’t get a GP’s appointment. There are no places in our schools. Our town’s are going to rack and ruin, this has to stop. Medway is not a nice place to live any more,

Beautiful productive orchard and the infrastructure cannot handle anymore housing /population in Rainham. The roads, hospital, doctors dentists, schools cannot cope with anymore additional housing. We need some productive green space saved, once we the orchards of England now we are becoming an extension to London. No more h

As an allotment holder that’s runs alongside the orchards I see daily foxes badgers rabbits a variety of birds, and many many bats and insects on a daily basis, but by bit their habitat is being destroyed, soon there will be no where left for the animals. I would also like to state that the infrastructure can not cope with the amount of traffic, int

It is absolutely ABHORRENT to destroy all of that wildlife and nature! There's nothing worse that humans could do on this planet (excluding a nuclear bomb!). The ONLY Hospital was at breaking point back in 2021, let alone now! I worked in outpatients management and I know for a fact that the waiting lists for 1st appointments for some s

Good agriculture land should not be used for development,  the proposed land is on the edge of a nature reserve and country lanes with no road infrastructure that current traffic can cope with and the increase in traffic if development was granted would only add to this . Local school routes aleady bottle neck between Motney Hill and Bere
Traffic calming measures on the lower Rainham Rd are inadequate,  speed humps to small allowing vehicles to speed and not slow down , 20mph zones not inforced and 30mph zones to fast through the traffic lights adjacent to the Public House Three Marinas .

There is brownfield sites very close by that should be considered for development before destroying orchards.

With the further development at the Otterham Quay Lane end of Lower Rainham Road our Roads are so over loaded at certain times of the day the roads are already practically at a stand still. That's the whole of this area including most of Lower Twydall too. There are already 4 primary and 3 secondary schools that all have to drop off and 

I urge the council to rethink the impact this build will have on the existing infrastructure. Living particularly close to the site I have seen first had the impact that the current building on lower Rainham road has had. I already cannot get a dentist appointment, I am barely able to see my GP. The wait lists are never ending to see a specialist at 

I cannot believe that this proposal is being considered once again after the recent very lengthy and costly planning process which resulted in the inspector’s complete rejection of the previous development proposals.   This is the wrong place for a development of this size on prime agricultural land in an area that provides a much needed g

The current infrastructure regarding roads, water, sewage and electrical supply, is currently in adequate and not robust enough to cope with the existing buildings and ongoing building works, let alone add another 750 homes, school, care home and other amenities in this proposed development. This is without the impact it will cause on ou

The land being considered is not unused green space, it is land currently used for agriculture which has been there for many years. I live very close to the area and have done for a very long time. These beautiful orchards make up the character of where we live. The proposal will bring overcrowding to the area, put a strain on facilities and in

1-it is already extremely difficult to cross the Lower Rainham Road as their are no crossing point between Riverside Park and Grange Roundabout
2-there is already an extreme litter/fly tipping problem in this area, a lack of litter and dog poo bins, I have already complained numerous times to the council to no avail
3-the over crowded roads that are extremely poorly maintained will become even worse
4-further pollution
5-parking on and near new build estates is always an issue as sufficient parking in not included leading to pavement parking and difficulty for local road users
6-any new housing should be reserved for local people only, not sold out to London councils or London overspill.
7-Gillingham has some of the most dense housing in Medway already along Pier Road without a shuttle service to the train station, locals have to wait months for driving exams as The volume of Londoners that have moved here that previously relied on public transport find that the infrastructure is not in place in Medway so they need to le
8-there is an immense amount of wildlife here that  further development would have a disastrous effect.

I strongly object to the Pump Lane proposed development being included in the Local Plan or being used for any other development. This is prime agricultural land and any changes will have an adverse affect on the whole area. The proposed changes to infrastructure will never be enough to adequately deal with the enormous amount of tr
My objection is full will be submitted additionally. I am utterly appalled and dismayed by Medway Council's idea to include the proposed development of Pump Lane Rainham Orchards into their Local Plan, to include housing and numerous school developments.  Ac Goatham attempted to development this piece of land and was thankfully
The Planning Inspectorate highlighted the potential harm to the countryside's character and appearance - how has this changed?  Lower Rainham is already more urban that semi rural due to the number of housing developments that have been allowed since the last proposal was rejected.
The Planning Inspectorate commented that the orchard site is designated as part of a valued landscape and is an Area of Local Landscape Importance.
I believe the decision of The Planning Inspectorate in 2020 should be upheld and the renewed proposal of Pump Lane Orchards should be removed from Medway Council's Local Plan 2041.

I just cannot believe that yet again another green space is going to be taken. Our children and future generations are going to have nothing. You truly are destroying our environment for more housing and yet again no more infrastructure or make the areas that we already have matter. The roads are shocking, not enough schools, etc yet you

Lower Rainham Road is already at times a bottle neck with two sets of traffic lights and another one planned within a few hundred yards of the existing ones. During the rush hours  cars and large lorries are at a standstill. 750 new homes means around 1000 more cars this road will be unable to cope . After talking to their representatives y

We live on Lower Rainham Road and the pollution is now unbearable. Not only that the old Victorian sewerage pipes absolutely stink and overflow, We can’t have our windows open through pollution and the smell. We have a 2 year old. School spaces are already pushed. We live in a historical property that leads straight out onto Lower Rain

Traffic in the area around pump lane, lower rainham road and Bloors Lane is already dreadful,  especially when there is an accident on the M2. There is no access to the orchards - the single track road cannot be widened, lower rainham rod cannot be widened, and the other side is a duel carriageway.  Rainhams infrastructure is struggling a

We moved to Lower Rainham Road 19 years ago, having lived in gillingham and Rainham all my life. As a child i played in these orchards (and was chased off by the farmer).  The dream was yo live semi rural.

Unfortunately, in the past 19 years we have been seeing the destruction of our countryside and the increase of traffic.  The increase of pollution is very noticeable, especially my husband who has asthma. There is a serious lack of infrastructure and the lower road is constantly being closed to repair services which are under strain presuma

Medway hospital cannot cope, doctors cannot accommodate, and as for hosepipe bans!! Our bills have been doubled but no new reservoirs are being built so of course the existing reservoirs are under more strain!

I completely oppose this development and the destruction of our wildlife.

If this was to go ahead i would become a prisoner in my own home watching hundreds of lorries thundering past my house undermining the roads, utilites and our health.



Name: : Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Nicola Tutt Yes

Emma Smith Yes

Donna Bowman Yes

Gertrude Hayward Yes

Rob Toms Yes

Nick Carden Yes

Mavis Hollingsworth Yes I am strongly against this proposal as it would ruin the last tiny piece of rurality in my area.  It would play havoc with the already congested roads.  The air quality is already poor.  

William Heaton Yes

Denny Galton Yes

Jill Arnold Yes No suitable infrastructure, no doctors,dentists, or pharmacies. Roads gridlocked already. Lower Rainham Road constantly shut. Hospital can’t cope now. No one wants it. 

Laura Sparks Yes

Darren Andrews Yes

Amanda BUCK Yes

Recently two people received a prison sentence for chopping down one solitary tree yet the Council have no qualms about allowing open air burning of 60000 healthy fruit bearing trees and this would also impact on a huge diversity of birds and bees in the area, surely this is a criminal act, money is the main motive here, shame on them

The amount of extra traffic having such a huge number of extra houses will of course raise pollution, each house probably bringing a minimum of 2 cars with it, far too many houses in the plan, but even if they build only 200 now more will inevitably be added later, enough building has already been done over past few years, STOP NOW

In the Council's booklet they state ' the plan sets out policies to conserve and enhance nature' and 'supports the health and wellbeing of our communities such as good air quality' - how exactly is this possible in this instance?

Richard Sawyer Yes

Linda Thomas Yes Please see previous objections to the last planning application 

Karen Blake Yes

Lauren Bailey Yes

Evan Harris Yes

Linda Reynolds Yes

Lynn Williamson Yes

Simon Harris Yes Everything we said last time, this is a poor idea that takes no account of the local area, transport, healthcare, over burdened road network, etc etc

Charlotte Jones Yes

Valerie Gillett Yes

Leanne Cayless Yes

Lynn Drake Yes The people who live in Rainham do not want this development but we are being ignored. Said it all before 

Sally Hughes Yes

Sally White Yes

Julie Seager Yes

The orchard site is of vital value to the local community for numerous reasons
-a lung in a highly polluted area, the Medway towns often has air quality worse than London
-  a natural habitat to wildlife including birds insects rabbits and foxes
-protected hedgerows
-a safe surround to a narrow dangerous road
-a flood plain
-a provider of English fruit from BMV land

The area has had significant development since the last proposal which has added to the congestion in the area and only makes this development more unfeasible than before.
Local GP are full hospital waiting times high
This has to stop the Medway towns needs its last few green areas to stay green

Maria Jarvis Yes

Anne Bycraft Yes What has changed five years on!!!

Paula Hebditch Yes

Charles Streete Yes

Colin Hebditch Yes

The loss of beautiful green space and all it's benefits to the local community and wildlife.
The extra traffic on the local roads, increasing poor air quality. Extra traffic continuing to destroy the road surfaces.

The lack of services; dentists, doctors, and the now so inadequate A&E.
Noise from the construction, and safety of those having to walk up unlike, unpacked roads whilst lorries try to drive inadequate size roads!
The list is endless

Anthony Rist Yes

Steve Moorey Yes The orchard is a haven to birds and wild life and great English fruits 

Danny Millbank Yes

Daphne George Yes

Jane Sedgwick Yes

We moved here 33 years ago to enjoy green spaces,  scrubland & river walks and enjoy safe walking, quieter roads and an around better quality of life.
I am appalled, as an asthma sufferer, about the inevitable increased air pollution from yet more vehicles in the area.
The utter destruction of yet more green space reducing forever, the character of Lower Rainham and the detrimental effect on long standing residents.
More irretrievable destruction of wildlife.
E.G. Since the build in Berengrave Gardens (off Berengrave Lane) development 2021, we have lost without a trace
Pipistrelle Bats
Stag Beetles
Song Thrush
Despite there being so-called impact assessments.
It also forever altered the sound quality of our area in Holmoaks, amplifying local traffic noise and particularly the railway noise.

I am tired of planners refusing to look at the overall infrastructure especially where the local nhs has already categorically refused to build any new hospitals in this local area.
We are notoriously short on GPs, it is not a case of “ if you build it, they will come”. Medway does not attract high level medical staff. Medway hospital could not hold onto its own stroke unit due to a lack of staff and resources.  Research conducted as part of the Kent & Medway transformation plan proved it.

Medway has an aging population that will need effective Primary Care to prevent unwanted hospital admissions.  It’s already struggling. Clog up that with a potential for over 700 families demanding medical care and you have:-
Overburdened hospital service
Overburdened Health & Social Care Services
Overburdened Care provision
Overburdened Community Health Services.

Lower Rainham has suffered from repeated and ongoing building in the last 5 years. Every green space in Lower Rainham is built on or under threat of building e.g Persimmon development, Redrow, and Bellway straining the Lower Rainham Road with traffic, wear and tear and noise nuisance and poor air quality.
I challenge that if the social housing quota within some of these developments had not been offered and bought by certain London Borough’s we could provide for our own area better.
 The houses proposed will not be affordable, they do not offer local first time buyers a chance to purchase, nor they are forever homes offering those with elderly relatives or disabled children flexible accommodation. They do not appear to be eco-friendly with enhanced insulation, heat pumps and grey water re-cycling.
They will be over priced, executive family homes with at least  3 bathrooms, placing our overburdened Motney Hill sewage treatment plant under dangerous strain.
We will not tolerate the increased risk of sewage discharges into the local estuary, and increased smells and odour (which can happen even now).
This is profit over the people and families of Lower Rainham whose quality of life is being systematically eroded and destroyed by excessive building.
It’s a flagrant illegal attack to concrete over grade 1 agricultural land, already thrown out.
I am speechless with rage and indignation at this greed based plan and the pathetic excuses given for a lack of joined up research and prudent consideration of infrastructure and social health and welfare outcomes for those living here.

Stephen Button Yes We haven't got enough doctors and dentist for the houses we have got at the moment without building any more

M Everett Yes No infrastructure, hospitals, doctors , schools, roads too narrow, properties too expensive and not for our first time buyers, many new builds sold to outside councils, lower Rainham road already at breaking point constant roadworks and closures, 

Linda Cavalli Yes This is a small area of cherished land, please keep it that way.

Karen Ford Yes This area has had too much development in recent years with enormous effect on the road network, school places, GP surgeries and our local hospital. We need our green spaces especially this valued landscape. To build on this orchard would be a tragedy.

Sue Sandy Yes

Ollie Drake Yes

Mark Driscoll Yes

Caroline Marks Yes Birth rate declining and local people can’t afford the properties that already exist.
Also, very close the river, on a flood plain which will be more prone to flooding with all the trees being cut down

Susan Skirth Yes No infrastructure will be lut in place despite any promises made by developers or Medway Council.   Lower Rainham road cannot take any more traffic.  Our NHS is overrun as it is.

Lisa Lamb Yes

New developments need schools, roads, water, and sewage systems. This is going to put much more strain on the existing infrastructure that is only just coping now. You need to think about the amount of traffic that already uses the lower road and the impact more vehicles will have. The Orchards serve as habitats for pollinators (like bee

I am concerned for the infrastructure in the area. Already the roads are gridlocked around Rainham at rush hours. Medway Hospital already struggles to meet the demands of the growing population. It is the middle of summer yet they have incidents of black escalation- where the number of people waiting admission often exceeds the num
People struggle to get a NHS dentist. These services cannot cope with the additional burden this proposed building will bring.
There is also the negative effect on birds and wildlife, including insects. Building on this land also increases the risk of flooding due to the loss of soil so run off would be increased.
Pump Lane does not lend itself to the volume of large vehicles required for this project.

The area cannot sustain continual building. No-one at the Council or the constructor seems to take into consideration the issues and misery that will be caused by not having any new infrastructure put in place. Not only would there be approx an additional 1500 cars brought to the area (Thats being conservative) but also the huge demand

Yes, I absolutely reaffirm my objection to the destruction of the 126 acres of Grade 1 agricultural land at Pump Lane Orchards, and to all associated development and infrastructure.

This land is among the most fertile and productive in the country, classified as Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural soil. Once lost to development, this land cannot be restored. In an era where food security and sustainable agriculture are of increasing national and global importance, protecting such rare, high-quality farmland should

In addition to the critical environmental and agricultural value of the land, the proposed development brings with it a series of unacceptable impacts, including:
        •        Irreversible loss of a biodiverse and mature orchard ecosystem, with tens of thousands of established trees. This is not just a local green space, but a functioning ecological system supporting pollinators, birds, and native wildlife, which would take decades to replace even under the best rewilding efforts.
        •        The erosion of our community’s rural identity and heritage. Pump Lane and its surrounding area hold historical and cultural significance for residents. To pave over this land is to permanently alter the landscape and sever the visual and historic links to our shared past.
        •        Severe traffic congestion and infrastructure pressure. The area is already struggling with traffic volume and access limitations. Building north of the railway line would introduce disproportionate strain on the road network, creating bottlenecks and increasing emissions—directly contradicting local and national environmental goal
        •        Contradiction of previous decisions. It is deeply concerning that, despite a thorough and costly review in 2021 that concluded this land should be protected, the very same site has now been reintroduced into the Local Plan. None of the conditions or rationale that led to the original refusal have changed—in fact, the need to preser
        •        Public trust and accountability. Including this site in the Local Plan, despite overwhelming public opposition and expert evidence against it, undermines community trust in the planning process. The £250,000 spent by taxpayers to defend the orchard should not be rendered meaningless by inconsistent and short-sighted policy sh

For these reasons, and in solidarity with the community and the Pump Lane Steering Group, I stand firmly against this development. The Pump Lane Orchards must be removed from the Local Plan to protect our environment, heritage, and long-term wellbeing.

It is ridiculous to build 750 properties on prime agricultural land which has already been saved. The roads cannot cope with an additional 1500+ cars (approximately 2 per house)using our roads. Pump Lane area is already very heavy with traffic, but all the additional cars will make it impossible to turn out onto the A2 and lower Rainham Ro

My Daughter, her husband and my Grandchildren live off the Lower Rainham Road which means I travel to and fro along this road  on a regular basis.   I’m amazed that planning is sought for even more new houses along this road, which is narrow and dangerous with several blind bends.  Many people use this road as a ‘rat run’ every day an

I can only suspect that councillors in favour of including the proposed Pump Lane development in the local plan are not resident in Rainham and have not had to miss urgent hospital appointments due to gridlocked traffic. I also watched my 92 year old husband lay on a hospital trolley for over 48 hours due to lack of beds.  We already have
Before even considering further developments we need far better roads , a bigger hospital more GP and dental surgeries and most of all local residents before profit.

 Doctors surgeries Schools and Medway Hospital are full to bursting where are all these potential new residents going to go for healthcare and schooling along with the local people already struggling to get healthcare appointments and places for children in local schools. As already mentioned road networks are not coping as it is so Rain

Why are we building on land that has a productive apple orchard. Where’s the water coming from for all the new houses, sewage facilities. Pump Lane is a single track lane in places and the amount of extra cars using the road will cause gridlock. They have reduced the number of houses from the last application which was rejected, and w

As a long term Rainham resident I have already seen too much destruction of the local area and the infrastructure cannot take any more builds of this size. The group have worked hard on the previous submission to planning and it never went ahead. They and all those who support them now have to fight once more and I wholeheartedly a
This should be left as agricultural land and where it's situated is not suitable for a development of this size and there is only one road which can be used to gain access to it. The road cannot take any more traffic, a road which used to be a quiet country road as most traffic used the A2. It will become gridlocked and even more so when any 
Please let common sense prevail and halt this application.

I can see no benefits to the local or wider community, the Lower road, cannot cope with yet more extra traffic. The developments further along into Rainham are still being constructed and the traffic from them has yet to completely impact on the Lower road, I can wait up to 15 minutes to cross the road in the morning and feel i could be run
Why do we need fancy houses? A senior school when numbers are dropping, a retail area? When your killing Rainham predict with your parking fees? There is no benefit only to those that will gain money by selling! At the severe cost of those around its boundary metal health.

Rainham has become an area with infrastructure creeking, and breaking down rapidly. Roads footpaths , public buildings parks and open space becoming in a state of disrepair. Medway council does have the ability or knowhow to maintain anything to a acceptable standard unfortunately. The loss of this grade 1 agricultural land I consider

This land is valuable to our local area, in every respect. The proposed development would negatively impact the community with pollution, increased traffic, more demand on utilities, schools, GP services and our one already struggling local hospital. Rich agricultural land needs to preserved and used for the purpose of growing nature, not d

I have seen the size of this development and it seems the caevert of a school and some services do not disguise the scale of issues it will cause. Put simply the development on the north boundary has extremely little access out with pump lane restricted by railway bridge and to the bottom by houses either side. Lower bloors lane nothing 



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Dennis  Lamb Yes

Ricky St’Ange Yes Public transport Road Traffic and access by road

Susan Raddon Yes Inadequate infrastructure. Gridlocked roads. Lack of water supply and sewage cannot cope at present. Only one hospital which cannot cope, doctors, dentist the list goes on. 

Derek Pantony Yes

Sue Metcalfe Yes

Steve Winchester Yes

Vlada Knese Yes

Arturas Tyvoniak Yes

Jillian Edwardes Yes I agree with all the existing reasons . In addition the traffic will be horrendous with all the extra houses being built on the lower Rainham Road already. When ever that is closed I can see from my window a long queue of traffic gridlocked now every morning trying to get up Berengrave Lane and out on to the A2 from Birling Avenue

Julie Field Yes The proposed development would destroy the landscape of this area. This area simply cannot tolerate or absorb such a development, adding to the existing and unbearable traffic congestion not to mention the loss of agricultural land. 

Holly Bee Yes

Helen Jones-Gill Yes

None of the residents of the locality were consulted prior to Medway Council including the much loved orchards into the local plan.

Medway Council previously stood with the local residents against the development of the much loved orchards.

Our only hospital is struggling.

Many of the new houses built in Rainham in the last 3 years and built on the lower Rainham Road recently have frequent serious problems with water shortages, brown water and a lack of pressure.

Twydall and Rainham have already got worryingly high air pollution.
These orchards are desperately needed as green lungs, both for human beings and for the huge amount of wildlife that the orchards currently support.

Traffic jams in Rainham and Gillingham and other areas close to the much loved orchards are already a daily occurrence, all day, everyday. We can't cope with any more houses being built in Twydall or lower Rainham.

Chris Day Yes

Judith Carr Yes

Tilly Smith Yes
I regularly visit a friend who will be personally affected by these plans.
This will affect the whole surrounding area not just one or two properties....not a good decision for so many reasons.
Heritage, environmental and natural protection need to be really considered here.

Joyce Day Yes Rainham is already in gridlock as there are not sufficient routes through Rainham. The infrastructure is not there to support this development.

Michael Day Yes Already dismissed. The land is essential for biodiversity in that area and would greatly affect the wildlife in that area.

Shannon Page Yes Repurposing this area of natural beauty to houses is absolutely criminal. The Garden of England will be no-more at this rate. Leave the arable land as arable land 

Terri Ann Short Yes

Niccki Yes

1. The roads surrounding will not take anymore vehicles
2. Medway hospital struggles and often have no availability of beds
3. Dr surgeries/ dental practices have no room for patients
4. Local schools are full and waiting lists are getting longer
5. Wildlife are struggling and without them ,no planet
6. Human waste,sewage at lower rainham Road has long been a problem,more housing,more problems
7. Seriously how much are developers going to destroy ??? This has got to stop ✋️!!

Victoria Leeds Yes we need this land to remain both for food growing for physical health, and as the last remnant of greenery for recreation and mental health. The infrastructure cannot stretch to yet more new housing in the area.

Zoë Rogers Yes

Clare Healy Yes

S.Hillery Yes From day one until  the completion of this development there will be construction and delivery lorries accessing Pump Lane via Lower Rainham Road or under a railway bridge from Beechings way .Pump lane is a narrow and twisting Lane with many blind spots.
Children walk to and from school along Pump lane and all the construction site vehicles pose a high risk to the children.

Gwen Nathan Yes

Sharon Collins Yes

Ruth Beattie Yes

Alan Round Yes

Elaine Millington Yes

Sharon Lumley Yes Ridiculous building even more houses in a small village that hasn’t got the infrastructure to cope! 

Trudy Wilde Yes Don't let this go ahead 

Andrew Fill Yes Over crowded already area hasn’t got the infrastructure 

Mark Beattie Yes Lack of available  water and sewage control  and the Road is not capable  to sustain  the traffic

Sarah King Yes

Anthony Odd Yes

Lisa Moss Yes

Brian Wren Yes Roads around pump lane often are grid locked. When trouble with M2 / A2 the roads are horrendous.

Barbara Allen Yes The are is already over crowded and the roads and public services cannot cope with more housing. Also the wild life has no where to go stop turning the are into an ugly concrete jungle.

Barry Cadman Yes
This is a lovely greenfield orchard site
Bot appropriate for this development
Previous applications have come to the same conclusion and been upheld

Rachel Cooper Yes Rainham simply cannot take further housing developments without the necessary infrastructure (which will not be put in place). There is already too much demand on schools, hospitals, doctor's surgeries etc. Furthermore, the proposed development will put further strain on Lower Rainham Road, which cannot sustain more traffic. 

Rebecca McDonald Yes

Ozzy Nathan Yes

Belinda Jee Yes

Lissa Selfe-hudson Yes Desecration of wildlife and inadequate infrastructure,  overcrowding issues, pollution issues. Traffic issues, amenity issues, population issues.

Patricia King Yes

This development would remove prime agricultural land forever at a time when we, as a Nation, need to be more self sufficient in feeding ourselves.
The existing infrastructure  (Including power, water, roads, public transport, educational and medical provision) is severely strained already.
Our neighbouring councils have been building right up to our borders meaning more people are trying to use existing Medway facilities, adding to the strain on them.
In recent years this part of Rainham has seen extensive development with no improvement in facilities
This new proposed development is  in completely the wrong place and badly thought out.

Chris Strudwick Yes Impact on infrastructure wildlife, pollution inadequate roads and access desalination to nature and rural landscape over crowding 

Hazel Lloyd Yes

Winston Yes Rainham cannot cope NOW.  Roads are not built for all the extra traffic. Hospital totally inadequate for this fast growing population. Rainham is becoming a concrete jungle. Enough is enough.
The South East cannot cope and losing greenery and continually building endangers pur environment.

Laura Pennington Yes Stop building on all our green spaces

Simon Wheeler Yes There enough traffic on the lower road now we don't want any more plus you taking all the green.spaces any there be nothing  left soon it's always rainham we will not be able to move anywhere  never gillingham  or chatham  or rochester  or strood  either

Carole Osmond Yes This is  development is far too big and will destroy agricultural land.   What is now a rural area full of natural beauty will be replaced with huge building project which overwhelm the already stretched infrastructure in every way…. 

Aimie Hudson Yes

Jayne Mills Yes This is a beautiful unspoilt area enjoyed by all who live nearby.  It would totally ruin the area if houses were built here.  Please respect the countryside. 

Janice Kettle Yes

Katherine Hurst Yes The infrastructure cannot cope as it is - whenever there is an issue on the M2, traffic increases through the town and Rainham/Gillingham.become gridlocked.  Local services are on their knees - schools, GPs, police, social care etc etc we cannot sustain any more housing!!!!

Teresa Yes Increased traffic and air pollution, more strain on local hospital, doctors,dentist,schools,probably a increase in crime

Dianne Hemming Yes The traffic through Rainham is a nightmare at the best of times. Please save us from this.

Nim Thorp Yes

Jacqueline Funnel Yes

Dean Gilbert Yes Road infrastructure, volume of extra vehicles on the road, Destruction of green space. Schools, Doctors, Dentists and hospitals are unable to cope with the influx of new builds I. The area.

Sarah Humphrey Yes Pump Lane and Bloors lane is single track in places,  my son walks to school,  pavements would be a huge issue.  Also over the last 6 months we have constant power breakages/ surges.  Traffic is often backed up outside my property ) between Lower Bloors land and pump lane ( lower Rainham Road, and we are unable to pull
Off in to the carriageway

Marion Boyns Yes

Alan Wilkin Yes Local infrastructure can barely cope with existing housing adding further housing would overload the area, road networks are also already struggling and access to the development would again overload this.

The lower Rainham Road simply cannot cope with the additional volume of traffic that the development will produce. The restrictions to traffic at the Mariners public house, at with Motney Hill Road and the bridge restriction at the bottom of Berengrave lane will cause total havoc. The whole of this section is subject to a 20 mph speed limit
The additional traffic will exit the lower Rainham Road via Berengrave Lane or Station  Road, both of these are narrow lanes and they to not have adequate footpaths, creating a danger to pedestrians, the section of the Lower Rainham Road near the Mariners public house also has no footpath.
All of these will be putting the walking public at high risk.
The 20 mph speed restriction in the area have never been enforced

I am furious at the loss of local heritage and green space. My partner's family has been in Medway for generations, working on and around, exploring, and eating from the orchards. The idea that our children will be robbed of that tradition is heartbreaking. Working class and rural identity and heritage is always treated as ephemeral and wor

I'm also angry at the way developers are treating nature like Minecraft. They claim that they can destroy nature and just click a button to put it somewhere else. Our environment is ancient and complex, and it is beyond careless and arrogant to rip it to shreds and crush it under concrete and claim they have the skills to simply replace it. Eco

The destruction of our green space isn't the only damage. These developments routinely create isolated communities with locked away communal assets, causing influxes of careless, wealthy people who add nothing to the community or local economy, but create drain on resources needed by low income families. Rainham has a lot of ne

I'm tired of our proximity to London turning us into their backyard extension, just a bland commuter town to feed the capital's churn of labour. We are a real place and we deserve to live with wellness, space, unique placehood, and belonging.

TO TAKE AWAY THIS GREENSPACE FROM OUR AREA IS CRIMANAL. WE HAVE SEEN HOUSES , FLATS & BUNGALOWS CRAMMED INTO SMALL SPACES ALL OVER THIS AREA WITH NO THOUGHT TO INTERSTRUCTURE. THE  ROADS CANNOT COPE WITH ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC ALONG WITH SCHOOLS & DRS UNUABLE TO COPE WITH ALL
PLEASE , AS AN OAP, I PLEAD, JUST LEAVE US THIS LOVELY GREENSPACE, DONT DESTROY IT!!!!

Development on this site was refused for very good reasons in 2021. It is home to many birds, wild creatures and thousands of fruit trees. The reasons for previous refusals are still just as valid in 2025. Medway is short of green spaces already and suffers serious traffic congestion. A Development on this site, especially such a huge one, w

Do not destroy our countryside.  There are already to many houses on that road as the new estates that have gone in all feed onto the lower Rainham road which is not suitable for a high volume on a daily rush hour basis.  We're are the Schools, Doctors and Hospitals and shops going that will be needed to support the estates that have alr

The access issues are exactly the same as in 2021, e.g.A2 often congested & can't deal with extra traffic, Beechings Way unsuitable for heavy traffic flow, Lower Rainham Road even less suitable (single carriage in several places). The roads running between these East/West routes all pass the railway line and have significant height & width

There are only two main Roads that run through Rainham 1) Lower Rainham Road 2) Beechings Way and neither can cope with the heavy traffic now it’s bumper to bumper most days. Lower Rainham Road is always closed because it’s Water, Gas, Electricity mains constantly breaks down it can not cope with the additional properties that h

Grade 1 land is a national asset, given the unstable geopolitical climate at present we see ourselves as a country securing our borders, securing our energy independence, increasing the percentage of GDP spent on defence and yet here they are proposing to concrete over the best and most versatile growing land in a country that cannot fe

The idea of this ludicrous for the loss of agricultural land, over loaded roads and extra pollution. I cannot believe that it has been allowed to be added to the local plan when development of this land has previously been refused. The council even implemented a 'red route' to help combat traffic/pollution problems in Rainham... therefore adm

Since the new developments at the bottom of the bottom of otterham quay lane, not only has the lower rainham road become gridlocked and dangerous, but the traffic is spilling onto beechings way making a road lined with schools more hazardous. This development will only make these issues worse. Additionally, the plans add additiona

The area can not cope with any more traffic, the infrastructure is not there. Then look at how overwhelmed Medway hospital is and struggling to deal with the volume of people already in the area. It needs to stop being about targets and actually looking at the current problems that are causing the issue. We have plenty of other places that 

Nothing has changed from the last objection. Revamp old brown sites first - especially the dilapidated, empty buildings in the town centres of Gillingham and Chatham which could be repurposed. This is all we have left in the area that is green after extensive house building locally - what about our air quality and way of life? Council should 

Having been born and lived my entire life (57 years) in Rainham I’ve sadly watched as so many fields, orchards and green areas have been replaced with housing estates. Now the 126 acres of beautiful orchards are again under threat. Yet more fruit trees, wild flowers, shrubs, wildlife including birds, bats, mammals and insects destroyed. L

We need to keep agricultural land for growing food! We need the green space for our mental health and for our children. Wildlife cannot be pushed out any further. The further increase  in population cannot be sustained by the hospital and our mental health suffers when we are all competing from the same infrastructure (even with this pro



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Debbie Stillwell-Cox Yes Rainham infrastructure is not suitable for such a large estate , roads are already a nightmare and in addition to this the land is grade a agricultural land and should be left alone 

Adrian Stillwell-Cox Yes Loss of prime agricultural land and poor infrastructure currently experienced will make this horrendous 

Janice Hyatt Yes

Francis Flynn Yes

Lorraine Shephard Yes

Dan Morrison Yes To much development already , roads are already full. Not enough dentists doctors hospital space etc

Michelle Edwicker Yes

Nick Edwicker Yes

Pauline Nash Yes

John Linehan Yes

Alan Munn Yes The area is designated green space as well as agricultural growing land. The number of houses planned is ridiculous and seems to have no allowance for the increase in traffic and people. There is no sufficient upgrade to the road structure (a lot of the existing roads are little more than glorified single track roads) 

Claire Wybourn Yes

Tracey Harvey Yes Rainham is already gridlocked & the lower Rainham Rd is not the correct infrastructure for more traffic as a result of more housing. This is before you take into account already overstretched demands on utilities & services in the area. 

Denise Docherty Yes Why are the previous secretary of states comments now being disregarded about the orchards 

Denise Docherty Yes
• Impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding countryside
• Effects on designated and non-designated heritage assets.
• Loss of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land for farming food
• Impact on the local highway network capacity and safety due to increased traffic and congestion

Alan Duncan Yes

Angie Sandys Yes

Victoria Gallehawk Yes The access roads to this infrastructure is not suitable for the amount of housing The environmental impact on building on this land is non reversible.  Dangerous traffic to the near by schools. 

Jonathan Carey Yes

Darren King Yes

Matthew Dawson Yes Disgraceful use of farmland/orchards. Too many people outside the area will move in, so not helping local people buy houses anyway.

Nicola Bridges Yes

Darren Yes Want to build houses improve the infrastructure  rainham is gridlocked   be no fields left soon 

Mike Hallows Yes Development in this area has already been refused by Government. These reasons still stand, despite the now marginally lower proposed number of dwellings, which I no doubt would  increase again as part of planning amendments if this ridiculous plan were to be allowed.  

Rebecca Lister Yes Do not destroy the orchards. Rainham can’t take any more housing 

Emma Virgo-Brown Yes

Neil Williamson Yes My sister lives in the area and we’ve already noticed how much busier the lower Rainham Road has got with recent development. The orchards provide a pleasant environment and additional house building would destroy the peaceful atmosphere. 

Deborah Lane Yes

Theresa Elsey Yes

James Harriott Yes

Nicola Walters Yes

Michelle Holliday Yes This will be disastrous on every level - environment, lack of infrastructure, pressure on hospital and GPs.   New builds and schools on that land will NEVER be acceptable and local
People will fight this all the way. I was surprised how many people did not know about this - because of the low key, underhand way this bid has resurfaced. I am making it my business to let everyone know about it and every person - every single person I have spoken to - opposes this plan wholeheartedly.

Claire Feekings Yes

Dan Ward Yes

Jordan Crozier Yes

Leon Houghton Yes

Rodrigo Vega Yes

Sinead Ryan Yes The additional traffic from recent developments on Otterham Quay Lane and Lower Rainham Road is making it an increasingly frustrating place to live. There used to be so much green space to enjoy and slowly but surely it’s becoming a carbon copy from one housing development to the next. 

Helen Caston Yes I feel that there is insufficient infrastructure to support additional housing. The roads are unable to cope with the traffic we have at the moment without bringing 100+ more regular vehicles into the equation. This will be an additional squeeze on our schools, GPs, hospitals, dentists etc as well 

Kathy West Yes Affordable homes or green spaces. Fear of flooding if no fields for water to run into. Too many cars on the roads. Not enough amenities for extra people. 

Ryan Caston Yes

Kirsty Marieatt Yes

Kirsty Callar Yes Stop taking our fields and orchards away!
We needs green areas.

John Byrne Yes Medway infrastructure, roads, schools, hospitals are clearly unable to cope with current population levels. Bottle necks in traffic at pump lane and lower Rainham road will be exacerbated by this development. The farm land was deemed A1 arable land, how has that changed in such a short period. 

Tina Yes Traffic  is horrendous at peak times because so many houses are being  built.. drs, hospitals, schools  not able to cope with demand it’s created.. 

Paul Roberts Yes

Richard Read Yes

Helen Louise Cook Yes

J H Yes

Harry Holmes Yes

Kevin Moloney Yes Lower Rainham Road is already over capacity and subject to frequent closures. It and the other infrastructure such as sewage cannot cope with the increased burden. 

Keely Sharman Yes I object to planning going ahead due to increased traffic congestion that we are already currently having to deal with day in day out in this area.  Lower Rainham road and Beechings way are congested already during school times let alone additional traffic adding to it.

Javed Mughal Yes

James Smith Yes There is not enough infrastructure in Rainham at present to support more households. There is a lack of Doctors, dentists, schools and community amenities. Also traffic is getting worse each year.

Steve Goodwin Yes Ruining rainham the traffic will be diabolical 

Claire Davis Yes There is no road, doctor, dental, school infrastructure built for more houses. Water drainage and electrical supplies already can't cope. Rainham can't cope with more houses.

Vicki Tilley Yes

Felicity Holton Yes

Amy Ross Yes
Rainham is already struggling with the amount of houses being built. Schools, doctors and roads are not made for this amount of people.
It needs to keep important areas like this to maintain its character.
This is not London or a dumping ground for London residents. This is Kent, the garden of England, keep it that way.

Lynne Taylor Yes Logistical nightmare, Medway very crowded already we need more facilities as it is without many more homes being built. Infrastructure would not cope

Charlotte Constable Yes

Fay Bussey Yes This cannot go ahead destroying green space, and our infrastructure cannot cope as it is Schools Doctors Dentists all Water services, 

Sophie Moss Yes

How can you justify ripping up 60,000 trees? We teach the young kids at school trees are good for us. This is an absolute massacre on our climate. This cannot be allowed to happen. this is grade an agricultural land it has already been rejected by local council and government. And yes, here we are trying to justify ourselves once again plea

No improvement in infrastructure, roads around Rainham already get gridlocked.  Medway Hospital couldn't cope 15 years ago, nothing has changed yet still they add more and more to Rainham, which is already suffering from over-construction.  Is the aim to concrete from London all the way down to the coast and then moan, there isn't e

The plans are not suitable for the area which all ready struggles to cope with traffic and housing.  There are continuous gas and water issues which lead to problems in the area as it cannot serve the population here as it is.  The farm land is prime agricultural land which serves the local community and the proposed houses will not be with

I assume the extra traffic generated by this development will be using existing already busy roads and there is no provision for the extra healthcare the influx of people will inevitably bring. The lower road is already over used by vehicles avoiding the A2 for example and often seems to be shut or restricted due to roadworks.
Where will the apples come from to fill the gap left by no longer harvesting those grown on this site? From the continent or further no doubt.
I have an allotment on the Lower Bloors Lane site and feel this will have an impact on our enjoyment of our semi rural site and if development of these orchards begins the vermin (rabbits and rats) will likely be forced onto our site causing loss of crops and possibly at the extreme resolve some people to give up growing food for themselve

The roads in and around Rainham cannot cope with the current traffic load let alone more adding to it.  We already have a few other sites being built on and this area cannot deal with it.  Residents already struggle to get doctors appointments, with added residents this will become impossible.   We pay a decent amount of council tax and fo

Please, please stop building on all our open space and adding to the traffic, school places and access to services chaos that we residents already suffer with.  The drains stink as the waste pipes can't cope, we have so many power cuts as the network can't cope. It's too much, the infrastructure CANNOT COPE. Our kids are suffering, our el

This has been declined once . Nothing has changed in fact Rainham is more gridlocked than ever . No services to support these new homes . It’s a struggle already. This proposal is beyond belief . All of you please come and sit in the traffic right now. It’s gridlock at work and school time. No doctors or dentists have appointments right now

Objection to Planning Submission – Concerns Regarding Infrastructure, Safety and Environmental Impact

Since the last planning submission, Medway Council has approved multiple medium-sized developments in the Lower Rainham Road and Berengrave area. These approvals have been granted without due consideration for the already severe traffic conditions.

Each morning, long queues build up at the Berengrave Road junction with the A2. These often stretch as far back as the Holmoaks junction, creating absolute chaos. This congestion poses a serious risk to schoolchildren crossing from Berengrave June Holmoaks towards Rainham Girls’, Rainham Mark, Thamesview, and The Howard Scho
20 minute queues are not out of the ordinary, this is not acceptable.

Lower Rainham Road itself is extremely narrow and was never designed to support the volume of traffic generated by the recent and proposed housing developments. Any suggestion to the contrary should be substantiated publicly, unless the council is planning to invest in new infrastructure – potentially within the Riverside Country Park,

The environmental impact of the proposed development will be significant. The council has previously demonstrated an awareness of the importance of preserving local ecology – for example, by reducing verge cutting to allow nature to recover. It therefore seems contradictory to now permit the destruction of a large area of fertile green 

Kind regards,

James.

I understand there is a housing need but the destruction of prime agricultural land and this development does not have the infrastructure to support this. The roads and  services along lower Rainham road cannot sustain such a development on this scale. The local infrastructure of this development simply cannot support such a large scal

Rainham and Twydall are becoming so overcrowded that it is now becoming a horrible place to live. The medway hospital cannot cope and neither can the Road network. Im sick to death of being gridlocked both on the A2 and the lower rainham road going from Twydall to Rainham. Crammingveveryone fro london into the south east eill cr

Anyone who lives in Rainham/Gillingham will already know the devastation this will cause if this goes ahead. Common sense would look at this and say this is too much, but we're not working with this unfortunately- just greed. The traffic is a nightmare and genuinely the best time to travel is of a night-time. The green space is not only inva

The road infrastructure is dated already and will not cope with the proposed increase. Lower Rainham road is already notorious for being closed due to utilities failing. Also this will driver further traffic up otterham quay lane where there is a new school(Leigh Academy) that is starting to cause heavy traffic and a danger to school children a

Orchards are important sites (hotspots) for biodiversity. They provide shelter and food for many insect species and other invertebrates as well as vertebrates. The land also maintains different species of plants including those found in hedgerows. No housing development would be able to achieve or maintain the same levels of biodiversit

No infrastructure in place to support the excessive new development.

Not only are the GP healthcare services already sub-par in this area (although I know there are “plans” to “build a gp’s surgery” which we all know will be the last thing on the list and likely to be be scrapped due to a “lack of funds or space”), the already crippled Medway Hospital which is on its knees supplying emergency medical attention 

Roads :
The roads that were built for what was once a small village are inadequate for the amount of housing that is now being laid upon it. As much as I am aware that times change and areas do become developed, the lower rainham road is used (although not really fit for purpose) to help traffic flow freely through the town centre. When this is c

Environment :
As stated before, the pollution levels in this area have risen by considerable amounts due to the standstill traffic that is created.
Also, the orchards that are proposed to make way for the flats are one of the few remaining green spaces in Rainham that can help reduce the emissions in the area. Removing these trees will only worsen the problem.

Environment p2:
Bees are an integral part of our ecosystem and I know that there are many hives kept on the land of the orchards, not only does this give them a safe space to help pollinate our gardens and fields, they provide an award winning honey that aids residents with allergies. If the orchard is bulldozed, what happens to them?

Road inferstructure not suitable to tale the extra traffic. The railway bridge in Pump lane is a pinch point traffic wise. Heavy construction traffic hitting that bridge would cripple the rail link.  The ammount of wildlife disturbed by this development would be a disaster.  The lower Rainham road near the 3 mariners pinch point would ca use mor

Along with the destruction of wildlife habitat and the felling of healthy trees, this proposed development would add significantly to the congestion already suffered by those living in Rainham and its environs, which includes gridlocked traffic, noise and air pollution. Medway hospital is already overstretched and this would add still further to
 .

No material changes have occurred since the last rejection its hard to imagine the destructive impact on nature, the local road network and wider infrastructure complexities especially considering the amount of remedial repairs to water, sewer, electricity and gas with the current population. Increasing that will only further increase the stra

This development has been called a 'village'. Original 'villages'  in Kent and across England grew up where there were ideal conditions such as supply of water, employment, good routes for transport, medical care, land to grow your own food (allotments)  and often a space for nature and community formed around the local church. This pro
The Medway Plan has a section Protecting Medway's local environment, which states 'we have an overarching policy for minimising and addressing the impacts of climate change' - taking out the orchards takes away part of the lungs for Rainham.

Currently Medway has highest water rates and council tax rates. This is nit being spent on upgrading infrastructure. Until there are more or better GP, dentist, hospital, electricity and water supply for Medway with the road conditions improved to cater for the existing housing that has already taken place in the last 5 years. No more housing 



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Gill Ransley Yes The destruction of so much excellent land is totally wrong. The local services can’t cope with the houses that there are already and the local roads are sufficient to cope with any more traffic

Brenda Rayfield Yes

Lee Kelly Yes These roads can not cope with the extra traffic 

Dawn Talbot Yes We need to keep as many open spaces for bees and plants. Rainham is becoming over populated with the infrastructure to cope 

Peter Springate Yes Over building in the area 

Keelia Pennellier Yes I would like to add this would add to the already congested area and lower Rainham Road.  

Taylor Martyn Yes I suppose you think that land is abundant and endless; that your children and thier children will prefer brick and concrete to trees and grass? But rarely has one been enlightened or inspired by the grey bleakness of development. It is in the orchards, forests, farms and fields that inspiration and devotion to life and God have been fostered.
I am firmly against the development of the orchards on Pump Lane.

Helene Goldup Yes

Shane Sterry Yes

Kelly Preston Yes

Joanne Neal Yes The roads in nearby areas are already congested, we have no more green space left, too many people in the area now with new builds everywhere and one of the most important points, Medway hospital is at capacity, where are all these people going for treatment???

Marion Stevens Yes We need the orchards ,fresh produce, it’s not safe area for traffic passing threw, no bus route , more pressures on water problems, NHS, Schools , and not affordable housing . I could go on all night , moving wildlife,birsds insects .reduce existing houses value . 

Julie Stronach Yes

Judi Benavente Yes

Sarah Hobson Yes I am greatly concerned on  the impact this will have on local wildlife  birds , rabbits and bats. I also have concerns regarding the infrastructure locally , roads and hospitals. 

Charlotte Morrison Yes Too small road and going to be more busy and it is a nice green area so just leave it alone 

Rebecca Sheene Yes I am concerned on the impacts of roads , hospital and the loss of green space and wildlife concerns

Arlo Hobson Yes Loss of open space and healthy land.

Jackie Dooley Yes Wildlife security and the traffic that will be created will not be manageable 

Emily Marshall Yes

Kerry Cannon Yes Increased volume of traffic in the local area and surrounding areas. Pollution and environmental concerns. Habitat and loss of nature. Impact on health services, children’s services, adult services, police services and education 

Mark Ramsey Yes

Paula Parker Yes roads hospital motney hill can not cope

Lesley Wall Yes

Mark Mcilheron Yes National scandal 

John Vernel Yes We need farms as we need to eat we don't need golf courses build on them

Alan London Yes The land is close to the Medway estuary. A very important site for birds and other wildlife.

Stuart Miller Yes

Philip Fisher Yes This application is merely a reconfiguration of that refused by the planning inspectorate in 2021. The overriding fact is that there is inadequate infrastructure to support this application. This particularly applies to our hospital, roads, wastewater systems.

Deborah Turnbull Yes
This development will cause catastrophic environmental consequences. The uprooting and destruction of 60,000 trees will kill wildlife and destroy the outstanding natural beauty of the area.
This is fertile land and provides abundance of quality food. We must protect this, especially with the troubles of this war torn world, we should be more self sufficient and carry on producing food to feed our ever growing country; no point in building more homes if we cannot feed the residents.
The area’s infrastructure will not be able to cope with this development; it is already struggling as it is. It will also result in more air and noise pollution. It must be stopped.

Amanda FOREMAN Yes

Chris James Yes This would displace over 100 million bees which would all die because they would have nowhere to go. We need the bees otherwise we will die.

Matt Stephens Yes

Sarah Kelly Yes

Jo Elsmore Yes

Annette Moorey Yes

Francis Booker Yes

Daisy Flack Yes I am concerned about the destruction of the environment and the impact on wildlife. I am also worried about the added traffic on roads and pressure on Rainham’s resources.

Nicola May Yes

Mrs Parish Yes

Steven Green Yes The roads and infrastructure are not in place. Lower rainham road constantly has closures and the whole or rainham and gillingham come to a standstill.  Build on brown sites not orchards th9s country is being destroyed. 

Philip Smail Yes

Antonio DiStefano Yes

Marie Fullegar Yes

Shelley Payne Yes I am concerned about more traffic in the area it is already so busy on the roads. I am concerned about the impact on Medway Hospital it can’t cope with more patients. 

Michaela Perez-Ward Yes We are struggling with traffic and medical services as it is. Our wildlife is being destroyed. Lower Pump Lane is narrow, Lower Rainham Road is so full of cars. Please leave some of Rainham’s beauty for my children to enjoy.

Dee Richards Yes The infrastructure around Rainham  cannot sustain any more  traffic than we already have due to constant roadworks gas works waterworks along lower Rainham road  and when M2 shut its gridlocked. The houses that have been built are far too many as it is.
This used to be a pretty village now being overrun with housing and not enough schools Doctors and the Hospital at medway is at breaking point with no beds available , patients we know laying in corridors and sitting on chairs  not acceptable. This development is one too many.

David Kellar Yes

It has been suggested by the developers and other parties that there is no major problem with existing traffic flow and that further development will not have a significant impact on the Lower Rainham Road.
It was also claimed that there is a good bus service on this road.
Both statements are incorrect and go to show that these people are on another planet.
There is already significant air and noise pollution on the roads in the Rainham area because of the very poor road infrastructure that is seriously affecting the wellbeing of residents and therefore makes further development totally unacceptable.

Kathryn Heather Yes

Clive Heather Yes I object to the tearing down of the Pump Lane orchards. These provide valuable agricultural land and the "green lungs" for our area.  Rainham is becoming over-developed and we have neither the road network or health services to support this expansion. 

Lisa Atkinson Yes

Wendy White Yes

Michael White Yes

Peter Walker Yes Having lived on the Lower Rainham Road for approximately 40 years we have seen it gradually transformed from a country lane to something resembling a racetrack!!! ENOUGH IS ENOUGH. 

Nigel Gilkison Yes

Sharon Russell Yes

John Gilkison Yes

Apart from being important places for wildlife and food. The sewers are coming to the end of their life and under size for the needs of a growing population, the water supplies are under size for a growing population, the electric grid is also under size for a growing economy and the roads where built for horse and carts.
Before building new homes let’s get the infrastructure right first.
I worked in the construction industry for 50 years + including World Heritage and planning for the areas that may have an impact on the whole project. Before jumping in feet first .
By the way driving cars and lorries on the pavements causes the ground is undulate and the services to flex eventually breaking down, this is why we have leaking water pipes, gas pipes broken and the electrical cables shorting out.
People who build houses do not always have the people with the expertise to see the whole picture.

Ray Holton Yes

Michael Sewell Yes
Rainham is grid locked already, pollution is at its highest point ever, noise levels are rising and the council can’t repair roads as it is without more traffic.
Rainham life has been destroyed and with the destruction of our orchards will increase the carbon footprint of our fruit? THOUGH LOCAL COUNCILS WERE TRYING TO CUT EMISSIONS!
Not ours

Kathleen Sewell Yes Pollution levels going up, Rainham is completely destroyed, it’s become dirty. You can’t get about, roads are gridlocked, doesn’t feel so safe to walk about. Destroying orchards, wildlife, places for people to walk I could go on

Elaine Harper Yes

There are insufficient amenities locally to support such a development. The local town centre of Rainham is not fit for purpose and the lack of GP and dentist availability in the area is astonishing.

The development will be dependent on car journeys as the area is not well supported by or suitable for public transport.

The road has been a congestion hot spot for many, many years - the building of new houses and a school is really unsuitable for this piece of land.

In addition, this is a valuable piece of land for the local community and wildlife. It is a vital lung and wildlife highway, without it there will be a huge impact on the ecosystem with many insects, birds and small mammals being forced out or killed by this decision.

This is not a suitable site for a development as the road cannot be made any better than it is.

There are plenty of brownfield sites in Medway that should be considered first before any prime agricultural land is destroyed.

Jenny Thorp Yes I am deeply concerned about the impact on our already busy gridlocked roads.
 I don't think we should lose our beautiful footpath walks through the designated area.

Frances Pitcher Yes

Ann Jeffery Yes

Lisa Carter Yes Consider traffic accumulation & endangered wildlife, not to mention Kent is supposed to be the garden of England 

Tracey Cook Yes These Orchards need to stay for many reasons, the council should put a stop ruining what is left of our countryside

This is my first time of objecting but I feel I need to because I am overwhelmed by the amount of new developments in this area. The roads already cannot cope with the extra traffic, the hospitals can’t cope with the additional people, nor can the water supply, the sewage works, or the local doctors and dentists. With additional houses it wi

If you were making an educated decision, you would understand the severely detrimental impact this development would have, for all of the reasons already outlined to you. Ignorance is not bliss when you are destroying the land and everything that thrives here. Educate yourself (!) on the ethics of what you are proposing - with any luck, yo

There isn’t the road structure to accommodate any more houses in Lower Rainham, not enough hospital space, no clean air, no doctors or dentists. There isn’t a suitable road network for the houses in the area already, building more will make things much worse, there aren’t enough Doctors nor hospital spaces for the existing people using 

I grew up in Twydall and lived there until I was 30 I'm still a frequent visitor. There simply isn't the supporting infrastructure to support new housing. Over the years there has been little maintenance done on the surrounding roads and they simply cannot cope now as it stands. If you allow this new housing to be built it will cause utter chaos

Living in Twydall, there is very minimal green space nearby. That is one of the very few places within a short walk where you can feel a sense of peace and serenity, whilst living in a very built up urban area.

It's also not good for the environment and the wildlife that we have nearby which is already greatly depleted.

I'm someone who struggles with depression and I'd find it incredibly depressing if that land was redeveloped. I understand there is a need for a new housing, but it should be carefully thought through and new housing developments shouldn't just be put in places where there is already very limited green spaces. I really hope this doesn't go 

The community woodland, the allotments and the orchards form a natural corridor for wildlife which joins with the SSI & community orchard  Riverside on the other side of Lower Rainham Road. Any development here leaves marooned, small and degraded habitats for wildlifezz. Peoiple from Rainham and Twydall regularly use routes throu

My biggest objection is to the loss of a near continuous green space between Rainham & the estuary. The loss to wildlife and wellbeing is unacceptable and will mean further development is impossible to prevent. The destruction of habitats, wildlife pathways and the additional noisea and airborne pollution would be a betrayal of all enviro
The lower Rainham Road & surrounding roads  are congested every single day at present. Building more houses the roads will be at a standstill. The local  hospital Medway is struggling and it’s difficult to get a Gp & dentist appointment now!
The houses will be unaffordable for local people. We are losing nature & surrounding green areas. It’s total GREED. Not caring for the mental heath & wellbeing of the people who live in this area.   I am formally objecting to this proposed housing development.  The impact to the area will cause the destruction of natural habitat  for wildlife. I

The nearest road, Lower Rainham Road, cannot possibly cope with all the extra traffic that would accumulate.  If there is a problem with the M2 shutting then all the roads in the Medway are are swamped and totally gridlocked, it was a severe problem and will only be made considerably worse.  the homes will not be affordable and as there

I believe that the infrastructure is insufficient, not enough GPs, dentists, The hospital which covers  Gillingham, Rainham Chatham and Swale can not cope now, and with the planning for more housing will simply push the service to fail. The fauna and flora, and the wildlife  is hanging on.by a thread and will be disseminated.  The idea of a re

I object to the loss of this agricultural site that not only provides food but the 'green lungs' for our area Our roads are already severely congested at times and this must cause huge frustration to families trying to travel to work whilst dropping off children at school or to childcare. Also the increased traffic causes the air quality to deteriorate

We already have new developments all along the lower Rainham road which makes the traffic unbearable. I will be moving directly opposite this development., which is on a bend with 2 lanes either side that cannot cope with traffic now. Most of the wildlife has gone ! The noise from a school will be unbearable as there is already a school ju

This has previously been objected to as it is Grade 1 agricultural land. In addition to this, there is not enough infrastructure (e.g ability to handle to the extra cars that these houses would bring to the roads, school capacity, only having one hospital with an A&E in Medway which is consistently full and already has a backlog). Medway counci

Given recent seemingly unconstrained housebuilding north of the railway line, where will it end? One urban sprawl from Otterham Quay Lane to Rochester Bridge? There MUST be green spaces and to sanction building on this agricultural land would be an environmental crime. The Lower Rainham Road is already too busy, and the infrastruc

The local infrastructure is already at breaking point. With the Lidsing development already going ahead, and this re-proposed development, Rainham will be gridlocked. We have already experienced this with roadworks due to other local developments causing traffic on the local roads to come to a standstill. Our local hospital cannot cope w
This "affordable" housing proposal will not benefit local people as the price of the houses they set are out of the local young person's reach forcing our children to rent or move out of our area, away from friends and family. We have seen this unfortunately with the other numerous developments in and around Rainham.
Not to mention the destruction of wildlife habitats for many different types of animals and birds.
When food prices are high the destruction of a perfectly viable food source is abhorrent.  We should be encouraging farmers to keep crops, especially with climate change.
What was once a beautiful village is now turning into urban sprawl.
These orchards provide key habitat and wildlife area in an over developed area.the lower road cannot cope with any more traffic which this proposal would bring.the hospital is not coping with all.these huge developments brining thousands to the area, its putting lives at risk
The sewage and water supply is not coping and this will put it under huge strain. This development will destroy valuable versatile land, needed for food security, the infrastructure is not there to support such a development and thr huge amount of cars it will bring. There is no scope to improve the road. It's already not coping with the traffic



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Jan Wilson Yes

Against the destruction of good fruit producing Orchards. !
Destroying wild life, their burrows, wild flowers and fruits, nesting trees.
Against the be fact of the increase in traffic, in the already v busy areas
, there’s already no foot path along Pump Lane,  which youngsters use to walk to and from school, with cars travelling up and down a narrow lane,
Against as builders don’t keep their promise of .. new school, doctors, shops,

Melanie Stockey Yes

The lose of all the the trees will be catastrophic .
Roads not able to take all the traffic now so even more  ( at least one car for each new house built 😡) disastrous !
Already risk that Southern water can’t supply existing residencies in draught times .
Always : NHS can’t cope with the population now especially Medway hospital .

Laurel London Yes

Alan Grace Yes

Jemma Boorman Yes

Gillian West Yes

Jill Powell Yes

Nicholas Reynolds Yes

I believe this development is totally unsuitable for the area. This is one of the very few historical areas of Rainham. With very narrow roads that can not be expanded due to the very old buildings there.
This has been deemed prime agricultural land and has been so for centuries.
This land supports wildlife within this area and is totally shortsighted for the council to put this forward again. This despite it being fully investigated four years ago and coming to the conclusion this should not go ahead.
There are no changes that make proposal suitable,  just perminant, irreparable damage to this beautiful part of Medway.
I know the reason for the proposal , including greed on the part of the landowner, but the people who live here will suffer the loss of green space and the damage of a further fifteen  hundred addition vehicles in an already highly congested area.

Christine Pearce Yes

Stacey Planson Yes Rainham is busy as it is with traffic at the moment roads will be a complete disaster if this goes ahead

Jenny Rockett Yes

Sally Perriss Yes

Richard Perriss Yes The proposal was turned down previously and with good reason. Whether the new proposal is for less homes is irrelevant, every argument from previous remains valid. The area cannot support further development, the main point being Lower Rainham Road cannot handle current capacity, let alone more

Jacqueline Farren Yes

Clare Gills Yes

Marion Savariaud Yes

Yes

Diane Easton Yes

David Easton Yes

Gerald Barwick Yes

Pauline Barwick Yes

Andrew Hopper Yes I see that the proposal includes a new secondary school. Why ? We have four schools within 2 miles of the orchards. The council say things have changed but if the land was not suitable then it is not suitable now. Delay this as long as possible and when labour get kicked out in two years it will hopefully be dead in the water 

Jo Sage Yes

Sarah Warren Yes The roads will not be able to cope with another 750 houses, the schools are overflowing, the hospital is at breaking point and no doctor’s appointments. Taking this green space will be detrimental to the local area.  

N Miller Yes

Laura Boozer Yes

Paul Norman Yes

David Paternoster Yes The area already can not cope with traffic, insufficient schools and medical centres. 

Samantha Kemsley Yes The building of 750 more houses is madness. Lower Rainham Road is struggling as it is. Hospitals are crumbling under pressure, children are on long waiting lists for local primary schools. We don’t need more houses and more people and more traffic and more pollution. 

Sarah Dalley Yes The roads are horrendous already, with no improvement to lower road this idea is ridiculous.  To add to the already gridlocked rainham. 

Jennifer Ward Yes

Glynis Whatman Yes

Vivienne Rudd Yes It is irresponsible to even consider (yet again!) the destruction of prime grade one agricultural land. The suggestion in the revised plans for a school, a doctor’s surgery etc is a well known ploy to get permission granted, when we all know these will NEVER appear 

Helen Harland Yes

Caroline Crouch Yes

Caroline Yes

Eileen Challis Yes

D Moore Yes

Out infra structure is already at breaking point with the thousands of new homes already being built, lots are still unsold and too expensive
Both The lower Rainham Road and the A2 are often gridlocked and whenthere is an accident on the M2, which happens often Rainham is at a standstill and no one can move anywhere.
These roads  even if the money was available cannot be widened and pump lane is just that...a country lane.
The Medway Maritime Hospital is already broken and has been for a few years, it is the only hospital attending to a huge area, not just  the Medway Towns.
Rainham has just 2 local chemists plus 1 in Tescos
Gp surgeries can't cope and schools are under pressure....there are no NHS dentists with vacancies.
The council would not have rejected this plan lightly as the income in tax would be valuable, but it really is a non starter.....Rainham just cannot cope with the increase in population and cars on the roads.

G Moore Yes

The whole of Rainham just cannot cope with any more housing....more infrastructure is already desperately needed and its not happening.
God help anyone who needs Medway Hospital it is diabolical....totally broken, that's when you can even park to attend appointments on time.
The fact that it is even being considered is a crime.
There are still lots of overpriced new builds still for sale
Our council should not have to agree to social housing being built as a London overflow for their homeless when we still have our own....disgraceful

Daniel Crouch Yes

Craig Taylor Yes The local infrastructure I.e roads, gas, water and electrical would struggle to accommodate the vast number of properties. Unless, our sewage, water and other amenities were to be upgraded prior to this project.

Tracy Gemmell Yes

Sarah Gemmell Yes

Gill Powell Yes

The infrastructure in this area is already under pressure, especially with road closures which happen frequently.  The thought of maybe two thousand more cars on local roads is terrifying.

Doctors’ surgeries are at full capacity, as are dentists.  Medway Hospital is under immense strain with the amount of people it serves.  How on earth can they cope with even more potential patients?

Maria Chittock Yes

Nicola Thomas Yes Rainham is cover crowed we need the country side think of the effect on climate change taking yes to you just a small member of trees but it soon adds up , kent was the garden of England now just a concrete jungle 

Helen Cook Yes

Angelo Filippone Yes Sort out all roads before you box us into Rainham. No more building till you sort out the roads gas water and waste 

Jo Harwood Yes This area cannot sustain any more building. It is already overcrowded, lacking in services and run down. I have seen Rainham deteriorate rapidly over the past few years.
Traffic is horrendous and the roads are in a mess.

Brett wilson Yes The roads around Rainham & Twydall cannot cope with the volume of traffick as it is without more vehicles on the road, no doctors or dentists and tge hospital is a joke, we simply cannot accommodate more people.

Natasha Arintoul Yes Roads becoming more busy, will need a doctors, schools. 

Susan Blake Yes To build on the orchards will impact on the amount of traffic it will generate for both upper pump lane and lower Rainham road .especially when either road is closed.. also the foot traffic which can be dangerous as there are no footpaths in lower pump lane..

Lesley Edwards Yes

Sheila Bainbridge Yes

Heidi Nightingale Yes The total impracticality of this abhorrent proposed destruction of yet more beautiful landscape needs to be considered. 

Sarah Tindi Yes

Maggie Morrissey Yes

Ann Rolfe Yes

Gary Barnes Yes This is huge development built between the narrowest roads in Medway, roads that are so busy before any development! Also our community struggle now to get Hospital Appointments, another 2500 plus will only aggravate the situation. I also think that an enquiry should be made to Southern Water re supplies and Sewerage.

Dave Stickells Yes The area has been swamped with new houses the infrastructure can not cope now please don’t add more. 1000’s have already been agreed in this area we  don’t need or want any more 

Pump Lane is constricted in its width by the railway bridge. There are no footpaths. Lower Rainham Rd, Beechings Way and the A2 are at full usage . The Medway Maritime hospital is at breaking point. The water companies have admitted they can't cope with any more housing. Doctor and dentist appointments are non existent. Medway is

The roads, schools, infrastructure and medical facilities in the area cannot cope with the new houses being built now. Let alone any more being planned. The area will be an awful place to live if this goes ahead, for the reasons above, and for environmental reasons too, including the loss of even more green space and agricultural land, dimi

The infrastructure is not capable of coping with extra traffic on a single carriageway country road which is often closed. Schools, doctors,  hospitals etc are already overstretched. Rainham does not have the infrastructure in place for the current homes & residents, these new houses will add to the problem & take away another green space

Jorge Hugo Burgos Sua

An established orchard like the one in Pump Lane is an incredibly important habitat for wildlife, including many rare/ endangered species that live near the River Medway Estuary.
If this biodiversity asset is destroyed, it will further fragment already depleted and vital wildlife corridors across Kent & Medway.
As a long-term resident of Rainham, I have seen the over-development of my town in recent years, which has already changed the character of the town and its community for the worse, resulting in overwhelmed local services, gridlocked roads and high levels of air pollution, which threatens the health of both local residents (and especially
This development is unsustainable, with our already overwhelmed roads, infrastructure, hospital/ local healthcare services.
I understand that local people need housing, but there are thousands of empty homes in Medway, along with former industrial brownfield sites that would be far less damaging to develop into housing than prime agricultural land.
I am shocked that it is back under consideration - it is wrong on so many levels.

Lower Rainham Road is already heavily congested, the infrastructure cannot cope with the current amount of properties surrounding it. There are often numerous power cuts within this area as the network can't cope. New houses have been approved via the planning inspectorate on appeal in the past and this has turned the area into an ur

The impact of all the extra traffic on an area that's already saturated especially during school runs would be horrendous.  All that extra pollution when we already border Chatham which has one of the poorest air qualities in the whole if the UK. Plus if the school isn't built they have already said the land will be taken up by even more houses,

I was born and bred in Pump Lane, Rainham, leaving when I first got married in 1973.  I still visit family in the area and each time I visit I see more destruction of the countryside. As a child I was always led to believe that agricultural land below the railway line would never be built on.  We still need that agricultural land,   Im also sure the roa

There is not the infrastructure in place for more dwellings and more people.
We need a bigger hospital, more GPS, more NHS dentists. The surrounding roads are regularly gridlocked and not suitable for the increased volume of traffic that would be using the roads. I'm sure the water situation will suffer adversely. Southern water have regularly discharged into the sea and obviously can't cope with demand at the mo
It will disrupt wildlife both on the proposed build site but will have a knock on effect at riverside and further along the estuary.
It just isn't a viable build site.

This area of Kent has had so much building without the required infrastructure upgrades. The traffic is congested due to this, particularly for commuters using the surrounding road networks i.e the A2 into London.people need to commute to afford to buy the houses & public transport is too expensive & insufficent for commuting purposes

With only a finite area of green belt land still standing, why not prioritise purchasing and processing the derelict brown sites dotted throughout the county. Stop destroying green and start developing brown. The local area already lacks in fundamental infrastructure. Schools are crowded, doctors don't have the capacity for new patients, the 
Take a hint from the previous attempt.
Just don't keep destroying our local area with overpriced paper houses. No one benefits but you.

Roads can't cope with the traffic now let alone the increase more houses will bring. Air pollution will be higher. Our green spaces are rapidly disappearing and will reduce locally grown produce. Why not utilise the empty buildings that already exist. Improve road infrastructure, reduce parking cost and  encourage better shops so our town ce

This was rejected by the council previously, there has been no positive changes made to the impact to local people, traffic, wildlife and the environment, and Rainham simply cannot support yet another development of such size. I strongly object to the destruction of good quality agricultural land to build houses. There appears to have been

We do not have the road infrastructure to deal with this number of houses. The roads in rainham are often extremely bussy and thus would cause extra pressure to the current roads. It would also result in an increased level of pollution in the local area. Its clear that the Council does not have any regard for the resedents of Rainham if you g

I objected to the destruction of 126 acres of grade one agricultural land and associated development four years ago. Since then there is even more reason to object to this development.
There has been considerable infill development in this area which partly accounts for the increase of traffic I experience when going to my allotment in Lower Bloors Lane. This must mean greater inconvenience and pollution for the existing residents. Due to the geography of the area with the railway line one one side and a narrow road und
Although our country needs more affordable housing it also needs to provide more of it's own home grown food particularly given the unstable nature of the world currently. The land under consideration is grade 1 agricultural land and too valuable to lose from food production.
Councils adjoining Medway intend to build huge developments on the borders of Medway which will place even greater strain on Medway infrastructure especially Medway Hospital which is barely coping currently.
The objections I made 4 years are still valid: loss of wild life habitat,  loss of green spaces vital to human health, dramatic degregation of the historical character of the area, lack of capacity in the infrastructure (doctors, dentists, water, sewerage, electrical power provision) of the area but 4 years on is even more critical.



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

John Hewer Yes

Mandy Watkins Yes

Carol Jarrett Yes There is not the infrastructure within Rainham to support this amount of extra people. The roads cannot cope, the trains are already full.goong to London in peak times and the hospital cannot cope.

Tina O'Sullivan Yes To much traffic and air pollution, theres not enough GP , schools or Dentists or police , will add on pressure to community affecting wild life , selfish to keep building on precious land

Daniel O'Sullivan Yes There no school s no doctors now you can't get a appointment please enough is enough put in place extra school s doctors tge traffic coming through pump lane is bad so no 

Diana Weller Yes

Elaine Nutton Yes Having green areas is important for my mental and physical health. 

Stuart Doyle Yes

Derek Green Yes

Teresa Webb Yes This development shouldn't be allowed, although there are 500 less houses everyone knows the other facilities won't be built and the additional houses will be built. The land is still prime agricultural fields with an abundance of wildlife and should stay that way

Melanie Loader Yes Lack of hospital beds  doctors  and dentists!

Stephen Loader Yes

David Pay Yes Building on beautiful orchards is outrageous.
There are more suitable sites.

Andy White Yes

Deborah Summers Yes

Alan Camfield Yes

Dean Caston Yes

Allan Webb Yes

Glen Cook Yes Some of the reasons this was first rejected by the planning inspectorate, which concerned infrastructure have, if anything becomes worse due to inappropriate developments nearby. To now include the very same land for development is perverse.

Allison Smail Yes

Elizabeth Green Yes

Nicola Mahoney Yes

Heather Jupp Yes

Wendy Newman Yes Too many houses have already been built in this area without the relevant infrastructure being put in place, the lower Rainham road, hospital, doctors etc have not got the capacity for more cars and people

Grace Jupp Yes

Micheila Cull Yes I can’t think of a single reason as to why this development should go ahead particularly as it was previously rejected. No should mean NO! Reducing the number of properties to be built shouldn’t change the outcome of the planning decision in this case. All the objections from 2021 are even more valid than they were then. 

Shane Sterry Yes

Vincent Brown Yes Environmental impact, infrastructure will not support the extra housing and facilities, This area is not going to cope with extra residential areas or services

Lisa Yes Please protect our green land for the future im scared for my kids there will be no greenery left soon 

Patricia Whiting Yes

Sophie Barfoot Yes

Natasha Malem Yes A natural green space where the natural world can thrive. 

Hannah Soane Yes

Scott Fraizer Yes

Hannah Hall Yes

Suzanne Chappell Yes

Thomas Blondrage Yes

Daphne Horne Yes

Lynn Cass Yes

Michael Hillert Yes Pump lane and adjoining roads are not suitable to accommodate construction and delivery vehicles for the period of this development.

Matthew Lawrance Yes The development on flood plains, the added pressure on all utilities, the road system is already struggling and the added pressure of no extra doctors or hospitals and the destruction and problems will cause for all the locals. 

Karen Batchelar Yes

Jane Cunningham Yes

Pat Emerick Yes The whole area will be gridlocked and we do not have enough places in schools or Dr surgeries to cope

Louise Owen Yes

Eric Hatfield Yes

Stephen Sandy Yes

Stephanie Hann Yes Lack of current infrastructure and services to accommodate these extra homes. 

Tracey Simmons Yes The lower road is already so busy without the extra cars. Also very concerned about the lack of good Doctors, Dentist, schools etc for all the extra people. That’s aswell as destroying the natural habitats for many birds and insects.

Karen Culmer Yes

John Paine Yes

Lucia Lacona Yes

Eric Driver Yes

Denise Driver Yes

Chloe Willing Yes

Olwen O'Dowd Yes Temporary accommodation is mentioned,  what does that mean,  temporary for parents and children.  If so why not build proper low cost units for rental for locals.  Or could it be a dumping ground for immigrants.   There have been reports of men, lurking and drinking in Motney hill area

Gary Teague Yes

Sandy Hartley Yes These orchards are integral to the character and history of the local area. Once destroyed they can never be replaced. They should be preserved and cherished as part of Rainham and  Medway’s unique characteristic and charm. 

Jemma Lilley Yes No infrastructure, so many green areas ruined already. Will cause more delays on an already busy road. Killing more wildlife

Graham Lilley Yes Rainham can't cope with what it has already, 

P E Peck Yes

Deonne Tring Yes There will be no extra doctor surgery’s or schools to manage all the extra people in the area.  Roads are busy as it is

Nick Taylor Yes There is no infrastructure put in place along with the loss to wildlife

Jason Cass Yes

Natasha Douglas Yes There has already been so much Greenland taken from our area. Please no more. Our roads cannot cope, our air pollution is worse than Bangkok city some days! 

Sylvia Adams Yes

Although I do not live in the area  I have been spending an increasing amount of time on a regular basis and more so of late in my latter years to visit and spend time with my extended family some of whom are very young. During the last few years the volume of traffic has increased dramatically to dangerous levels, particularly so in Pump
I could NOT AND DO NOT SUPPORT the proposal.

John Hewer.

There is an insufficient road network to accommodate more housing. It can take 30 mins to drive from the village of Upchurch and Lower Halstow, a distance of less than a mile. 1 M2 access. It rains 9 months a year and we have water shortages every summer. That's because the water table cannot support the population. The Thames co

I have lived in Gillingham since 1966 and I have a heartfelt belief that our rural areas/farm land/orchards etc have enhanced the urban sections of what we now call 'Medway'. But now we are faced with the numerous INSIDIOUS developments upon our beautiful countryside which is not only detrimental to the wider environment but in hum

This is top grade farmland , we cannot lose it forever, with ever increasing population levels we need to produce more of our own food locally!
Pollution levels are unacceptably high now ,this will exacerbate those levels , with much more traffic resulting from this plan. The Lower Road is suffering from much increased traffic levels due not just to the extra housing developments already built , but also those from nearby areas, such as Newington, Otterham Quay Lane, Mierscourt et
The loss of green space is catastrophic: the green buffer in this urban area is vital for the health of locals , mental health as well as reduced pollution levels for breathing.
I was staggered to read that when the Great Lines was proposed for development , it was rejected and the point made that London has more green spaces than Medway. That was 20 years ago, that statistic is more potent now with the huge level of developments Medway, and especially Rainham , has suffered.
And lastly, those with no voice will die and be gone forever from this development and they are the wildlife. The government says it is serious about the dire biodiversity levels in the UK. If this appalling development goes ahead, nature is once again forgotten and sent into a further downward spiral . Death to nature is the real loser here, nev
This is an obvious reaffirmation of my previous objection....in light of the damage to people's health, destruction of nature that can never recover, and loss of valuable farmland, all amplified and more important than the last time I objected. It is madness for this to be proposed , it needs to be removed form any plans for good!

This is an area of outstanding beauty, part of the beauty of Rainham/ Twydall. We already have more new houses than the infrastructure can cope with , no dentist spaces, very long waiting times a Medway hospital A&E , not enough doctors. A sewage system at bursting point, roads simply not made for the amount of traffic already using t

I suffer from asthma and the pollution from traffic constantly at a standstill is causing so much pollution, and things will get SO much worse with all of our green spaces going. We have so many new builds in Rainham now and the traffic is horrendous, I really don’t recognise the place anymore everywhere you turn and on every space no m

This Development would have a negative impact on the area, destroying agricultural land which provides a habitat for wildlife and pollinators. It would increase pollution and destroy thousands or trees which are so valuable in the fight against climate change. There is also insufficient infrastructure to cope with the additional traffic and pop

We currently live on Russett Farm which is in the centre of the huge development being proposed. I have lived here for 6 years and already know the infrastructure in Rainham cannot cope as it is, let alone with a development of this size adding extra pressure. The farming land was deemed the best quality land for farming 6 years ago, and

Medway hospital is already at capacity, I recently had a baby, and the service received was far from adequate due to the hospital being completely full of patients and there not being enough doctors to get round to everyone in an adequate amount of time. Again, this development will add more pressure to an already struggling hospital. Th

I object to the proposed loss of prime agricultural land, we already have gridlocked roads around the proposed site. 750 homes will probably mean at least 1500 more vehicles on the roads. The new homeowners will have moved in by the time the new schools have been built, so those who have school age children will already been enrolle

We are one of the most nature depleted countries,  token promises of green spaces & habitat preservation rarely materialise. I'm a 5th generation Rainham resident & can't believe what has happened to what was a lovely place to live  there are too many people & not enough infrastructure already lower Rainham road has tankers backed up

I would like this development removed from the local plan because there is no infrastructure in place or planned to accommodate another 1400 cars as most households now own two cars and likely only 1 space allocated so where will the other 750 additional cars Lilly park. The Lower Rainham Road is already choked with the additional c

Also the healthcare is limited having had originally 5 hospitals with now only one which is totally over capacited and has patients being left in corridors due to no bed availability. My surgery alone has over 5000 patients with only three doctors. Appointments at my surgery are generally a 3 week waiting  time to see someone face to face. W

We have youths coming from outside the area to attend our schools leaving no spaces for local children.

I hope the inspectorate sees sense and rejects this and removes from the local plan.

We are losing too much rural land to housing.  The infrastructure in the area is already under pressure. Rainham's infrastructure cannot cope with the number of people already living here. As for the volume of vehicles, the roads already experience regular gridlock.  Dr's/dentists locally are already over subscribed and appointments are imp

The distraction of 60 000 trees; the wildlife that will have their homes destroyed: grade one agriculture land that can never be regained once covered in concrete: the road networks can’t cope with the amount of homes  we currently have: the location is not close to a station which will force residents to drive AND it’s a battle that has been f

The roads traffic can’t cope as it is, the traffic is causing issues with getting anyway out of rainham and risk to children going to school. If we are looking to build on this area it should be for beneficial reasons such as a hospital, Medway hospital is so backed up and the standard of care is being lowered due to the never ending increasing p

There is no point in building a medical centre, when my local practice, according to the manager has four GP vacancies she cannot fill, so where are any new GPs going to come from? Furthermore it is not just the orchard trees that presumably would come down but the trees that border the railway line. I was under the impression trees so

As with so many other people, we in Rainham are being asked to lose more of our open spaces to buildings, There have been no new Sewerage updates, no new Doctors, Dentists, and certainly no improvements to the roads and parking. Our hospital is already at saturation point. If a new hospital is built, where are they getting the Doctors, 

My objections are on the grounds of destruction of the wild life, erosion of the environment, more pollution from  the amount of cars per household and using a narrow country lane with no pavements for footfall to and from schools, no extra infrastructure in place like hospital GP's etc.
The Lower Rainham road and surrounding roads are already overloaded at rush hours so this amount of proposed houses is unsustainable. "Im against the planning because there is not enough infrastructure in place to support the addition of another 750 houses and 750 families and probably twice as many cars. There will be no extra GP
I also feel the environment will suffer with more pollution and the wildlife on the farm will be pushed out and lost."



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Laurence White Yes

Flattening and concreting over even more green space will take away the  Natural Water drainage… leading to flooding ..
the local water treatment plant cannot cope as it is … I’m seeing dozens mot large HGV liquid tankers damaged the lower rainham road, clearly full with ‘who knows what’ ..
.The lower road infrastructure is not able to cope with HGV’s  it has a 7.5 time restriction for a reason ..
destroying perfectly good agricultural land .
.
No safe foot paths,
more traffic .
more damage to roads
More roads the council has to pay for.repairs
….
We’ve been having power cuts lately..
. more disruption.. .

Brian Hughes Yes Too much building on our green spaces - too much traffic added to already busy crumbling roads - no space in the hospital- no care homes schools all full, doctors all full, dentists all full, insurance premiums will go up no doubt crime rates will go up - just NO!

Michelle Thompson Yes

Terry Wells Yes Rainham cannot take anymore people and their vehicles.
Or the blatant building on good fertile farm land. Prime farm land serving our community

Sandra Chapman Yes This is only going to exacerbate the local issues with health care, environmental destruction, traffic pollution, 

Thomas Wallace Yes

Laura Travel Yes

Imy Tong Yes I object to the land being turned from orchards into housing. Rainham cannot sustain further houses and residents, the roads, education and health systems are already at maximum capacity.

Han Chapman Yes It will negatively effect the environment. 

Dave Sage Yes This would be a gross destruction of wildlife habitat and would lead to an increase the the already high levels of traffic fumes in Rainham. The roads cannot cope now, which are set to get even worse with the new developments at the bottom of Station Road, and under Swale Council by the Three Sisters pub on the pear orchards

Adrian Taylor Yes I object to this proposal as it in reality is manifestly no better in its design than that which was refused in 2021.  In fact it’s impact will be worse due to the additional houses that have been built or will be built in the immediate area.

Tina Taylor Yes This proposal will have a worse impact than that which was refused in 2021 due to the fact that considerable extra houses have been built or will be built in the Rainham area and adding an extra 750 is quite frankly madness.

Koon-Shun Tong Yes the surrounding amenities like schools and hospital cannot cope with additional capacity of planned expansion. Roads here are already at capacity. blights the view and destroys current environment 

Kerry Tester Yes

Linda Cass Yes This has already been turned down by the inspectorate. Nothing has changed and the same reasons for refusal still stand

Sharon Boyle Yes I am objecting due to the wild life that will use their natural habitat
Iam objecting due to the extra about of traffic that would be using lower pump lane and the lower road

Julie Wickman Yes

Irene Hoare Yes

Roy Davis Yes Local transport infrastructure and health facilities are unable to cope with this level of development. In addition the loss of even more habitat for birds and invertebrates will have a highly detrimental effect on wildlife in the area.

Victoria Marchant Yes

Pamela Knight Yes Don't put greed and profit before doing what's right. No way on God's earth that this orchard should be destroyed for more housing.

Colette Stevenson Yes

Helen Harris Yes

Too much land has been earmarked for housing in this area, without consideration that the roads are already blocked with traffic most of the time. No extra services provided - our hospital, GP practices and pharmacies already cannot cope with the number of people that they have to deal with.
Goathams used to be farmers and farmers used to protect their land. Now they are just out to make loads of money from the developments.
It's actually a pleasant walk down that way at present. Lockdown taught us how precious the green spaces of Medway are, but I feel we have learnt nothing now.
I was told many years ago that all of lower Rainham is earmarked for development. Sadly the person was correct.
Very sad. Destruction of countryside which we have so little of here. More cars when our roads are always blocked with traffic. More strain on the NHS and chemists

Emma Smith Yes

Over the years ,  there has been a big increase in green land and farming land   been granted  planning
This is a big concerns for not only the natural environment and wildlife but those of farmers who need this land
Kent was named Garden of England for a  reason
Please please reconsider using such land for building purposes please keep this building free for younger generations to enjoy as well as wildlife

Julie Oliver Yes The local surrounding area already struggles with the amount of traffic and lack of infrastructure.  The original reasons for the previous planning to be rejected still stand

Carol Youens Yes No infrastructure. 

Trevor Youens Yes No infrastructure to cope with all the extra houses 

Ruth Dyke Yes

Marina Adams Yes Leave out orchards alone we do not need more houses 

Becky Kenny Yes

Trevor Loveridge Yes The surrounding roads do not cope with the current levels of traffic so it will become intolerable if this development goes ahead, the general infrastructure cannot sustain this proposal

Amanda Reely Yes To build on a historical site, putting extra pressure on the existing struggling infrastructure and resources would be devastating for the local area. This clearly has not been thought through properly nor have the issues that will arise from such a development. 

John Coppen Yes Medway Maritime Hospital and GP practices already struggle to cope with the existing local population. The proposed new homes will simply make a bad situation even worse.

Cally Bartatt Yes This plan was already declined by the inspectorate for multiple reasons, these reasons  are still valid today and nothing has changed to think differently. 

Lucy Johnson Yes Rainham can't deal with any more houses the roads are too busy doctors are to busy everything is to busy, people are stupid thinking this is a good idea it's only going to negatively impact Rainham 

Joanna Taylor Yes

Lorraine Griffin Yes

Linda Beckett Yes

Paul Biddle Yes

Laura Sutton Yes I do not live in this area but I do have to drive along the Lower Rainham road to get to work and this is horrendous in the morning at the moment, my 15 minute journey can take an hour and with 750 new houses and the other developments going ahead this area could become gridlocked.

Andrew Freiter Yes

Tracey Pullen Yes

Kerry Harris Yes

Maureen Lawson Yes Losing wildlife and Greenfields chaos on roads and hospitals, schools and doctors

David Weeks Yes

Lewis Hickman Yes

Enough is enough. Rainham and the surrounding area are already at breaking point.

The sewage works at Motney Hill are regularly overwhelmed with barely any upgrades for decades. It’s not fit for purpose now, let alone with more homes added.

Doctors' surgeries? Overrun.
Medway Hospital? Struggling.
Roads? Clogged.

And while we’re at it, let’s not forget the destruction of natural habitats, green spaces, and trees… all in the name of so-called “progress.”

Funny how Labour loves shouting about Net Zero while ripping up trees and bulldozing wildlife habitats to cram in more housing.

No more development until the infrastructure is upgraded and nature is protected.

Locals deserve better. Nature deserves better. Enough of the hypocrisy.

Alex Lilley Yes

Stephen Friday Yes

Billy Fleet Yes The additional road traffic  this development would obviously add to will place the existing road network under immense pressure and will not be able to cope. This development was rejected in the past with very good reasons.

Lauren Colton Yes

Rhys Hughes Yes

Eric Reynolds Yes We cannot afford to lose the food independence that good farming land provides for the country. 

Brenda Reynolds Yes Overcrowding and lack of facilities. 

Joy Sanders Yes

Rhiannon Fossey Yes

Hannah King Yes

Jack Gregory Yes Traffic is already a nightmare in Rainham, with no plans on how the infrastructure will be upgraded to deal with the housing then this problem will only increase making Rainham a less desirable place to live 

Russell Saunders Yes

N Scott Yes The local infrastructure and services simply cannot cope with this level of building- we already  struggle with the volume of cars, with no real capacity to improve the surrounding road system, in addition to the loss of a valuable green lung 

Julie Jobson Yes The building of more houses will absolutely damage the wildlife and surrounding areas - the road cannot withstand the volume of traffic as it is without further development.  The local infrastructure is also unable to support this development.

Daren Pasfield Yes

Anna-Marie Matthews Yes

Jayne Dunn Yes
Please can you stop London Councils building on Medway land. Whatever new houses are built should advertised for Medway residents only in the first instance and only afterwards advertised nationally.
There needs to be far fewer house built and they should be built in already urban areas such as central Gillingham and Chatham. These houses will be near public transport and there will be less pressure on already overcrowded roads. We need proper green spaces, not pathetic strips of green, which is all that will be left if this carries on.

Nikki Morris Yes

The surrounding roads simply cannot cope with the extra traffic this development would produce. The infrastructure cannot cope with a development of this scale. Roads are already congested, and the extra cars this would add will make the air quality decline considerably. The proposed development is near two schools and the pollution 

Without the relevant infrastructure improvements/ developments further housing development  will be unsustainable. Roads, schools, hospital capacity, doctor availability ,water supply and sewage are all under pressure  currently  and additional human demand will make the situation even worse. Consideration to the development of prime

So much agricultural land has already been built on in Medway.  The Medway Towns is becoming an area of miles of buildings with very little natural space.  The trees on this land are an incredibly valuable resource to the area.  In a time of increasing climate change to remove thousands of healthy productive trees goes against all we as a

We respect and love our green areas, the local services could not possibly cope with a large number of new homes. Services , especially NHS are struggling already. We cannot get into GP is our choice and no chance of NHS dentist. We cannot cope now. The area would collapse with an even larger population. Where would kids go to scho

Infrastructure wholly inadequate for current population as is. Roads/ hospitals/ doctors/ schools/ gas and sewerage to name a few. Any road closure causes immense pressure on A2 and Lower Rainham Road. At certain times of the day, it can take ages for me to leave the house, and I am wholly dependent on another driver, stopping to g

The Government minister of housing should definitely come and live in Medway before allowing anymore building in this area. Our hospital has struggled to cope for several years as it is but nothing is ever offered to help it, the lack of dentists doctors and water are huge issues as we are now. We already have the threat of being penalised 

Insufficient infrastructures to support the additional population (road network, healthcare etc…) We’re in real danger of becoming an overflow for London, which is exactly what most locals are trying to avoid or escape. More Development in this area will destroy the  heritage of Rainham, and likely force happy residents out of the area to es

I've lived in this area all my life. I grew up on Broadway and spent most of my youth at my grandfathers on Thornham Road and remember walking through the lanes with him. Given the beauty of the area and its obvious advantages to wildlife and green space which is a major factor in modern society with multiple green initiatives and net 

Recent heavy rainfall in the area has shown that local pumping stations are already overwhelmed.  Huge tanker lorries had to.be used to clear the overflows on the lower road which is already extremely busy. If this project goes ahead the main road in and out will not have the capacity it will need  - the road is already often congested.  The 

Whoever is building this houses needs to be locked up and the key thrown away, Medway used to be a beautiful city and now it’s just turning into a modern version of London. Busy. Overcrowded. Overpopulated because you keep building all these new builds l. Granted yes I live in a new build but if id have know all these others would have 

The traffic is already terrible in the area and in the mornings backed up by traffic from Leigh Academy on Otterham Quay Lane which means I use Lower Rainham road to get to motorway, the road is already so busy without these additional houses and there are so many developments not yet finished along there. Lower Rainham road was 

We need to save our green land and orchards - we need the trees to live !
There is far too much pressure on the local roads- most of the time the traffic doesn’t move along the A2 in both directions. Trying to get out of the top of pump lane is near on impossible, there isnt the infrastructure for another 750 homes- there have already been too many new homes build in the area adding to the pressures of the roads
If a new school is built it will just increase the traffic on the roads- school time is already a nightmare with so many schools in such close proximity - using the a2 - lower rainham road and pump lane - it’s no joke !!



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Frances Anastopoulos Yes

Adam Morris Yes 1) Problems with loc traffic. This is already very busy on the Lower Rainham Road. 2) Addition load on utilities especially waste water as Southern Water are already struggling with incoming flows at Motney Hill. 

Mel Hadlow Yes Traffic!!

Rick Wilmot Yes

Patricia Curtis Yes

Shiralee Keane Yes

Kerry Wooloughan Yes This development is not suitable for the area

Georgia Olley Yes

Les Yes How much more can medway take, we can’t go anywhere now without traffic Jams plus lack of schools, amenities, water, jobs to name just a few. All the council think about is more income from council tax. I’m taking pictures of the country side in medway to show my grand children what the countryside was before it becomes extinct.

Kaye Bettey Yes

Andrius No

Paul Fisher Yes

Declan Wooloughan Yes Completely inappropriate for the area

Sue McAllister Yes No thought has gone into these developments on the impact of the loose green belt land!! Brown field sites MUST be sort and use first.! This will affect agricultural and nature which we need to maintain. 

James Felton Yes

Stuart Lewis Yes

Brian Backhouse Yes Build on brownfield sites not green

Stephen Webb Yes

Eileen Yarnton Yes The current infrastructure cannot support the community of Medway as it stands, there is no way that this build should go ahead. 

Linda Northover Yes Not enough Gp surgery's dentist's or and hospital overstretched. I live near the Strand and the lower road going will not take the extra traffic. 

Daniel Parsons Yes

Sonny Andrews Yes The plans dont seem viable and the infrastructure 

Paul Miller Yes We don't have the infrastructure, roads, doctors, dentists etc for more housing. Rainham and Gillingham too congested already.

Jodie Rushworth Yes The infrastructure in the area cannot cope with current demand and it will ruin the local green space

John Maher Yes We.are a small town the roads can not cope the hospitals & dentist can not cope 

Charles Dunn Yes

Joanna Featherstone Yes

Jacqueline Potter Yes

Anne Edwards Yes
Losing trees and green spaces.
Too many new houses.
Not enough health provision. Not enough school places. Roads inadequate.

Mark Oliver Yes

Emma Moores Yes

Lisa Humphries Yes

Lloyd South Yes

Tess Dixon Yes

Jane Higgins Yes There should be no further development in Rainham & Gillingham until ALL of the infrastructure concerns are addressed . The roads are congested already . The lower road , is a busy thoroughfare already and the road is inadequate. Schools, hospitals and GP surgeries are overwhelmed. Is there an adequate water supply?
Enough is enough.

Shannon King Yes

Gavin Shrubshall Yes The overdevelopment of the rainham area will not sustain and is already struggling under the increased traffic  strain from the cuurent developments and the encroaching swale developments.

Valerie McQuaid Yes This vast development would severely impact Rainham, roads gridlocked, much reduced quality of life due to overcrowding, loss of agricultural land which can never be recovered, loss of precious open land which would have a huge impact on residents’ wellbeing.

Claire Tulloch Yes Our roads, our hospitals, our schools etc are failing as it is ! 

Lee Tulloch Yes We need our green spaces 

Michelle Cockerton Yes I’m totally against this development due to traffic to many cars on the roads which won’t be improved at all . Lack of doctors dentist and schools  also the countryside it’s just all going away no greenery just more pollution to the area 

Andrew Piper Yes Use common sense there is to much traffic in the area already hospitals can’t cope and  not enough facilities to cover thousands more people.

Peter Cook Yes

Joanne Muspratt Yes

Lauren Waters Yes

Les Yes

Zoe Jackson Yes

Mark Lacey Yes More destruction of biodiversity and no infrastructure improvements to roads that are already failing to cope

Timothy Higgins Yes Grade A agricultural land. No transport links. No infrastructure. Not in local plan. Already turned down on appeal. Not a difficult decision.

Debbie Beeching Yes

Marie Edwards Yes

Jackie Bassant Yes

Dionne Groved Yes

Steve White Yes

Anne-marie Yes Our roads are chaos already, we do not need more heavy goods vehicles on them, damaging them, nor do we want 750+ more cars on them. There's no infrastructure to support new homes. We are over run already

Marie Ozdemir Yes The area is overdeveloped, there is very little green space left in Medway, traffic will increase on already overused roads and infrastructure, loss of amenity for local residents, increased pressure on already stretched public services such as Medway Hospital

Joanne Seaward Yes  The existing infrastructure, particularly the Lower Rainham Road with its two sets of traffic lights will not be able to cope with the additional traffic both during the build and subsequently with the traffic generated by the new residents

Kerry Matthews Yes

Leigh Matthews Yes Traffic, pollution , noise, trees,badgers are protected, other wildlife, crime, doctors 

Diane Matthews Yes The orchards are habitat for a variety of wildlife. Infrastructure is non existent in rainham already. Traffic congestion is all ready dier on lower rainham road and the A2. Pipes underground will crack under pressure of more traffic causing more problems.  The noise of construction. 

Kanisha Rehsi Yes

Mandy Nairn Yes

Kelly Andrews Yes

Amanda Barnes Yes Leave us some countryside. Too many new developments in such a small space

Ian Barnes Yes

Charlotte Yes

Gaynor Yes

Craig Yes

You will distroy the whole town and take away anything thing that is nice in the area.

The roads can’t cope as it is.
The internet can’t cope and affects business
It is over run with people and becoming extremely untidy and not looked after. The water and the electrics are already over stretched.

It’s just a money making exercise that won’t be forfeild and will just make more room for non working residents and bring in more immigrants into this area.

Allan Best Yes

Liz Allan Yes

Manjit Sohal Yes

Graham Masters Yes

Bob Yes

David Smith Yes

Rainham has already become a really congested area for traffic and lorry movements, a massive construction of this nature will only intensify this problem.  Obviously, all previous reasons against this planned destruction of a natural beauty spot of Rainham are still relevant, along with all the previously stated problems regarding hospitals,

The application was rejected in 2021...all the reasons for rejecting it then are still valid now.
The traffic on the A2 and on the Lower Rainham Road is very heavy now, thanks in part to all the house building that has gone on in Rainham over the last few years (e.g. on Otterham Quay Lane which runs between the A2 and Lower Rainham Road). Adding even more traffic is a very bad idea! I live on the A2 and work from home 3 days a w
The proposed site isn't within easy walking distance on a town centre or a train station, or even a major bus route...the occupants would pretty much have no choice but to drive. It noticeable that most houses have at least 2 cars...so that's a lot of cars added to the existing traffic on the local roads.
And destroying that many trees to build the houses?
My understanding is the land down around the Lower Rainham Road already has a heightened risk of flooding. (It's downhill from Rainham and it's near the river). Take away the orchards which must act as a water sink and replace them with houses, it must increase the risk of flooding; and wouldn't the new houses have a high risk of flood

Our house looks over the apple field, this will cause such devastation to the wildlife visitors we see to the Apple fields. There will be years of noise, traffic pollution. Medway Maritime Hospital is already at its limits and this is going to add so much more pressure to medical services. The roads in this area are not built for this much traffic. T

Rainham is at full capacity already with the amount of new houses already built or already under construction.   Our roads are mainly narrow lanes and cannot take any further volume of traffic.  Any slight problem with the M2 or Lower Rainham Road and Rainham grinds to a halt  with a 10 minute journey taking up to 45 minutes On averag

Lower Rainham is becoming a real bottleneck, especially when roads close which happens frequently. We are slowly but surely losing our green spaces and countryside and wildlife habitat. There are insufficient schools and GPs, poor road systems that were not designed for this volume of traffic, sewage systems that cannot cope. The ho

There is not the infrastructure in Rainham (particularly the already clogged road network and water / sewage capacity) to meet the needs of this significant further development.  It will also have significant impact on nature and as a country we should be maintaining our land which is a source of food should we need to be self sufficient fo

The need for housing does not outweigh the consideration for already established communities, empty and unused housing stock already in situ and the imapct on already congested and under serviced road infrastructure in and around rainham. Proposal of 'additional services' should also be mandated to be sourced, constructed and ser

Our road infrastructure is already at capacity.., constant gridlock and closures. This will be detrimental to our environment and quality of life. The local wildlife and beautiful countryside will be further affected and diminished. This housing will most likely not even be affordable for local residents and will be filled with down from Londoners.

S106’s need to be adequate to ensure the local area can cope with any more housing. These need to be implemented before any house building can start. These need roads cannot cope with the amount of traffic coming through Lower Rainham Road and the surrounding off roads. Neither can the water system, given the issues with waste

Ridiculous to create  more hosing, rainham  is drowning  already in to many cars, on the road not enough doctors dentists, schools, to cope with this overload.  Plus we also do not need more dysfunctional  families  brought  down from london to turn rainham  into a unsavoury  place to live, we can already see it happening  with people  that

Totally inappropriate site with a lack of infrastructure. This is prime agricultural land and is a habitat for much wildlife. Heritage properties are within the locality and would be impacted. The A2 and Lower Rainham Road are gridlocked at peak times and the impact of ongoing new builds in Lower Rainham Road have not yet been realised. L

This development will be devastating to the local area. It will cause great pollution not only during the building process but also after the houses are occupied.  We already struggle with traffic congestion on both the A2 and the Lower Road especially when there are roads works, which are common. A simple journey can sometimes take tw



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Philip Ling Yes

My concern is based around two separate issues.
Firstly and most importantly, the unnecessary impact that the development would have on the local areas wildlife and green spaces. We moved to Rainham in 2017 as the area we were in was becoming overcrowded and lacked the fundamental green areas that we wanted our children to be able to experience when growing up.
Over the years, as a family we have made a lot of use of this area for family walks, enjoying the clean air, learning about nature and educating our children on why the environment is so important.
To lose this space now, especially when there are so many other areas (that are brownfield sites) that could be developed easily with less environmental impact, is highly disappointing.

Secondly, I really don’t think that the local infrastructure can cope with that many new homes in one area.
We already have huge traffic issues, especially when one route is blocked through roadworks etc. This development would exacerbate this issue immensely.
We also do not have the resources in terms of public services, like hospitals, doctors, dentists and other local provisions to be able to effectively deal with the extra numbers in this area.
In my opinion, a lot of work needs to be done be to improve these services for the residents we have now, well before even considering more and more.

Richie Rajpal Yes

A Pat Jenkins Yes Too many houses already and not enough infrastructure 

Charlie Jade Yes

Gary Thornton Yes

Andrew Crouch Yes We don't have sufficient water resorsies and power resources and this will put more pressure on nhs and roads of medway. Lack of amenities in area hospitals schools doctors etc.. water shortage and power .
Vehicle access poor

Mike Wegg Yes We need green spaces NOT houses and insufficient medical facilities to provide 

Gary McDonald Yes THE MOST OBVIOUS ISSUE OVER DEVELOPMENT IN THE AREA UTILITIES BECOMING OVER STRETCHED TRAFFIC PROBLEMS. IF THE DEVELOPER IS GRANTED PERMISSION WILL THEY BE MADE TO UPGRADE ALL OF LOWER RAINHAM ROAD AT THERE EXPENSE ?

Valerie Guard Yes Wildlife issues

Frances Lorentsen Yes 1) The road network is not adequate.  2). There are not sufficient Doctors, dental surgeries, schools in the area to serve the existing area. 3) It will take what is left of the green space we have. 

Barbara Reeves Yes

Rachel Stageman Yes The local infrastructure is not aet up to support this development 

Charlotte McCarthy Yes

Amanda Gibbemd Yes

Tina Austin Yes The roads, doctors, schools, sewage and not coiping

Keely hayward Yes This is unsustainable the roads are unable to cope with the extra traffic already, we are experiencing flooding, the wildlife will be destroyed, Upchurch is becoming a rat run for all the extra houses

Eric Lunt Yes There is too many green belts being built on and the houses aren’t exactly affordable for the average family

Kelly Clarke Yes due to its isolated location north of the railway line, existing traffic issues will be increased, resulting in severe impacts on the highway network and the current residents.

Pamela Sinclair Yes

Zoe Rich Yes Affect wild life, adds more pressure onto the already busy roads/hospital/schools/dentists/doctors. Traffic will increase leaving our already busy roads gridlocked. 

Sarah Lack Yes

The infrastructure can't handle the current number of houses in the area; lately there's been so many water leaks, gas leaks, roads are crumbling. If one road is shut, it affects the whole area!

Hospital, GPs and Dentists are already overwhelmed/over subscribed

Natural environment; think of the animals and habitats, my kids love exploring nature and the green fields but this is being taken away.

The area already feels clostraphobic before any more houses are added to the area, why is our area being targeted when there's no space for more!!

Mike Adams Yes

Hayley Surrey Yes

Richard Owen Yes

Jo-Anne Petzing Yes It was a childhood and the noise and destruction of animal homes, nesting destroying widlife. Not enough infrastructure to cope. Why woulld you

Natalie Brown Yes

Kerry Yes Pollution,  destruction of green space, wildlife will be killed, wildlife will be displaced. Infrastructure is struggling already without these extra homes, traffic and people

Samantha Flegg Yes

William Roberts Yes

Duncan Turner Yes The infrastructure is not I'm place to cope with this volume of increased traffic - the roads cannot cope as it is - what about the bees and wildlife that gets destroyed everytime a new development is created? Pollution noise and more destruction of our countryside that isn't why I moved to Kent
You are destroying our way of living and breaking the country

Jason Spencer Yes We don't need more housing, twydall is already getting congested. Lived here all my life and it's getting worse. If you want to build houses then go to Beirut or Lebanon 🙏🙏

Greg Bryant Yes

Dylan Travel Yes Lower Rainham road is not equipped to handle the traffic needs it currently has, let alone with extra houses being built along the road
This is grade 1 agricultural land that will be lost forever and have a negative impact on the local wildlife and look of the area

Paul Francis Yes

Alan Lorentsen Yes If planning permission was not granted for Mathews Riding Centre due to road Infrastructure how can this Planning be any different. The road has not changed since Mathews application 

Kathleen Emmerson Yes We don’t need any more housing estates to be built in that area, we are losing all our beautiful views of the rivers landscapes, we will need to build ARKS to live in, not just for the animals but for us humans to, STOP � ENOUGH IS ENOUGH 

Charmaine Linnell Yes The road is to small and congested already.

Julie Fish Yes The infrastructure is not sufficient to support this new development.  It will be hugely detrimental to the wildlife, the environment, current GP surgeries and the only local hospital.  We need to keep prime agricultural land to feed our communities and not have to rely on imported foods so much.

Sharon Harrison Yes

Paul Alexander Yes

Amir Gurung Yes

Clair Melville-Brown Yes

Christoberg Yes Is this not classed as ancient woodland or an ancient Orchard?

Anne Trabucchi Yes Unfortunately the roads in Rainham and surrounding areas, cannot cope with current loads,. The towns will come to a complete standstill, if more houses are added. Without God for it, there is an accident on either main roads ( either the M2 or the A2) .
This is before I start on the Hospital. I work as a volunteer on an elderly care ward. So many times I have seen patients released  fit to go home, only for them to return with in the next week.

Jane Sutton Yes To many new builds down lower Rainham and Gillingham already 

Daren Cheverton Yes

Mr A Thomas Yes Far to many residential housing in area and total lack of infrastructure to warrant any more development 

J Thomas Yes There are far to many houses and will only bring more congestion to the area 

Angelo Filippone Yes We in Rainham cannot take any more building till the roads schools and hospital get an upgrade. We just can't cope with more and more houses and no inferstrure improvement. Lower Rainham road has been shut down more times than I care to remember in the last 12 months.  STOP THIS MADNESS NOW. 

M Thomas Yes The roads around the area are really busy insufficient dr hospitals etc in the area for more people no to the development 

Suzanne Huseman Yes

Helen Coppell Yes The surrounding infrastructure, especially the  Lower Rainham Road is already overstretched and cannot take any more traffic

Richard Farren Yes Rainham is overcrowded as it is, the roads & facilities are unable to cope & every scrap of land is being built on, save our orchards!

Sasha Monisse Yes

Jordan Monisse Yes

Dawn Rainsford Yes

Additional impact on local NHS services including GP and Medway hospital. endangered wildlife, birds, bees
Further disruption to local roads and increase in traffic.
Building over public footways
Close proximity to flood planes.
Distruction to green spaces

Peter Bulmer Yes This proposal already failed after an appeal and common sense should prevail and not allow greed by developers to ignore local considerations. 

Mark Metcalf Yes These orchards and this lane are not appropriate for the extra 750 houses proposed. 

Alan Crowder Yes There are queues at major junctions already and the additional cars from 950 houses will make it unbearable

Joshua Thomas Yes

Nigel Barns Yes

Russell Plampton Yes

Daisy Gethen Yes Traffic is already awful that way and the infrastructure isn’t there - why are we ruining nature?

Vivian Bradley Yes

Peter Chapman Yes

Unsuitable infrastructure, added pollution, far too much traffic for roads to cope with this increase. Need breathing lung between Rainham and Gillingham. No added reservoir or water source to cope with increased demand.  Sewers already over capacity. Water pressure has already been reduced to save water but this has led to problems 

Keeping valuable farmland and orchards is important.  The area has seen considerable housing development in the last couple of years  which has lead to an increase in traffic in a very confined area. Building more houses will only add to the congestion and remove the last vestiges of a semi rural area, which provides an orchard for the co

This is 100 per cent green belt and should be preserved as such for future generations to enjoy  ,although i am an NHBC registered house builder  I am totally against green belt development, having lived here since early sixties Rainham has become totally over developed and you begin to wonder who are all these houses for....way to many

This has already gone through the planning and appeal process, and has been refused. This was done with the full support of the local community and the council themselves. I can't believe Medway Council has decided to ignore this and include the development of this area  in their local plan. The only thing which has changed in the last f

With all the additional developments in Rainham, we are running out of green spaces. The orchards are such a wonderful space and something we are proud of in Rainham. Traffic conditions continue to worsen and there will be an increased demand on services if new houses were also built here in addition to other developments. There ar

The Orchards are a habitat for a wide range of wildlife, including birds, pollinators, and small mammals. The loss of mature trees and hedgerows would destroy nesting sites, feeding grounds, and wildlife corridors that are crucial for the local ecosystem. It is questionable whether any proposed mitigation measures can genuinely compens
The local infrastructure is not equipped to handle the additional demands that this development would impose.

Traffic, Sewage, Broadband, utilities, Hospital, Doctors, I have had a car drive into my house two years ago and I am still repairing the house and with the added traffic there is more risk of this happening again and I have had no support to get through it and the police let the driver off even thought they had his mobile and car reg he got awa

A) The MedwayTowns is already overpopulated. We don't need more houses , people and more vehicles in this vicinity. By losing trees we are losing the natural soak away when there are heavy rain falls. Fact:only recently there was flooding in some areas not far from us, due to this actual reason.
To make acess onto Pump Lane or The Lower Rainham Road will not only be chaotic, possibly leading to more accidents - but also potentially very dangerous for pedestrians.  In particular pupils from local schools who already use  Pump Lane.
It has been evident for many years that the Lower Rainham Road is not fit for purpose already with the constant flow of traffic, along with HGVs etc.
The seemingly regular closures have a huge impact on the traffic having to finding alternative routes through the towns.  It is either closed for constant roadworks or due to on going urgent amenity or road, and is used as an alternative route to and from Rainham when there is an accident on the A2 or the M2 is closed (again accidents on t
Our only NHS hospital, GP practices, dental practices, social services are overstretched already and nigh on breaking point!!
Waiting times, that I'm aware of:  gynaecology over 20 weeks, urogynaecology over 30 weeks and cardiology over 50 weeks wait just for a consultation with a consultant.
We need a hospital to support the health care needs for the local residents as a priority.

ENOUGH IS ENOUGH, for once common sense MUST prevail.

Just look at the area of Medway Towns, taking a good look Rainham area with no inter  infrastructure as such for the people who already live in the area,. then take a good look at areas around the Medway towns with other towns building right up the boards with under presser Heath problems, Hospital, etc. school etc. let us look at wellbei



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Debbie Barns Yes
The loss of valued green land , protecting wildlife the increase  in traffic on roads that are not designed to carry huge amounts of car, coaches and construction emission is again not compatible in this area
Another 2 schools in what is an already over populated development, again will encourage more traffic which the A2,  Beechings Way and lower Rainham road can not cope with
GP surgery s and hospital Medway Foundation Trust is already at  crisis point with no room for expansion due to protected area  GPs are not able to fill posts in existing surgeries let alone  the intended proposal

Catherine Grant Yes

Paul Arnott Yes

N Browne Yes

John Grant Yes

Ellie Summers Yes Plenty of brown space, why ruin these beautiful orchards

C Morgan Yes

Janice McCaukwy Yes Please leave our orchard alone !!!   We’ve so many developments I. This area already without this one as well 

Stephen Steadman Yes The roads are far too busy same as hospitals, schools and Drs, the crime rate is rising and we don’t have enough police officers, it’s not safe to walk the streets even in daylight 

Jean Ball Yes Not enough infrastructure,  hospitals already have long waiting lists. Disregard for wildlife. Pollution. Unable to deal with sewage now. Traffic is already really bad, congestion will get worse.

Donna Hart Yes

Paramjit Beebeejaun Yes The infrastructure ie roads and local hospital are insufficient to cope with additional homes and associated traffic and patients 

Kelly Johnson Yes

Kevin Whittaker Yes

Andrew Lismore Yes

Helen Hall Yes

Alice Oliver Yes

Ross Green Yes The local natural landscape is being replaced with a concrete landscape which not only removes nature corridors in an already over populated area, but also depends on a road infrastructure that already can’t cope with the additional traffic generated from the lower Rainham developments. 

Shelley John Yes Please stop destroying our green spaces. We need to breathe some fresh air. We are already struggling with the local roads, hospital, doctors, water.

Gary Barnett Yes
My granddaughter (4) needed a hospital appointment after a blood test showed she was was deficient of iron. The first available appointment was in December. In 2025 this is a disgrace.  Medway Maritime Hospital cannot cope with the number of residents in the Medway Towns. We can not cope with more families.

Do not build these homes on the lungs of Rainham. 20,000 trees gone? criminal!

Natalie Jarrett Yes

Christopher Barber Yes

Robert Maxfield Yes This land is too important to lose to housing, it is grade one agriculture land and must not be built on.

Chloe Julian Yes

Stuart Atkinson Yes

Jackie Taylor Yes

Stephen Pattenden Yes Our local community is crumbling already, local amenities are stretched, healthcare is in its knees, traffic is appalling. We cannot cope with anymore housing before any of this is fixed, not patched, fixed permanently.

Alan Grossmith Yes

Taran Singh Padam Yes

Margaret Robertson Yes It is agricultural land in an already highly developed area .  The increase in traffic and pollution will be detrimental to the health and well being of everyone.  

Susan Tasker Yes I walk my dog in that area and it's a beautiful place 

Doug Brameld Yes Nothing has changed since the first refusal I rest my case

Rebecca Miller Yes

Natalie Woods Yes

Dave Hambelton Yes

Gary Foord Yes I have lived in & loved Rainham for over 30 years, & no aspect of the proposed development benefits myself or other existing residents in any way, it only serves to permit an easy application for Medway Council to fulfill the local plan which should not be including this region of Rainham in the first place.

Katherine Whitehead Yes The road infrastructure just will not cope with this proposal. It is already stretched to past its limit now! 

Alison Martin Yes
The lower Rainham Road area is  congested as it is with traffic, buildings more houses without the infrastructure in place will cause major problems.
As for the orchards, we need to save the trees from an environmental point of view as they’re irreplaceable and their ecosystem will be destroyed. Therefore adding to the decline in wildlife  and increasing globe warming which is already having an effect on in us and nature.
You may say it’s only a smallest area but all those areas add up and eventually we will be left with nothing.

Anthony Crowcroft Yes We have lost too much of our agricultural land to housing developments and this needs to stop. 

Sandra Peake Yes We do not need any more houses within the Rainham area as there are not enough schools, Doctors and Dentists.  Apart from the infrastructure is never thought through enough for any planned housing.  Green spaces, orchards and woods are needed especially in this day and age.

Shirley Ryan Yes

Chris Crick Yes

Maria Harrington Yes It's absolutely heartbreaking what is happening to our countryside. We've already lost to many orchards around this area. Our health is suffering. Our wildlife is suffering. Why are you building on greenbelt land when there is so much brown belt areas that are not being built on?

John Boyd Yes

Anna Zablocka Yes

Nicola Florey Yes Roads sewage Hospital Doctors Dentist Wildlife Pollution fresh Water and the list goes on.

P Clarke Yes

Maggie Mills Yes Along with the impact of all the above mentioned facilities in the locality ie, landscape, traffic utility services etc, the impact on Medway Maritime Hospital will be catastrophic, with all of the other housing developments appearing throughout Medway and Swale. 

Katrina Hales Yes We need these trees to be able to live. Stop building and over populating Rainham 

T Pay Yes Siting of the development is inappropriate for the surrounding area valuable countryside and orchards and agricultural 

Ian Griffin Yes Grade one agricultural land is essential for both our food security and to reduce carbon ommission due to the importing of food. It should be used as such.

Mr and Mrs Knight Yes There are too many houses here, too many cars and infrastructure cannot cope with traffic, schooling and doctors etc !! 

Roger Fu Yes

Daniel Dobinson Yes

J Heaney Yes

R Heaney Yes

Cathy Assoba Yes

Graeme Johnson Yes

Angela Wallace Yes

Richard Tricr Yes This is Kent Englands garden not concert

Harbhajan Thind Yes

Paul Skinner Yes Insufficient access area over populated destruction of greenbelts 

Amie Richardson Yes This building planning is going to destroy wildlife habitats and also the current infrastructure will not take the weight of a whole new community. We need hospitals schools and doctors surgeries, not more homes 

Jessica Baker-Clark Yes Medway is already sinking under the weight of development.  Don't make it a slum.

Amanda Hornsby Yes

Maria Whittaker Yes

Nikki Atkinson Yes

Linda Darby Yes Bees,wildlife,trees , wild flowers etc

Elizabeth Travel Yes The traffic in Rainham is terrible and the roads are not adequate for the extra traffic 750 houses will bring. It is ridiculous to assume that this will have a positive impact on the community.

Stuart Lowther Yes This is political opportunism. Nothing has change sufficiently to change the inspectors decision  in 2021

Local infrastructure would not be able to cope. Roads are already crowded. Water supply, Medical services already under strain. The planners’ idealised view of this development, with flowers and greenery and deserted roads is unrealistic. This development would be a huge burden on our services and would take away a glorious green spa

The proposed development on land that currently serves as a 'green lung' between Gillingham and Rainham will be harmful.  The current orchards currently enhance the living environment for the current neighbouring communities by ensuring valuable green space and improving air quality.
Development of further housing and a school will add greatly to traffic flow on roads which are unsuitable; Lower Rainham Road is the only practical route connecting Rainham and Gillingham for the proposed development and it is not two way for its full length with sections of single width road that cannot be widened. Key junctions (Bere

My family have lived in lower rainham for 100 + years . Orchards of fruit,  hop fields   and our back garden lead on to beautiful fields  with lots of wildlife . There is several new builds going on in lower rainham at the moment and it’s getting so over built not the rural place we love..traffic is already a nightmare. No school places doctors or de

I have used Lower Rainham Road for 28 years and over the past few years the traffic along the road is ridiculous.
Also I had my water supplier increase my monthly payments by over £20 per month, their reasons for doing do being that as there are more and more houses being built there is an ncrease in demand for water. Our Dr surgeries are struggling due to increased population as are hospitals,  and dentists, making getting an appointment much 
Our roads can't cope with the extra traffic and are full of potholes already that aren't getting fixed.
The lower Rainham road has a 7.5 tonne weight limit along it.All this construction is destroying the road and it is not wide enough for all the Hgv vehicles that use it.There are far to many Hgv vehicles already using it.
The constant building of houses in this area is not good.There have been hundreds of houses built in last couple of years and the excess traffic  causes the lower Rainham road to be congested.The lower road is always being closed for repairs  and this brings Rainham  to a virtual gridlock.
Also all these new houses in this area all have to use Medway hospital  which can not cope with the amount of people already here.Untill a new bigger hospital is built then no more houses should be built in this area. There should definitely not be people from London being moved down to this area by London councils.Any houses that hav

There has been significant large scale redevelopment in this area with limited access in terms of road network. The lower road cannot cope now - with the addition of what is laid out in the local plan - the area with be under immense pressure. As well as detracting from air quality and the environment - this decision is excessive and will see

We do not need or want more houses in lower Rainham. The additional houses built over the last few years in lower Rainham is already having a detrimental impact on the volume of traffic and in many occasions I have seen it queuing back over 200 yards from the Yokosuka Way roundabout which adds to poor air quality on Lower Rainham

This developed will destroy heritage hop farm and  orchards where generations and traditions used to come together, not only that, the developed will put more pressure on local infrastructure such as roads curating more pollution and more damage to the local environment and rail as they will be commuting to london, as well as more pre

This planned build is going to completely destroy my area where I have grown up.
The area, cannot cope as it is with the amount of houses already being built. The roads and infrastructure were not designed for huge towns, just small villages as it once was. Where are people going to get healthcare? Gp’s and dentists are already over stretched and as for the hospital, Medway just will not be able to cope. Then there’s sc
There is an awful lot of wildlife also in these areas, where are these animals, birds and insects going to relocate to? Not in the new builds postage stamp size gardens with astroturf back lawnsand block paved front areas.
This leads me on to the air quality where we are, it can’t be good with the amount of traffic (usually idling at a standstill, because there’s already too much traffic! So it’s going to be even worse.
Please don’t approve this application

Local people like me (born and lived in Gillingham all my life) are being denied a decent medical service- having to wait far too long for appointments at doctors and hospital which is far too small for the area. All due to the  increase in population.  Increase in traffic on roads which are not suitable for existing traffic. The list could go on. PLE

Not enough capacity at Medway hospital,Gp surgeries,dentists.The surrounding roads are unable to cope with traffic as most properties have more than one car .Also the water companies don’t have capacity for the house already here so how do they intend to supply more homes in this area . The Lower Rainham road is also heavily impac

Once green spaces are lost, they are lost forever. We are putting short term "priorities" of money and greed or a few disguised in the name of "helping the housing crisis" and in a nutshell putting the nails in the coffin of sustainable living. We will have no local produce, no pollinators and in the long term .. no natural world. I'm disgusted by th

There have been thousands of new houses build in the vicinity of my home on the edge of the lower Rainham Road and Otterham Quay Lane, both access roads for this site. The multiple developments that surround me have been build in the last 5 years and in the planning wilderness of the boarders between authorities ( Medway and Swa
As far as I am aware this was the only free space left in the area , other than that now subject to this planning application and it dissappeared over night.

I have lived all over the country  and I have never lived in an urban area so poor in green and open spaces as Rainham. The east lower rainham area was an area of open spaces, public footpaths and green fields - every available space in now covered in housing -with no additional roads, green spaces , schools , Health or commercial faciliti

There is congestion and grid lock throughout the area already and if this application goes ahead this will increase;  there is a dramatic lack of medical facilities - this area is one of the poorest served areas for GPs in the country,  this plan will increase pressure on services that are already over stretched. Post covid research indicated that a

Beyond this, the people of Rainham spoke before on these proposals - their voice was strong and rightly the proposal was denied. Accepting this proposal  now will do nothing to improve trust or support the local comminity.- we have told you we reject this submission once and we now tell you again now this proposal is bad for the environ
This huge development will destroy the out look of the area not to mention the affect that it will have on the wildlife in the area
Rainham and close surrounding area does not need or be able to cope with anymore houses being built in the area that’s not to mention the strain on the road network and the lower rainham road is already being used as a main road even though it is a small B road which has a 7.5ton weight limit which is mostly ignored and when it is clos
750 houses with an average occupancy of 4 will equal to another 3,000 people needing doctors, dentists and not to mention a hospital that can cope with more people which Medway hospital CANNOT all these things should be considered seriously
Kent used to be called the garden of England it is more like the garden of concrete which has to STOP

I object to this planning as we have so many new builds plots along the lower Rainham road.  Traffic is horrendous at rush hour and if there has been any accidents in the area. My elderly parents cannot get off their drive and have had their car hit severely times. Wildlife is becoming existent. This plot is in-between two lovely lanes that can

Tracey Finch Yes Just think we are losing Kent farming and land . It shouldn't be happening.  We will have no fields left .. we are Kent ... not Newyork city 



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Shelley Johnston Yes

Rob McMorran Yes

Lisa Libertucci Yes

Jan Bunting Yes

Y Smith Yes The infrastructure of the surrounding area cannot cope at the moment, adding extra stress on it will be a disaster! 

Phil Sayers Yes The local road system cannot handle the extra traffic these homes will produce. It’s already too busy!! If they invest in the infrastructure then happy for the homes to be built. Obviously this won’t happen. 

Nicola Knott Yes The local community can not take any more traffic. The infrastructure is not there, schools, hospitals, dentists are not available for the community already and more houses will add to the already overwhelmed demand.
Losing more local countryside will be detrimental to the community and impact on the environment for animals and humans. There is already too much building within a few miles radius and more houses are not needed.

Anita Pease Yes The orchard has been there since way before I was born , I remember my late mum telling me about the orchard and it would be devastating if the orchard was destroyed.

Jane Carter Yes Over crowded already. Not enough structural services to support any more houses

Sophia Pease Yes It would be a shame to lose a green space and lose a area that my nan talks about and so does my mum.

Valerie Prodromou Yes The proposal would impact too much on the current bad traffic situation and on the sheer volume of people using Medway Maritime Hospital and NHS services.  

Ralph Belmonte Yes

Yvonne Belmonte Yes

Dean Midgeley Yes

Paula Hills Yes

Carol Adams Yes

Brian Allwood Yes This area cannot sustain any more traffic,  Kent is full of areas that need regeneration
   Not here in Rainham

Aggy Prodromou Yes Far too much traffic, Hospital overcrowded, the infrastructure can't come as it is, so more houses means more people and vehicles .

Lukasz Kosakowski Yes Impact on local hospital will be huge and waiting time will be even longer on A&E and wards. 

Andy Bradford Yes Having walked through there many times, I would hate development here! 

Zee Fincham Yes Stop building on green land. There's so much housing being built with needed infrastructure. The area and the Medway Towns can't cope as it is. If this is allowed to go ahead then the greater affect on agriculture and agricultural production in Kent, specifically Medway will contribute and detrimentally affect the whole country 

Justin Harris Yes More traffic on local roads what can't already cope.. local services... Schools doctors etc... 

Sonia Harris Yes Infrastructure won't be able to cope 

Marie Colgan Yes

R. Lusted Yes This is the only green space between Rainham and Gillingham and must be maintained.

Rebecca Chipchase Yes

Carole Yes

Rachael Whitlock Yes

Paul Bennett Yes

Emmalee Gooda Yes

Brian Summers Yes

Maizie Payne Yes

Aidan Hornsby Yes

Glynn Hornsby Yes There has been excessive building in my area and I feel the roads cannot cope with all the excessive traffic more house building will bring .

Bethany Head Yes

Sophie Graystone Yes

Sam Norman Yes

Wayne Lawrence Yes

Justine Foord Yes

Marion Torralba Yes Local fruit trees help the environment and the community 

Mark Norton Yes

Elaine Yes

Clare Boorman Yes

Alex Crowe Yes Loss of wildlife and greenland is immeasurable and unnecessary. This will also cause more traffic on an already existing busy road.

Ainsley dixon Yes We cant have anymore houses built in the area, not only don't we have the infrastructure but you are taking much needed green belt. I've lived here 10 years now and have already seen a decline in wildlife and sure that's due to the extra houses being built on farms and green land.

Sue Martin Yes

Paul Munson Yes

Adam Butler Yes

Paul Griffiths Yes Little has changed since the inspector deemed this an unsuitable site. Traffic will still have a hugely adverse impact on the area (and little can be done to improve the roads) , the land is still highly viable farming land, and the visual and ecological impact remains .  The sit was.bot suitable previously and it still isnt

Clare Connolly Yes Little has changed since the inspector deemed this an unsuitable site. Traffic will still have a hugely adverse impact on the area (and little can be done to improve the roads) , the land is still highly viable farming land, and the visual and ecological impact remains .  The sit was.bot suitable previously and it still isnt

Michael Feekings Yes The rape of our landscape is irreversible. Please do not do this!

Gillian Butters Yes Too many houses,  not enough infustruction. Hospital not big enough.  Not enough doctors etc

Joanne Yuill Yes This cannot happen once gone it’s gone

Patricia Vinten Yes

Jackie Cheeseman Yes Not enough green space and infrastructure

Keith Dudley Yes lestat2412

Jeanette Burroughs Yes Traffic, Loss of farming land. Would prefer brown field sites are used in preference to farm land. Councils maintain a register of these sites so they are easy to locate. 

David Pease No that orchard has been there since my nans day and they can use the money for somethings else than constuction on new houses like for example most of the road in medway need to be re-paved because there are pot-hole still there since last snow fall

David Hannah Yes

Sheena Green Yes

Brenda Campbell Yes

Peter Cockroft Yes

Vittorio D’Orsi Yes Lower Rainham Road traffic and condition is already bad before all these developments, now the road is under construction so often due to the weight of traffic. WHERE ARE THE NEW HOSPITALS AND DOCTORS

John White Yes We need to keep some of our lovely orchards for our wildlife and the wellbeing of the community..there has been enough new building sites in the area. The infrastructure around the area is not made for all the extra traffic and disruption

Mark Johnson Yes

Sarah Platt Yes

J Cook Yes
There is already too much traffic using the Lower Rainham Road as a cut through, the addition of homes will only put more strain on the roads which are not designed for this much traffic.
Additionally where are all the new community services (doctors, hospitals etc) to support this build?
JCook

Sally Scott Yes A huge burden on the surrounding area, with the likes of roads, doctors schools hospital and we already have a great amount of building going on and our country side is disappearing, we as an area will not cope. 

Julie Nind Yes

Suzi Hill Yes If it does go ahead provisions like doctors dentist health centre, community hub, school all need to be added along with this. 

Scott McLaren Yes

Harrison Mudge Yes Our roads can barely cope as it is. The hospital is over run and the schools are struggling!

Christine Morris Yes We need to produce more food instead of relying on imported food so why are we building on prime agricultural land? Also the local infrastructure is not coping with the current population of Rainham, still developers only see profit what do they care, they don’t live here.

Ronald Harrison Yes
I strongly believe that this development will severely impact the services of our local schools and surgeries also having an effect on the water supplies that have already been restricted presently.
That amount of houses proposed in the application will overwhelm the already congested traffic in this area.
This application was rejected before and those reasons have not changed.

Tracey Ridgwell Yes Existing infrastructure cannot support the volume of development planned. Surrounding roads, doctors, dentists would not be able to cope with the influx of cars and people. We have had recent developments built in the area that have fulfilled our housing commitments. 

Russell Flood Yes Road infrastructure already overloaded and there are numerous building plots already underway nearby.

Theresa Page Yes A loss valuable diminishing countryside/wildlife habitat. Plus local roads and infrastructure inadequate for potential increase in population and traffic

Lynda Flood Yes Medway Hospital is already incapable of adequately supporting the local community, so further strain on NHS services is unwelcome

Along with all other residents in this area , we strongly object to these plans . We have lived in  our house, Grenadier Close for 5 years and in that time alone have seen over 1,000 homes going up within a 1/4 of a mile of our house.. all using Lower Rainham Road & Otterham Quay lane & surrounding local roads for access. My family & and 
We appreciate the need for new homes but none of these local homes are affordable for my children in their 20!s ! Or local incomes. They don’t want shared ownership and are not able to get social housing .. they want a house they can afford… Yeah, I’m just finishing this but this is not happening .
We moved here as it seemed a semi rural area and now we are being built all around us. It’s affecting our general heath & well being . We moved to be close to nature and it’s being destroyed. 200  homes being built directly behind my house now  .. we’ve lost many of our birds, rabbits & foxes, cuckoos, wood peckers & bats are struggling . T

We DON'T need more housing in the Rainham/Upchurch areas. It's bad enough that the Pear Tree Orchards have been sold for housing, which will be started shortly. I am fed up with the waste of fruit, which happened last year and now this! Our country has a high poverty situation and the fruit could have been given to charities and food ba

Common sense must prevail. This has been rejected multiple times. Do we have to keep listing the reasons why?  Rainham and Gillingham is on its arse.. they are massive wait times at Medway hospital. The traffic is diabolical there are so many reasons why this is a stupid application.  There are no doctors. Dentist. The SEN needs is this 

We are in danger of losing all of the rural aspect of this area. Any further development will have a huge detrimental effect on the current residential population, flora and fauna. Local essential services are stretched as it is along with the volume of traffic this will incur - how can this development even be considered for approval ? There has 

I grew up with my friends walking through the orchards, making our way to riverside country park and then to the strand. That whole route would be completely impossible now without using a main road which is extremely dangerous for children (no matter how big they think they are). Following this, there is no room for the traffic, at all. Yo

Amongst a lot of concerns with these plans the infrastructure, around this area, really concerns me. The roads are already struggling with the houses being built at the other end of the Lowet Rainham road the increase has just overloaded this area. With Grade 2 listed properties and protected land it is impossible in parts to make roads big

This land is desperately needed as a breathing space for the locality. There is no sufficient infrastructure for the traffic this development would generate. Not enough doctors dentists and schools for the additional people not to mention the impact on the local hospitals. The roads around this area are already extremely busy and would end

Unbelievable destruction of country park area. Virtually no suitable road access. The orchards are the gateway to Rainham arriving on train. The proposal will obliterate this and make Rainham another link in the Medway dystopia. Further to earlier comments - I wonder how many of the 1,000 children in temporary accommodation will be h

This will  increase the amount of traffic on the Lower Rainham Road causing more traffic jams as it is just not wide enough, and causing even more pollution in the area. We do not have enough G P surgeries, hospitals, schools both junior and secondary causing even larger pupil numbers in classes which will cause a detrimental effect to c

Please consider that the surrounding roads will become overloaded and dangerous. My particular concern is that there is no footpath through Pump Lane which is a regular route taken by school children. Take a visit on a school run morning and see how the whole roadway system grinds to a halt. Then explain what you’re going to do to st

This will harm the environment and all the ecosystems that exist within the site. It will ruin prime agricultural land therefore the area will rely on imported fruit etc. The traffic within the area will intensify therefore damaging the area and causing an already polluted area. This part of Gillingham/Rainham is already being overdeveloped with h

It will be a complete tragedy to build on Pump Lane Orchards. Gradually, all of our green spaces will be gone!!  The roads around the local vicinity are already abysmal, and the extra traffic would cause havoc.  More fumes,  not just by the work taking place, but the extra cars in the area as well, which could have a huge impact on people's he
The orchards are also home to the birds, bees, and other wildlife, which we need for our food security.  I want my grandchildren to be able to enjoy the green spaces we have, as I did as a child.  All Goatham is interested in is the money in his Bank Account, not for the future of our children, grandchildren, and so on.  We are supposed to be p
We are overcrowded as it is. Please DONT let this man destroy our beautiful Pump Lane Orchards! Think about our environment. You expect us general public, to do our part in making the environment better.  If you let this proposal go ahead you (Medway Council) will be making a huge mistake, which could be costly for Medway Council in



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Linda Norris Yes

Simon Marshall Yes

Louise Martin Yes

Lara Wood Yes

Julie Powell Yes

Sam Crammond Yes It’s disgraceful that this is even being considered, given the impact which remains the same as when the original application was denied.

Caroline Pattenden Yes Hospital can’t cope with growing numbers of  people coming to the area. Doctors and health care services also over stretched. Roads can’t cope with additional traffic. Losing green land. Pollution through increased traffic. 

Lyn Woods Yes

Local Roads with limited to access due to narrow rail bridges and with controlled one way traffic. Traffic is very heavy and becomes gridlocked when one of three roads leading to Sittingbourne are shut or traffic light controlled.

We do not have enough infrastructure, doctors, hospital appointments, school places.

When planning permission was applied for before and refused in 2021 on this gradeA farming land there have been no improvement to these services.

The character of Lower Rainham will be totally lost, with the listed buildings in the area.

Ken Woods Yes

Lianne Falkingham Yes

Lynne Taylor Yes Green belt should be preserved  community struggling already. Orchards are necessary
The area is crowded already schools and medical facilities would collapse

Helen Jennings Yes

Amy Miller Yes The destruction of this land is not of value to the community or the local wildlife. Roads are over burdened already and local infrastructure such as water and electricity can not cope with increase on demand.

Heather Soar Yes

Trudi Goble Yes This area and the roads can not support homes on that land and enough green space has been taken from around here 

Caroline Brett Yes The surrounding roads will not tolerate the substantial increase of traffic this proposed development is planning. How can you build such a huge development without putting in new roads?!

Zoe Falkingham Yes I believe we in Rainham and Twydall simply do not have sufficient infrastructure to support such a colossal new development. The loss of increasingly rare green space is also a great concern to me. 

Lesley Johnson Yes

Claire Sharp Yes We need our green spaces. We have not enough infrastructure or hospitals etc to sustain more housing in this area.

Marilyn Dowdell Yes

Kieran Weston Yes

Kerry Gwalter-Clark Yes

Richard Hartmann Yes

Stephen Soar Yes look elsewhere 

Alan Willett Yes
Against the destruction of farmland. Sewerage cannot cope at Motney Hill as it is.

Increased traffic and I am sure there are protected bat colonies in that area!

Kayleigh Tucker Yes Our local services are too thinly stretched to be adding additional residents to the area. The Hospital is struggling. GP surgeries are already lacking in the care and management of their patients. 

Michael Butters Yes Rainham has had enough new builds, the roads can't cope.

Erin Ling Yes The roads are too busy, the pollution is too high - we need more trees than houses! Our hospital can’t currently cope. The houses that are being built are not affordable for those who currently live in the area. 

Curtis Bennet Yes The increase in traffic using Pump Lane to access an already very busy Beachings Way will make this area untenable. Our Doctors , Dentists and health services are all ready very much over stretched.

Tarron Miller Yes Disruption to wildlife and loss of high value agricultural land

Michelle Derham Yes I object to the destruction of the orchards  the increased traffic, the additional homes and school that the roads and amenities cannot support, the pollution that will ge generated.
Enough is enough now. Leave the land as agricultural land.

Hilary Allen Yes
Our valuable green spaces are being eroded, taking valuable agriculltural and recreational land to provide housing. There is little or no provision for schools, doctors or dentists.  The  road systems are already inadequate,  and would necessitate major improvements to be made. at great cost, both financial and emotional.
There does not seem to be any guarantee that
the housing would be priced to suit the pockets of local people who are alteady struggling to get onto the property ladder,

Matthew Fisher Yes

Carol Bishop Yes

Roy Bishop Yes

Chloe Kelly Yes

I strongly oppose the inclusion of Pump Lane Orchards in the Local Plan. This is irreplaceable Best & Most Versatile farmland that was rightly protected in 2021. Nothing has changed to justify destroying it now.

Development would:
- Wipe out productive agricultural land.
- Destroy valued landscapes.
- Cause traffic and infrastructure strain.
- Permanently damage the area’s historic character.

The harm far outweighs any benefit. Pump Lane Orchards must be removed from the Local Plan and preserved for future generations.

Christine Hill Yes Having been unable to get to see a doctor face to face, and getting any satisfactory medical treatment for years, I don’t think we need any more stress put on the service. Also we have enough traffic on our roads as it is.

Douglas Francis Yes Too much agricultural land being swallowed up for housing also plans for this area already been rejected before due to inadequate infrastructure and roads in the area already subject to traffic chaos without further adding to it

Belinda Woodhams Yes Traffic along Lower Rainham Road is ridiculous at the moment, the infrastructure would struggle further with more development in that area 

Michelle Sutton Yes

Andrew James Yes The location is completely unsuitable for additional housing as the road network surrounding the site cannot support any additional vehicle traffic. You only need to see the problems when local roads are closed for work to see the excess traffic that is already present. Public transport links will not be a viable option for the site either.

Katrina Crowhurst Yes Local green space is fast declining. Wildlife is loosing habitat. This area should be conserved used for the benefit of the environment and local wildlife 

Traci Hannant Yes leave our land alone stop killing the garden of England 

Samantha Busby-Kirk Yes Our local area can not cope with the additional number of people this would bring to the area. Roads and shops are already over populated. 

Victoria Akehurst Yes

John Baker Yes How can you justify an extension to the 'concrete jungle' that Rainham is becoming. What ever happened to the 'levelling up' Agenda?

Carol Eldridge Yes

Angela Alexander Yes

Steve Chesson Yes

Kate Belmonte Yes

Daniel Belmonte Yes

Oscar Belmonte Yes

Joshua Belmonte Yes

Tony Soper Yes

Hazel Thorn Yes The lack of public transport in the area, and therefore the safety of pedestrians

Timothy Millington Yes

This new application should be rejected for the same reasons the previous proposal was turned down at government level- it makes a mockery of the guide on planning applications and it is clearly a ploy to take advantage of the current government’s commitment to increase house numbers at any cost, with no rationale involved in the dec

Firstly I am asthmatic and will struggle with all the increased pollution!!! Secondly what if….God forbid we go to war anytime in the future?? How will we live off of  our land and produce food to survive?? Laughable it may sound but there is a huge possibility that we could!!! Thirdly the lower Rainham road cannot sustain or cope with at the v

RAINHAM PARKSIDE VILLAGE – PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Whilst I felt that this proposed development was a very slight improvement on the previous one put forward by Rapleys LLP, I am strongly opposed to it.  This is the wrong site for a new housing development, let alone a whole new village complex. Not 1250 homes this time, but 750 with a large 6 form entry secondary school. Also, the sitin
Medway Council were against the last proposed development, but seemingly in favour of this one – although all the original arguments against it remain.  I accept that more homes are required, but not that this is the correct site for it – and I am surprised and disappointed that Medway Council are now in favour.
INFRASTRUCTURE
Once again, this aspect has not been adequately addressed: in terms of traffic, transport, water supply, wastewater, energy supply, doctors and hospitals. When the Twydall and Berengrave estates were built, for example, there was plenty of land for buildings and roads and other required infrastructure. It seems that the proposed developm
TRAFFIC
Esquire do not believe that there are any issues with traffic, having carried out a ‘traffic/impact walk’. I disagree. They could have considered, for example, an extra road running through the proposed development, that would exit at a point further along the Lower Rainham Road.  Even if they did, at a loss of some housing capacity, it would n
Traffic congestion is already worsened during peak hours of work and school; whenever there is a problem on the M2; when works/roadworks are being carried out, and if there is a road traffic collision.  Increased volume of traffic will not be beneficial to the area, for a variety of reasons.
I looked at the plans at one of Esquire’s consultation evenings in July.  The traffic ‘pinch’ points (colour coded red, amber and green) that were highlighted on their map were not a full and complete representation of all the current congestion points.  When I spoke to one of the representatives, they were helpful and polite, but agreed that the
Their response to this was two-fold. Firstly, to say that Medway Council were already aware of the ‘red’ pinch points, and would need to take action on them, but that Esquire were not responsible for this.  I think that, even if not directly responsible, Esquire's action of building the new development, would most certainly be indirectly respons
There is then the parking problem at the train station, unless they are being ‘dropped off adn picked up' which necessitates two return journeys on the already congested roads.  Whilst there is a plan for a bus to take residents from the new development to Gillingham or Chatham (linking into the current service), there is no plan to have a bu
Arguments have been made to say that heavy agricultural traffic would cause noise and congestion on the surrounding roads, but so would the volume of noise and congestion that would be caused by the proposed development.  If the local road network could be expanded to accommodate farm vehicles for this prime agricultural land, th
HEALTH
Apart from the inconvenience of congested roads, the health and climate implications will be hugely significant and detrimental. The Medway Local Plan goes into considerable detail on the effects of pollution, and we need to address this issue seriously and urgently, in regard to the proposed development.
Medway Council Air Quality Action Plan – points to consider:
1. Rainham AQMA (one of three in Medway).  Road transport is the dominant source of Nox emissions in Medway AQMAs – hence the introduction of double red lines through Rainham.
2. Work towards meeting the national air quality objective for the protection of human health
(the Council Local Plan, Sustainable Communities Strategy (2010-2026) and Public Health Outcome framework targets).
3. A need to regard air quality as a material factor in determining planning applications … particularly where the proposed development is not physically within the AQMA, but could have adverse impacts on the air quality within it.
4. Medway Local Transport Plan 3, which runs until 2026…. Including the quality of bus services….more efficient management of the highway network, including air quality, traffic management schemes and tackling congestion hotspots.
5. Measure 10: Development Planning
…..improving air quality by first locating developments in such a way as to reduce emissions overall, and secondly reducing the direct impacts of those developments.
6. Measure 8: Travel Planning
B2004 Link through Lower Rainham – already identified as a congestion hotspot, with a Long programme period.  Transport modelling indicates future pressure.
7. The impact of the development on the local highway network in terms of congestion and capacity would be significant. The proposed mitigation does little, if anything, to reduce the impact, and in places considerable exacerbates the situation. Whether measured in terms of junctions capacity, journey times or overall network statistics it
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
In addition to the traffic and health impacts mentioned above, I would like to emphasize again the damaging loss that the proposed development would bring to BMV agricultural land, ALLI, SSSI and Ramsar sites, as well as local heritage and listed buildings.

I registered my objections to the original planning application, submitted by A C Goatham in June 2019, reference MC/19/1566.  I also duly registered my continued objection to that proposed development in November 2020, when I supported the appeal, reference APP/A2280/W/20/3259686.

In conclusion, I would urge you to refuse approval for the development of Pump Lane Orchards, in the form of Rainham Parkside Village application, and remove this from the Medway Council Draft Local Plan.
Many thanks.  Lianne Falkingham.

This is high value and agricultural land which can continue to be productive. The orchards are part of an increasingly disappearing green buffer zone that would otherwise just be one big urban area. The road system is already severely strained in this area with road closures frequently bringing the area to a standstill. Agriculture has historic

Build on land previously built on. Acquire and reinvent properties that are unused. Be creative with building projects. Provide accommodation but leave the green lands, which name Kent the Garden of England,  to breathe air into the environment, provide locally produced food and give people the opportunity to enjoy our shrinking countrysi

The local infrastructure cannot tolerate any further demands on it. Air quality, already poor, would worsen  especially with the destruction of so many trees. We've been encouraged to plant more trees so how is it now OK to destroy them? This is valuable, productive farm land and should remain so. Our diminishing wildlife cannot afford fur

Great 1 land should be kept as farm land. The infrastructure of the local area cannot sustain this amount of development. The roads are inadequate for the increased traffic . Medical services cannot cope as it is. This would be over development and damage the habitat of the animal population of birds, small mammals and amphibians. He

This corner of Rainham is over developed! Houses are being built all around us on any bit of green space and this practice has to stop now for the good of the wildlife, our health and wellbeing. Medway Hospital struggled when Parkwood and Walderslade were built in the 70’s and 80’s. The problems those developments caused to the hosp
The infrastructure is simply not available and therefore any further house building should not be permitted.
Rainham, cannot take anymore development. I’ve just returned to the area after 20 years away I don’t recognise the place! Unfortunately I’m now living on a new estate in otterham quay lane, I can’t get on the local Doctors or Dentists books. I really urge people to boycott these faceless poorly developed estates with their poor quality dwelli
 We are about to lose the pear orchards on the lower road, a favourite walking place since childhood. The roads are not up to the job! Surely you must see it’s not viable to introduce more people into the area? It will be a massive mistake to allow more development, most have had enough at losing their town, I remember when it was a villag



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Finlay Hughes Yes Roads continually gridlocked, no doctors, no dentists, hospital on its knees, schools full, green spaces being destroyed at an alarming rate - no more new builds!

Eileen Hubbard Yes
This is prime agricultural land. We need to be able to grow our own food.
There is insufficient infrastructure for extra people and traffic.
More people means extra utilities, gp surgery, hospital and schools required.

Dawn Crane Yes

Christopher Walket Yes There no facilities in place to support further building, in particular hospital and GP services. Roads are already clogged at certain times.

Linda Dovey Yes We have enough housing here and the infrared fit to burst. Don't take any more if our beautiful farm lands 

Stacey Ashenden Yes

Chris Minter Yes I have lived in my house for over 25 years and the difference in traffic and noise is already some days unbearable. The area just can’t take anymore traffic. Please see sense and reject the building proposal.

Lauren Norton Yes

Cheryl Minter Yes This part of Rainham has already become overcrowded with too many houses being built. Roads, facilities like schools and doctors are already difficult to accommodate locals. Please leave this area alone, Kent is the Garden of England and is being ruined, especially locally. 

Kate Thompson Yes

Mark Boland Yes

Leanne Taylor Yes

Michaela James Yes This is prime farmland and would be criminal to be lost from an area that was once rich in orchards and now very much depleted. A part of the local areas heritage, maintaining food for the future and maintaining diversity of habitats for wildlife in an  area that is becoming more and more urban.

Nick McCann Yes

Alison McCusker Yes

Mark McCusker Yes

Linda Quinn Yes I live in Langdale Close just off the top of Pump lane. I can’t imagine what it will be like with all the extra traffic etc.  It’s going to be nightmare 

Rohan Beebeejaun Yes

Jane Camfield Yes

Lucy Perez Nino Yes Harmful to landscape character, in conflict with air quality policies and inconsistent with sustainable development principles. Also open air burning of 60,000 apple trees releasing dangerous pollutants. Traffic is already a nightmare, hospital already struggles with amount of local patients

Steve Walshe Yes

Jill Ford Yes No more using green spaces

Tina Gill Yes The proposed development will remove more agricultural land from the area which will in turn cause detrimental damage to other areas of the environment! Trees are important to assist in protecting from climate change! It will also impose negatively on the traffic and on pollution within the area 

Carole Day Yes Stop building on our precious countryside. Roads in this area won't be able to cope with what is planned. Infrastructure non-existent 

Lynne Parkinson Yes

Sarah Yes

Destruction of vital habitat to wildlife.
Destruction of Greenland.
Infrastructure doesn't support more homes.
The roads can't cope with any more traffic.

Wayne Adams Yes

Colin Taylor Yes Grade 1 Land should be preserved and treasured not used as another space to build
unwanted houses in a beautiful area that is already struggling with school, doctors , hospitals and dentists.  The infrastructure wo t cope. Health services can’t cope now it will be impossible with more residents, not fair to local people

Wendy Millington Yes

Graham Harley Yes Leave the countryside alone. Stop concreting over all of Rainham

Rebecca Stone Yes It is inconsistent with sustainable development principles. The land is first class agricultural land which is huge importance to our food security. Our roads also cannot cope with more vehicles or GP/hospitals cannot cope with capacity of more people needing their services 

Craig Bowers Yes Our infrastructure can not cope with more roads/ vehicles on it. All of our green space is being used making Medway less appealing to the residents that have lived here for many years. Our public services are stretched already we do not need more strain on these.

Sharron Orgee Yes

Eve Shields Yes I agree with all my objections last year and all of the ones as listed above

James Mickleburgh Yes

Bhavna Thaker Yes We don’t need housing development what we need is hospital, dr surgery, schools 

Jamie Arnold Yes Lower Rainham Road and surrounding roads through Rainham cannot cope with current traffic levels. Constant congestion in the mornings. Trying to get my children to school is a regular battle. The introduction of yet more houses is ridiculous.

Jacqueline Evans Yes Destroying one of the last green spaces in what was once a lovely place to live is deplorable and devastating for the natural environment. The local infrastructure does not support the current population as it stands. Do not allow this to happen!

Alan Nairn Yes

Phil Curry Yes Planning for this area has already been refused by the highest office possible, as it would not only destroy and area of outstanding beauty, but create chaos on the local infrastructure. Nothing has changed since the first refusal so to add this site to the local plan is sheer lunacy.

Jane Fullagar Yes

Suzie Brown Yes

Ralph Beebeejaun Yes Without adequate infrastructure the area cannot cope with further housing, the roads are congested and the local hospital is already overwhelmed 

Lisa Davenport Yes Our orchards and green spaces  should be protected. Roads in the area are already unable to cope with volume of traffic

Juliette Eastwood Yes Insufficient infrastructure to accommodate development 

John Hill Yes

James Lowther Yes
The local infrastructure cannot support the level of development currently happening in Medway.

Medway is at a breaking point

Caroline Wallis Yes Traffic is atrocious as it is far too many houses being built with no additional health or school services.  Rainham is grid locked and will only get worse if this is allowed to go ahead. 

Charley Gardner Yes

William King Yes

William Gardner Yes

Tracey Tarr Yes

Jill Plumb Yes The amount of development already approved and that built like Hempstead Lidsing etc is going to cause extreme traffic problems and air quality.

Jill Pembroke Yes

Marie Yes

Katherine Stockey Yes The town cannot cope with more houses!

Christopher Norridge Yes I think Rainham has already dealt with more than enough new housing developments over the last few years. Maybe Angela Rayner should build them in her back yard

Julie Sivyer Yes

Bridget O'Connor Yes We do not have the infrastructure in place to cope with these housing developments and enough of the surrounding green space has already or is being built on. No more!

Tracy Walshe Yes

John J Baldock Yes

Peter Willsher No

Chelsey Willsher Yes

Martin Bushell Yes The impact on the local area and we need trees
For our health and environment

Diane Raggett Yes

Nicola Griffiths Yes

Simon Morris Yes

Olivia Sterry Yes

Connie Sterry Yes

Albie Sterry Yes

Nicola Haynes Yes It is a constant stream of building with no infrastructure to support it. We need to protect green spaces for the future. There is too much pollution in this area as it is. Our children will never even know a green space or a fruit tree if we keep going like this.

loss of agricultural land, destruction of habitat for various animal/bird/invetebrate/insect species, more cars = more congestion, more pollution, lack of infrastructure Dr's, hospitals.  the roads and infrastructure are currently ay breaking point especially during school drop off and pick up/work start and end times.

I moved to lower rainham to be nearer green spaces but unfortunately due to local housing development the Green spaces are being reduced and the pollution is increasing.

as an aside regarding the vehicle impact on the area I have noticed that surveys of traffic take place at non busy times such as school holidays or weekends which does not give a true reflection on the impact of vehicles and pollution in the area.  most households have at least 1 car and some have 2 or more. if the development of the orch

it is also worth noting thst the orchards have already been destroyed tge lower rainham Road on the swale/Rainham border obviously awaiting swale building approval.

Lower Pump Lane is a country lane which is now a cut though and will become a race track.
The additional 1600 students for eight form will course traffic jams at the Beechings Way/ Pump lane junction. The rail bridge is has no pedestrian way for students to walk from Beechings to the proposed school, and there is a height limit on this bridge. Traffic jams are already caused by the buses and parent cars from the Grammar Scho
The lower road already has a pince point at the Three Marines traffic lights. At times there are more than twenty vehicles lined up bought sides of the traffic light. This will increase if they put a medical centre on top of this point, with the proposed loop at the bottom of pump lane.

I object strongly to this proposal , which will destroy vital grade 1 agricultural land , which should be kept for our food production, especially now with the world being in such turbulence with wars, Tariff trade wars and economic uncertainty.
Having been previously refused , with Medway Council spending £250,000 to defend it, that should be the end of the matter. The reasons for the refusal still stand true four years later and indeed more so since the over development in this area has caused enormous problems for the failing infrastructure. Pollution and traffic levels are muc
The Lower Rainham Road is a rural single lane with 2 chicanes and suffers with too much traffic using it as the only other alternative is the hugely congested A2 , also mainly single carriageway. There have been many developments build in this area that use this Lower Rainham Road...Bloomfields, Station Road, Four Gun Field and Otterham
The infrastructure cannot cope with this new development , this road cannot be made into a dual carriageway, it is not suitable.
Medway Council have said they lost £170 million to improve the infrastructure on the Hoo peninsular , so that is why this development is planned for Pump Lane orchards. But it is completely obvious that the infrastructure in Rainham is also totally insufficient for this huge development.
The destruction of 60,000 trees is totally wrong .Medway council's own site and leaflets and brochures tells us constantly how they support trees and how vital trees are to capture CO2 , reduce flooding threats, keep localities cooler, reduce pollution and combat climate change. Also they always mention how vital trees and green spaces a
So how can they conceive that this plan is anything apart from pure madness! And what about all the nature and species that will be destroyed for ever in this huge area. Another huge blow to bio-diversity. Another catastrophic concern is how will these trees be destroyed, surely not open air burning with enormous pollution risks for the loc
On the communication issue , over 3,000 objected to this plan 4 years ago, all with emails and contact details on Medway Councils site. I was one of those objectors , but I have only just found out by accident that this plan has resurfaced , with only a few days to do an objection by 10th August! Medway Council should have contacted thos

The area already has too many new builds. It will mean more people using Medway Hospital which already struggles as understaffed and  no longer fit for purpose. Schools in the area are oversubscribed. People already living here struggle to get a Doctors appointment or find a dentist. Greenspace is becoming less and less, wildlife is suff

As building on this site has already been refused due to it being a totally unsuitable place to be built on. The infrastructure cannot cope with all the new homes that have already been built without adding more homes. If there are road closures Rainham already becomes gridlocked. We do not have enough GPs or dentists and it would put e

The area at the moment is constantly gridlocked due to the amount of cars on the roads in the surrounding area. The area cannot take any more cars which would increase if the housing development took place. The infrastructure will not be able to withstand the extra people that would want to be using it and it will be a huge shame for m

The destruction of 40,000 to 60,000 trees is unbelievably naive, the damage caused is immense, not only to the atmosphere, but to life itself. The infrastructure of the area surrounding the designated development does not support the amount of extra people, vehicles and domestic animals . Water, gas and electric supply will be difficult. S



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Ida Doherty Yes

Thomas Francis Yes

Doreen Moretsele Yes Not enough schools, water and losing green space. Overcrowding, busy roads!

Chris Dyer Yes

Elke Edy Yes

Peter Edy Yes

Zoe Sindrey Yes

Lynsey Van Wyk Yes

Trevor Kew Yes Lack of inforstucture 

Janet martin Yes

McCarten No Kent is meant to be the garden of England but all these developers are taking away our countryside. More houses means less countryside, more stress and pressure on our roads, hospitals, schools, Gp's etc and more pollution from cars!  

Sarah Carle Yes

Maggie Hall Yes

Mark Simpson Yes We must not lose agricultural land to housing 

Peter Adley Yes
No infrastructure and what we do have can’t cope now. Even if the investment was made the area has become a polluted, gridlock and if the building keeps getting permits then it will only get worse.
I don’t believe the algorithms on housing and firmly believe it’s driven by greed.

Ruth Morgan Yes

Heart Morgan Yes

Hannah Childs Yes The most pact on our local community will not be beneficial Schools,Doctors, Hospitals and all other specialised facilities along with fine increase and vehicles 

Beverly Appleford Yes

Nikita Arayner Yes

Emma Tagg Yes

Jenny Hayes Yes More green land being destroyed. Enough is enough

Linda Platt Yes The huge impact on environment and wider infrastructure not just in the area of Lower Rainham but on Medway generally. Transport, health care provision, education, water supply , to name but a few.

Carol Osborn Yes

Connor Vick Yes What about the badger sets? I heard you can’t build with in a certain perimeter of a badger set 

Kimberley Nicholas Yes

Sarah Dobson Yes No houses!!! More schools and hospitals 

Kelsey Brooker Yes

Patricia Distefano Yes The area is already overcrowded and does not have sufficient infrastruction.

Mark Vick Yes

Michael Lawrenson Yes I say no to this and hope the government takes note.

Courtney Vick Yes

Patricia Conway Yes The road network is not suitable for the amount of traffic there will be 

Rebecca Haigh Yes

Jonathan Haigh Yes

Derek Wooder Yes Far too much housing development with a lack of infrastructure. Need a new hospital to cope with the explosion of population. LRR consistently overloaded with vehicular traffic without another new development. Most housing expansion for mainly South London overspill.

Alec Jackson Yes

M. Chambers Yes We do not have enough facilities in the area to cope with more population. Roads are congested, doctors and hospitals stretched to capacity. 

Noreen Jackson Yes

Mr A Distefano Yes The road is not suitable for the  high volume of traffic for building of these houses, plus the present infrastructure is totally unsuitable, our local hospital is already over run with patients and couldnt cope with more people living in this area.

Barbara Hutley Yes Rainham is over populated now, the doctors, dentists, hospitals schools cannot cope , the roads are horrendous due to volume of traffic or always being dug up Rainham used to be a lovely place to live , to go out for a walk and be in the countryside, which eventually with all the housing will be non existent 

Christine Harris Yes Lack of infrastructure including roads sewage water  along with GPs Dentist this is totally wrong, we need these spaces for our wildlife and our own LUNGS 

Nigel Hall Yes

Rachael Vick Yes Stop building house in the Medway towns and Kent all together. How can Kent been known as the ‘Garden of England’ when you keep building new houses that aren’t needed

Andrew Nicholas Yes Y are we destroying our country side to make rich richer we need farms not houses there are enough empty properties out there what can be used not farm land also the wild life your are destroying is not on
there are lots of people who work the land farmers and game keepers to keep species alive don’t need them killed to line your pockets

Christine Sandman Yes

Tammy Nicholas Yes Save out wild life 

Linda Wooder Yes Too many cars too many people and  not enough infra structure to cope. 

Vicky Simmons Yes The infrastructure in this location is not set up to take more traffic that would be generated if more houses were built. We need more roads, hospitals, schools before we need houses.

Geoff Jones Yes

Deb Bell Yes Save our wildlife 

Val Wicks Yes More roads need to be built to take the traffic for the over population of the surrounding areas prior to more houses being built. More schools and more hospitals are needed as well.

Denise Wheal Yes We need hospital more than houses 

Michael Wheal Yes

Dave bell Yes Stop building on farm land and support the wild life including wild life management programs 

Emma Tuckey Yes

Luke Tuckey Yes

Richard Newnham Yes

Ian Webb Yes Too many house built in Rainham. The infrastructure ,roads,hospital, schools are now inadequate, when these houses are built it will be grid luck our air quality will deteriate causing my human rights in danger
Go and build in Hoo.

Fay Bendell Yes We don't have the infrastructure to support further housing, Kent is meant to be the garden of England not the housing estate of England !! We are losing more and more of our greenery. We also don't have the roads to support even more traffic !! 

Dee Alp Yes

Joanne Newnham Yes

April Millgate Yes

It would ruin Lower Rainham,just greedy developers making money with no thought or care about the impact on Rainham.
Rainham used to be a very pretty town ,now its all about build,build ,build.No compassion or thought is going into this plan.
How on earth will lower Rainham Road cope with all the extra traffic. I have lived here for thirty years and no longer recognise the place
PLEASE DONT LET BE ALLOWED TO HAPPEN,PUT PEOPLE BEFORE MONEY.

Jane Randall Yes The road network is struggling as it is.

Linda Brophy Yes They need to stop thinking about building schools we need a new hospital to cope with the population as it is, Medway Hopsital was originally built to deal with naval communities around the dockyard etc it was never built to cope with the amount of area it now covers and is a poor state

Daniel Walters Yes The local area cannot support a development of this size. 

Neil Aluwalia Yes

Natalie Aluwalia Yes

Emily Walters Yes The local infrastructure cannot support a development of this size. 

Brenda Williams Yes Kent is called the garden of England for a reason, where are the children going to play with no.countryside and what will happen to the local wildlife 

Dear all

I am writing in regards to the Rainham Parkside Village, Lower Rainham Road proposal that (as I'm sure you are aware) proposes 750 homes, public green spaces, community centre, primary and secondary schools along with commercial uses for the site. Esquire Developments Ltd to host public consultation events for 750-home scheme 

My email comes to you all as a concerned resident with the following concerns regarding the development:

The local infrastructure can barely handle the current demands of local people, especially considering frequent closures over the last few years of the Lower Rainham Road for road works and road works on London Road, spanning between Rainham and Bowaters Roundabout. Both these roads are also necessary 'work arounds' for reside
Rainham Community (Kent) | Rainham gridlocked again not sure why🙈 | Facebook
Traffic chaos in Gillingham and Sittingbourne as drivers avoid M2 coastbound closure

Water demands for the area are already stretched and parts of Kent are on a hosepipe ban. Frankly, it would be very surprising if Southern Water does not introduce one in the coming weeks. How will the increased demand for water that these additional residences and commercial spaces be met? The following article highlights that the S
Seven regions in England will face severe water stress by 2030 as Brits significantly underestimate their daily water usage - Water Magazine

London Borough Councils (as reported by the Daily Mail) have spent more than £140 million buying homes to house their own constituents in Kent (amongst other counties). If the development goes ahead, I would certainly argue that residents of Medway are given priority and that the homes are not sold to London Borough councils to offl
London council chiefs spend £140million to send homeless people out of the capital by snapping up hundreds of properties in deprived areas elsewhere in England | Daily Mail Online

I have today gone to the meeting at The Oast Community Centre to ask some questions regarding infrastructure, water demands and who will be purchasing the houses. I didn't receive any satisfactory answers to any of my questions. The representatives constantly gave unrealistic and spurious answers to the valid points mentioned abov

Of course, those meetings are designed to hear the local concerns so they can try to mitigate any unknowns before the proposal is finalised and submitted to Medway Council. But, I believe there are some factors like those listed above that cannot be mitigated. I have brought my and other local residents' concerns to you all and hope that

There has been too much building in the surrounding area over the last few years and the infrastructure cannot cope now yet alone if all these houses were to go ahead. The roads are gridlocked already and cannot cope with the volume of traffic.  Medway Hospital cannot cope, not enough doctors, schools.  The utilities cannot cope now-w

I live in a cul de sac off of Wakeley Road, off of otterham Quay lane, there are mornings where I cannot get out of the end of my road because we are completely gridlocked in I work 14 minutes away from my house but have to leave at least an hour to get the on time I have often been late even when leaving an hour early that’s just 1 road in

Medway countryside is being wiped out I have seen the plans for development that’s been outlined and approved for development and it’s taking away from the younger generation opportunity to stay out and live their lives like you should. We don’t have the infrastructure for more housing estates. Not enough schools, hospitals etc and wel

I’ve lived in Rainham, my whole life and I for one can say it’s slowly slipping away. I’ve never wanted to move away but the way you are ruining our town can you blame anyone. You are completely ruining Rainham for the younger generation. Taking away our countryside that is still widely used by so many people. I regularly take my children 



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Gwendoline Hall Yes

Amanda Sands Yes

Ellie Last Yes We can’t have more houses without the infrastructure to help people. Yes the proposal would have schools built but no healthcare for the already strained Medway Hospital and GPs in the local area. 

Rachel Last Yes I work in the hospital and we are already overcrowded and lacking space for people and cars. The traffic in Medway is congested adding to air pollution which is harmful to health.

Catriona Kerr Yes There are not currently enough doctors/dentists for the current population. Medway hospital is also under far too much pressure and none of these services would cope with more housing. The fact that no effort is made to develop these services is concerning. 

Darren Sands Yes

Firann McKinlay Yes This would increase pressure on the already struggling local roads and services. Roads are frequently closed to issues with water or gas. The local infrastructure cannot cope. 

philip Brunning Yes This orchard is an important food asset to Medway and as such is non negotiable.

D R Chapman Yes This will be a vast impact on the already streached infrastructure including; busy High Ways, Hospitals, Doctors, Dentists, etc, plus an impact on the environment and amenities (E.g. Water supplies, wild life, emissions, etc.)

Zoe Chaoman Yes Not enough consideration given to local infrastructure and amenities. 

Joy Da is Yes The road is unsuitable for lots of traffic already congested 

Adrian Last Yes

Clifford Ince Yes

Tracy Ralph Yes

Jayne Hehir Yes

Does the planning include sufficient waste removal / drainage systems?
Impact of increased population on roads, traffic needs to be addressed.
With increased population, has consideration been given to provision of adequate health services ie: doctor surguries, hospitals as well as schools? Similar services in Rainham are already stretched.
Will the housing planned meet quality standards rather than being built to be most cost effective for property developers?

Annie Kew Yes The infrastructure is unable to cope with traffic. Also the hospital cannot cope now where is the plan for a new hospital 

Lesley radford Yes

Sarah Easton Yes Orchards are for fruit not houses 

Roger Radford Yes I have lived in Rainham fo over 60 years and we cannot cope with the traffic or the utilities

Ryan Underhill Yes

Kelly Pearson Yes

Peter Kew Yes

Owen Ralph Yes

Carol Fox Yes The area is already very congested can’t move on local roads hospital is overwhelmed and this will affect local people mental health we need green spaces
Should build on waste land not agriculture very against this

C Drake Yes

Shafeen Akbar Yes Infrastructure cannot handle the current population.  Gillingham will be gridlocked.

Margaret Sainsbury Yes

Greta Akbar Yes Ridiculous

Ashley Vardy Yes

A Garland Yes

Martin Spakovskis Yes Stop this asset stripping and look toward brown field sites.

Nicholas Wallbank Yes There is no more hospital facilities for the additional people coming into the area.

Melvena Wallbank Yes Inadequate hospital facilities in the area already without a further 750+ homes

Vicky  Hudson Yes We don’t have good enough road infrastructure to cope with this many new homes 

Barry Knight Yes We don’t need more homes no matter what the government says

Diane Renvoize Yes We have to stop all these new builds 

David Low Yes

Sarah James Yes

Russell Smith Yes

Hannah Brunt Yes

Anita Brunt Yes

Shane Aldridge Yes

Rita Hewitt Yes Rainham has seen a great deal of house building over the last few years and the infrastructure is not there to cope with any more. Already the roads, doctors, dentists and hospital are struggling to cope. 

Gillian Rumsey Yes It beggars belief that anyone would allow more houses to be built on our precious farm land. Our roads, Doctors, etc are full to capacity soon we won’t be able to ‘live’ .

Paul Drake Yes Please save this orchard for us the people who live here as the sign says keep medway clean and GREEN ,this development is just too big for the area please reject the application.  100 % of people of rainham reject this planning application as we live in a democracy country it' will be rejected 

Gill Watts Yes

Corrinne Noot Yes

David Noot Yes

Iain Allan Yes

Christine Allan Yes This development if it goes ahead will increase the amount of traffic on a very heavily used minor road to Impossible levels and cause gridlock on surrounding roads when it is closed for any reason which it frequently is.

Daniel Stocking Yes How dare the government talk about becoming more green, yet are happy to destroy billions of years worth of eco systems and think planting a tree somewhere else will help restore the eco system! 

Patricia Pigram Yes Destruction of arable land and desecration of our precious countryside 

Susan Barlow Yes Rainham is a small town doesn't need and cannot cope with more infrastructure.

Kathryn Vera-Cruz Yes

Jeremy Bell Yes Totally inadequate road infrastructure to support development and existing usage

Laura Willoughby Yes

Tony Yes Traffic congestion is bad enough now let alone when 750 new homes are built and what about the chaos building traffic will cause,no one cares about the people living here specially a labour council. 

Susan Amos Yes

Anne Prescott Yes

Ian Prescott Yes

Jean Clare-Tighe Yes Any building on Pump Lane Orchards must not be allowed

Tim Lyne Yes I regularly use and visit the Lower Rainham Road several times a week. Any additional traffic and building would reduce air quality for both humans and wildlife. It would remove valuable agricultural land and destroy unique habitats.

Barbara Sutton Yes

Sara Kay Yes Rainham can't cope with anymore overpriced new builds. It's not like the residents of rainham that are looking to get on the property ladder can afford them. Lower Rainham Road can't cope with the traffic it already has, and don't forget our poor medway hospital that is already struggling. 

Valerie Lloyd Yes

Trevor Lloyd Yes

Helen Hardy Yes I object on the loss of agricultural land ,and the diversity of wildlife. Also on the over development of the Rainham area, we are losing our identity as a separate town, and will soon be come no more than a suburb of Gillingham, and after that a London borough!!

Luke Stevens Yes

Kay Davis Yes The roads and infrastructure can’t cope. We already can’t get G P appointments and Medway Hospital struggling . Gridlock traffic jams and continual roadworks this small town of Rainham does not need more houses it needs green open spaces it’s supposed to be The Garden of England

Michael Davis Yes We don’t need anymore houses we are already overcrowded. Can’t get medical appointments and getting anywhere by car a nightmare.

Daniel Smith Yes The people who live here 

James Hannant Yes Absolute hypocrisy of the council members to have boasted their objection of the previous development during election time, to only add it now as part of the plan. The waste of time, effort and money is an embarrassment, as nothing has changed for it become suitable for development.

Ronnie Smith Yes I'm am disabled so I can't get a move to a new house but foreigners can 

Kathryn Auger Yes Lack of doctors to look after additional residents, impact of increased traffic and loss of valuable agricultural land.

Brian Beaton Yes There is very poor infrastructure and road network already. This will exacerbate an already big problem 

Jacqui Manktelow Yes You are slowly destroying the lungs of the Medway towns.

Joe Roseman Yes

Clara Boot Yes We ha e enough houses in the area already and the roads are already stretched to their limits

Carol Yes

Absolutely terrible. The ruling was already made not to build these and now they think they can forget that and just proceed.. I don’t understand how we went through this lengthy process already with a ruling from the highest authority, and now we’re going through it again? Surely the ruling still stands, it’s totally unreasonable to now forget

I totally object to these houses being built. The local infrastructure does not support it - our roads are already clogged and nowhere for even more traffic to go.

Having lived in station road for 34 years we have noticed alot of destruction of the local countryside. With in the last six years we have had 4 housing estates sprout up within half a mile of our property with a fifth to be built yet again on the pear orchard on the lower road. When these were being built there was so much disruption, road clo

The area has already seen huge development that has negatively impact the local wildlife and nature - near me the sites are still being developed for housing and destroying orchards.  It has to stop! The impact on traffic and the environment is happening now already on the lower road  and needs to be curtailed. It’s wrong on so many level

We have seen a worsening of the quality of life in Rainham. What about us the people who live here don't we matter. Listen to the residents we don't want any more housing developments.  Especially when it means destroying the orchards and the habitats of so much wildlife and plants. It's a small lane no suitable for loads of traffic. What'

In addition to all of the above expected traffic, lack of water for the rest of us we already have convoys of sewage lorries along Lower Rainham Road that are too wide for their half of the road, not to mention the noise of them 24/7 and yet it is intended to add to all that noise, pollution etc.  What about the wildlife?  Where are they supposed

As a resident of Rainham I understand dhow this development would impact the local area and current residents. I strongly object to the development. The hospital and doctor surgeries already cannot cope with the current number of residents let alone another 1,000 +. The current infrastructure cannot cope with current traffic let alone an

Increase in traffic.Hospitals and doctors can’t cope with the volume of people.Schools have no spaces . Main drainage is not sufficient and the amount of sewage Lorries on the lower road..accidents on the A2 and M2 have a severe impact on the lower road . The health centre and shops and school that have been proposed if not built with

We don’t need any houses built in more orchards this is a rural area roads are narrow,. My dad moved us away from London because off roads this was in 1970 we had fields orchards and farms,now you look around and now there are houses and roads I want to breath clean air, people are moaning about foxes being around but they are be
I know houses are needed stop people buying new builds so they can rent out or stop housing people that belong in other districts



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Tina Boot Yes
Land is land for a reason and not to be built on
There's to many houses being built in the area without thinking of the infrastructure of everything around it
Please don't DESTROY more land as its really beautiful around there and there will be more traffic and more fumes that'll destroy it too

Kevin Harrild Yes

Lou Harrild Yes

Stephen Smith Yes

Diana Domican Yes I have lived off Pump lane for 25 years. The crows are having a natemural agitate and the roads are getting busier and busier and congested. We do not have the space nor infrastructure to support this development and I oppose this 

Lorna Smith Yes

Macey Domican Yes

Chloe Domican Yes

Deb Perez Yes

Jayne Mickleburgh Yes As above

Rachael Mickleburgh Yes Congestion on the roads will cause big problems and will not help the environment. 

Lorraine Liddy Yes This is a small town that is already overcrowded, has limited green space and does not have the infrastructure to support more housing 

Nick Grief Yes

Gemma Grant Yes

Maureen Bill Yes The loss of all these trees will not only affect wild life, they can help keep the atmosphere cleaner for we humans as well. More houses will bring more cars,more pollution ,more noise, more mental health problems, plus cutting down all those trees would be sacrilege!!   Money can't and shouldn't, buy everything. 

Irene Francis Yes The town’s infrastructure can’t support any more houses! 

Beth Howgill Yes

Matt Sanderson Yes

Maria Paice Yes This large development is an assault to the nature and biodiversity of the area. Building in Rainham is already putting a strain on local services. 

David Lindsay Yes

Pauline Trowell Yes The infrastructure cannot sustain the current housing expansion let alone the proposed new development. 

Fiona Delahay Yes

Marilyn Stone Yes

Jen Moore Yes

Yes

Carol Pemble Yes

Liz O'Hanlon Yes I’m leaving rainham asap. The place is too

Don Yes Stop building in crammed spaces for a fast buck leaving the locals to bear the brunt of the greed...there are plenty of open spaces outside of the southeast.
Local roads will be gridlock,overpopulation will negatively affect local hospitals,doctors ,roads etc..

Yes Hoo is a great environment, which holds great wildlife and a beautiful, peaceful environment for residents/farmers and wildlife. 

Malcolm Eastet Yes Present facilities cannot cope roads hospital

Victoria Arnold Yes

Liam Mcgoldrick Yes

Margaret Berry Yes

Simon Field Yes The road infrastructure wouldn't cope with the extra traffic. The lower road and beechings way is extremely busy with traffic from all recent developments not to mention all the air pollution. Also the sewer system seems to be at full capacity as well as the electric grid in the area with a lot of recent power cuts in lower rainham. 

Ronald Mills Yes 750 additional cars exiting pump lane would cause additional traffic dalays. Pump lane is single lane with passing points. Motney Hill already has tankers on an almost daily basis, an additional 750 homse would either increase the number of tankers (MTS) or discharges into the river Medway.

Helen Baxter Yes Already been rejected once, Rainham has been massively (over) developed since. 

Amanda Lyle Yes More Houses means the need for GP surgeries, schools,the local hospital is already bursting at the steams, the planning inspectorate don't think of this.

Liz Scarboro Yes We simply do not need yet more low quality estates on what little remains of the green space in our towns. Wealthy greedy landowners should not be able to overturn perfectly good reasons why the orchards were not developed previously in the simple pursuit of money. 

Sharon Cooper Yes
This will have a disastrous effect on the environment and the community. The orchards are important, viable agricultural land and we have lost enough of this type of land already.

Our roads are already congested with rainham being like a car park during rush hour, our local hospital already struggles to cope and it is virtually impossible to get a GP appointment.

Elizabeth Hewkins Yes

Anita Laker Yes

Hayley Burton Yes
We need the country side.  We need the orchards. Stop felling  perctly good land and trees.  Lots of people walk through the orchards and enjoy them.
The roads are already overloaded with traffic.  The surgeries are all full now and you can't get an appointment! Medway hospital can't cope with any more patients. If you're lucky to get a referral to hospital you have to wait several  months. Lots of roads are clogged with too many parked cars.
We don't need any more londoners here. Selling there London homes high and buying up our houses so our own kids can't get or afford the houses in the area! Leave Rainham Wigmore hempstead and Rainham countryside alone!  Enough is enough! And we have enough homes here!

Mel Banks Yes Stop building on green spaces and farmland 

Simon Davis Yes

The air quality is already poor in the area and the local infrastructure can't cope with the traffic it has.
Cutting down the 60,000 fruit trees and then burning them and also cutting down  the wild hedges is going to pollute the air drastically locally and will have a drastic detrimental affect on the abundant wildlife in the area and effect the health of the current and future residents of the local area.
I live close to the orchards and I have had swifts and bats fly over my house at dusk on summer evenings for 43 years.
If the orchards go my asthma will suffer and my mental health too as I get alot of joy from sitting outside and watching the birds and the bats every year.

Emma Kent-Smith Yes

Karen Cuthbert Yes Services are already at breaking point, the lower road is not fit to take the volume of traffic that uses it now let alone additional vehicles Rainham is at capacity 

Sarah Friday Yes The roads cannot cope, the hospital is on its knees and we need our orchards 

Jaime Baxter Yes Infrastructure hasn't  changed since last time

Donna Mepham Yes

Laura Frost Yes The local area is not able to cope with more homes. The roads are always gridlocked, doctors appointments impossible to get and schools are struggling. 

Victoria Swanston Yes

Terence Marlow Yes were over whelmed with the traffic and our info structure is struggling with the residents we already have also there will be no green space left !! this is supposed to be the garden of England !!

Tracey Scutt Yes Destruction of this area - yet AGAIN caused issues to community / environment / nature habits and environmental concerns for all 

Carol Pires Yes

David Harlow Yes We don't need any more destruction on our green farm land

Bradley Moore Yes

Jason Harper Yes

Jennie Bowden Yes As with all of the points listed there is also the lack of school, doctors, hospital to support this volume. The road cannot cope neither can the local resources 

Nick Humphrey Yes

Sara Spellman Yes This was an awful idea in the first place, which was proved in a court of law.
It's still not a good idea and for Medway council to think it is, is lazy, hypocritical and narrow minded.

Karena Sweet Yes This would be devastating for wildlife, the loss of valueable farm land that can never be replaced and housing that will probably be unaffordable to locals. Medway is just becoming an extension of London,  I have lived here all my life and it has never been so bad as it has in recent years, I feel all our green areas are being taken away.

S Philpott Yes Leave well slone

Clifford Wright Yes The orchards is an important area for the environmental health of the area and the wider community

Angela Balcombe Yes

Paula Murphy Yes The plan is flawed. No answers to the original plan which was rejected have been answered. The lower road cannot cope, but in all, it destroys and huge amount of habitat for local wildlife and suburban animals. The loss off which and the result of which will be catastrophic 

Annabelle Chesson Yes Stop developing on agricultural land and stop building houses with no regard for the impact on our roads, our services especially water and sewage, and our health care and education services. 

Alison Smith Yes

Dave Morris Yes

Carla Funai Yes We need better roads to support this development and and more doctors and schools, keep building and not putting other services in place will put lots of pressure on a struggling village/town already.

David Jones Yes Precious little open space left in the area.. do not lose this valuable community amenity please. 

S Hudson Yes
The lower rainham road and surrounding area are unable to cope with the traffic now let alone more developments. Lack of infrastructure to support all of these new housing developments in Rainham. Try getting to work on either the A2 or lower rainham rd is now a nightmare.
Where is the schools, hospital, GP’s let alone the destruction of the natural environment.
Rainham was a green area with lots of nature, all these houses are now ruining this.

David Brown Yes

Gillian Bovis Yes Once this land is concreted over, there will be no going back. We need to be able to grow food in this country. We must not rely on imported food!

Rob Russell Yes

Additional housing without supporting infrastructure would severely affect the road network, water supply, and waste water handling to an already overloaded networks. Add to that the additional doctors places, dentist places and school places. We’ve seen countless developers promise a doctors or additional school only for them not to m

Traffic congestion will increase making trying to leave Rainham exceeding difficult, especially if Lower Rainham Road is closed again for building works. Air quality will suffer, school places will be even more limited in the future, as will Doctors appointments and health care services both of which are already compromised. Losing green sp

The orchards are an important part of our area’s heritage, biodiversity, and community wellbeing. Replacing them with housing would permanently destroy a unique green space that supports local wildlife, including pollinators and other species already under pressure. The orchards help improve air quality, reduce flood risk by absorbing ra

They also contribute to the character and identity of our area — something that cannot be replaced once lost. This green space is valued not just for its environmental role, but also for the health and recreation benefits it offers to residents, including walking, foraging, and connecting with nature.

Given the climate and ecological crises we face, it is vital to protect existing mature green spaces rather than replace them with developments that increase carbon emissions and reduce biodiversity. Sustainable development should work alongside the preservation of important natural habitats like the orchards, not at their expense.

The scheme fails to safeguard important landscapes and would cause serious damage to their integrity, as well as undermining the site’s role as a vital green separation between built-up areas and the Medway Estuary. It would bring extensive development across the land, leading to the loss of fertile, high-grade agricultural fields, while its

There are several other new estates that have been built or are in the proecess of being built in the immediate area, following the previous refusal of this planning application. the underlying reasons for the previous refusal still stand and are reinforced by the further development and detrimental effect the over development is have on the a

Penny Giles-McLough



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

B.E. Thorn Yes Additionally, wildlife will lose their natural environment and homes; albeit land/water/sky based.

Mark Sinclair Yes

Nicky Gardnee Yes

Kesley Heather Yes Isn't traffic bad enough already? Isn't getting a drs appointment hard enough already? The battle to get your child into the closest school? Garden of England not building centre of England 

Victor Yes

Deborah Tills Yes Sewers can’t cope as it is, not enough police, even the contact centre has closed, roads won’t be able to cope, not enough GP in area , maybe build GP surgery first , 

Morgan Thomas Yes

Christine Daly Yes

Victoria Wentworth Yes

Rheanna Robson Yes

Nicola Dawber Yes

Anne Webb Yes

Vanessa A'Bear Yes No proper infrastructure. Extra doctors. Road access

Mitch Brewer Yes

Meryl Brown Yes

Alison Mant Yes

Dorothy Nicholson Yes No Road infrastructure to cope

Diane Harris Yes Don’t ruin Rainham! 

David Nicholson Yes

Lisa Crowley Yes We can not afford to lose anymore green spaces !  FOOD SECURITY is national security.  STOP BUILDING ON AGRICULTURAL LAND!  We have lost enough 

David Pembroke Yes

Justine Summers Yes Please leave this beautiful piece of countryside 

Damian Yes

Jill Haden Yes

Pat Yes Not enough resources in the area to accommodate more people. 

Jodie Hazell Yes

John Morley Yes

Margaret Morley Yes Added pressure on all medical services in the area which are already stretched to capacity. Added pollution in the area due to the increase of traffic which will also cause so much congestion. Loss of agricultural land which is so valuable to all which would be lost forever and replaced with mainly concrete.

Laura Reynolds Yes

Daisy Clarke Yes

Ashleigh Yes

Susan Radbron Yes

Mike Mant Yes

Margaret Bartle Yes Community resource 

Linda Jennings Yes

Helen Hansen-Hjul Yes This is prime agricultural land with mature trees  producing food for this country. Not only is it producing food the trees are absorbing pollution, providing precious habitat for insects, birds and mammals. They are also preventing flooding. All the reasons for previous refusal to develop this land are still valid.
Instead of trying to comply with arbitrary quotas we need you to be pushing back and protecting this vital  resource from annhiliation.

Sarah Toomer Yes I live facing the fields and see red kites every day and all the lovely beautiful animals foxes insect when we are at our allotments . 

Alexander Toomer Yes

Jane Rudd Yes

Leigh Simpson Yes The local infrastructure will not be able cope with the massive amount of extra traffic a development of this size would generate. We have precious country lanes left and do not want to lose any more by them being widened to cope. The air quality over the whole of  Medway will soon be unacceptable.

Tracey Brewer Yes There is not the infrastructure locally to support this level of building. Lower Rainham road is already at breaking point for traffic not to mention the additional pollution this will bring.  

Rachael Ticehurst Yes

Tom Ticehurst Yes

Jackie Baker Yes

Jennifer Smart Yes The infrastructure will not be able to sustain a housing estate.

Natalie Williams Yes This beautiful piece of land deserves to stay. Changing its use by destroying it for development would also cause more traffic getting off the peninsula.  This was turned down last time due to valid reasons. To try again is an insult. 

Laura Clark Yes We are loosing too many green spaces. Building more houses in this area is not helping us. Leave the green alone x

Yes

Zoe Low Yes

Patricia Rose Yes green fields are for food not houses other wise we will be importing all of our food.

Gavin Harris No

Claire Cheshire Yes

Nikola Noyes Yes

Siobhan Holden Yes

Jaroslaw Powaga Yes This area have a hiatorical own haracters that this project will destruct.

Darren Cheshire Yes

Ody Treeby Yes

Alan Bryant Yes

Carol Cook Yes

Karen Reid Yes

Stephanie Bradley Yes My son lives directly by the proposed housing site so I use the lower rainham road very often. It is already way too busy for the current traffic and can't possibly take anymore.

Chi Yau Yes We should identify wasteland and other industrial sites instead of destroying green areas, especially if they are producing food for the UK.

Sharon Gooda Yes No supporting infrastructure.  Local roads at breaking point.

Martin Rose Yes This proposal is inappropriate for a location so remote from other centres and risks ecological damage and would irreversibly remove another part of North Kent’s agricultural heritage. 

Tom Nicholas Yes

Jackie Jarvis Yes Stop building on our " garden of England" destroying the countryside, the animal habits. I want to live in area with  wildlife and countryside with orchards and grass & fresh air. Not an awful squished in concrete jungle surrounded by people even worse mental heath, drug people,  increased crime and awful people!
More animals & wildlife needed! - stop destroying nature!!

Barbara Wood Yes

John Wood Yes

Anne-Marie Salmon Yes Nothing has changed since the last objection apart from the roads are busier than ever. Where are all the extra cars going to go? The infrastructure can't cope now how will it cope in the future and where are all the extra schools and GP surgeries?
If you stop selling off land and housing to London boroughs we wouldn't have the need to destroy out orchards.

Sheila Hayward Yes We need more agricultural land for food production not less due to the growing population. Also traffic around this area is already a challenge, this proposal will exacerbate existing problems.

Tracy Shapland Yes We don’t have the infrastructure for any more housing 

The lower road cannot cope with more houses and road without having a severe effect on day to day running and out wonderful wildlife. This has been shown when the road has been closed causing dreadful traffic problems around the local area.  Also Medway hospital cannot cope with anymore residents, it is on its knees already, maybe

This proposal within the local plan contradicts the general principle of the alleged plan in that it states to provide green areas, infrastructure, etc. however this proposal adds to an already congested area of Lower Rainham, which already has significant traffic issues in particular; an area that late at night or when not busy can take ten minu

We need our green spaces and to keep the orchards , because we need trees to get rid of the c2o , Medway has a high pollution rate .
We need to keep them for the bees and wildlife , we need to keep our green spaces for people to go on walks , for health , wellbeing and getting the health benefits connecting with nature , releasing feel good hormones , it’s proven that connecting with nature is better for health , the fore helping local GP’s and patients .how is Medway Hosp
And the lower Rainham rd is not a main road to cope with all these cars , more accidents will occur , and Rainham will be at a gridlock

Where is the infrastructure for all of the extra traffic congestion, should either the Lower Rainham Road be closed or the A2 - Rainham becomes totally gridlocked. The proposed building works will increase the amount of heavy traffic along roads that are already heavily congested. How is this good for the air quality when the trees have bee
Where will be the extra beds at Medway hospital be coming from to cater for the massive increase to the population in the area, school places, or doctor and dentist surgeries that are already full, and water, gas, electricity and internet supplies. More road works, more congestion.
What about policing the area? The local drop in office in Station Road, Rainham has now closed and there are no local police stations anymore.

I strongly object to the proposed development of new houses in High Halstow. Ours is a small, historic village with a unique character and heritage that would be irreversibly damaged by large-scale building. We have only one main road in and out of the Hoo Peninsula, which already struggles with congestion, and our limited infrastructure 

The never ending sale of green areas especially the few orchards left in the area and building more houses must stop.  Any sensible person must know that all services in the Medway towns are stretched to breaking point.  Where will it end.  All  for profit.  The council must not agree to this.  The developers will promise the world and delive

This will have a massively detrimental effect on our ecosystems, this area is already struggling from over development. We face daily power cuts, over subscribed schools and doctors, only one hospital which cannot cope. Roads and transportation systems cannot handle the influx of traffic and any downpours of rain now cause flash floo

Yes, there appears to be a need for new housing, as set out by the current Government’s assumption that this country must build a huge number of new homes. This means that Local Councils are desperately seeking to build new housing on any piece of green land they can find, especially in Medway, where, soon, if the Council get their wa
None of the proposed building sites currently springing up, or proposed, seem to be offering affordable housing for new buyers. So none of the proposed 750 new homes on the Pump Lane development plan fall into that category, nor is there any consideration for the huge increase in congestion and upheaval to the local population of the 
An area that is already heavily populated and congested. The roads cannot cope with the existing traffic, especially when there are another set of roadworks and road closures along the Lower Rainham Road, or there is a problem on the M2 and the traffic comes off the motorway onto the A2 to bypass the hold-up and crawls through Rainh
The previous proposal in 2021 to sell the land and build new housing was defeated for a number of reasons, and those reasons still remain. The road system just cannot cope with the extra traffic that will occur should this go ahead. The current infrastructure will not cope with the increase. Where are the plans for extra doctor and dentist s
There is nothing that warrants that this development should go ahead. The destruction of local wildlife habitats will also have an impact. I support the objection to this proposed development and it should be removed from the local plan.

Ashley Dunning-McM Destruction to agricultural land and the impact to the natural feel of the area as well as the obliteration of land for so much wildlife will be detrimental to not only local conservation and national conseravtion as an area which holds so much value in this area... but without the proper infrastructure in place to support this development..... it is

Pump lane and Lower Rainham road can not cope with the traffic now. When there is a problem on the M2 out side my house is gridlocked and I can not get out of my driveway. If these 750 houses are built you be looking at least 1500 more cars be using pump lane.  It will be grid lock come 8.00 am where kids are going to school and peop

All construction traffic would have to use lower Rainham road to gain access to the site seeing there is a height restriction for the train bridge at the top on pump lane.  This would cause more congestion on the lower road and more damage with the sheer weight of the construction and delivery vehicles.

This would cause more pollution and this development wants to destroy 60,000 trees. Which will be devastating to the environment and all the wildlife.

Also my concern is if this development is approved where will all the surface water will go we are already on a flood plan and when there is a heavy down pour pump lane is like a river already.  At the moment there is 126 acres that soaks it up now so if this disappears it would most likely lead to flooding.

Damage to/loss of local environmental eco system. Local hospital and GP surgeries are already overstretched. Road networks are already poorly maintained and will be expected to take a greater weight of traffic. Substantial building has already been made in the area. The type of houses being built are not affordable to people living and w

Even if we accept that we need more housing in this area - which I don’t - the infrastructure barely copes now so I do not see how another 750 homes in Lower Rainham is going to improve anything. There are already several new developments on Lower Rainham Road which are destroying trees and wildlife environments in that area. Spec

Anyone who thinks this housing development is a good idea clearly doesn't regularly use Lower Rainham Road, especially at peak times. It is already highly congested with bottlenecks.  Rainham has already had an unfair share of house building compared to other towns and I say that as someone who regularly travels to other areas both i



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Ruth Oerry Yes

Environmental issues
Traffic
Pollution
Facilities- GP’s/Hospital
Loss of trees and wildlife
Rainham cannot cope with anymore new properties on our green spaces.
We cannot keep destroying trees and in turn wildlife, polluting the air, we cannot cope with anymore traffic. Public transport is so poor in this area and so expensive, there will be more cars on the roads. All these houses with no consideration for the environment and the amenities.

Susan Salter Yes

Tracy Hawkesley Yes Yet again  another attempt to destroy our countryside. Medway is already beyond capacity for more housing. Our roads hospitals and infrastructure can't take anymore strain. I vehemently oppose this proposal. 

Brian Ford Yes

Jo Harber Yes

Celia Turner Yes

Nicola Carlow Yes Rainham is already overwhelmed by the amount of traffic going through, completely gridlocked. Removing green space will exacerbate the issue. Also the local hospital will not be able to cope with the further housing, it is also overwhelmed by the numbers which pass through its doors on a daily basis. 

Jak Turner Yes

Shirley Cloherty Yes

D Scott Yes

Julie Best Yes This is a vital space grade 1land wildlife habitat .Crazy idea.

Diane Manktelow Yes The traffic is already at saturation point in that area, the small road just won't cope with more.  We need this good land to grow our food and help make the area pleasant for our children and their education.

Michael Manktelow Yes Our small pleasant 'village' has no more room, please leave the green areas alone.

Nicola Johnson Yes

R Harwood Yes Medway is at breaking point. Medway will not benefit in the long run.
Have engine off signs but encouring thousands of more cars and lorries for building, loosing green spaces as jusy 1 example.

Trudy Barnett Yes For all of the reasons above . Our agricultural spaces need to be protected ! Also the impact this will have on local services is huge 

Gill Ransley Yes There is far too much traffic in the area already and the services eg GPs, hospitals etc are struggling to cope. 

Stacey Branchett Yes

Paul Lovatt-Smith Yes

P D Edwards Yes There are no plans for the infrastructure of the area. The roads around are already not sufficient for the traffic now. No plans for additional road.

Rachel Lane Yes

Kenny Yes

Grace Vodo Yes

Yvonne Tong Yes The land serves a purpose for nature and all wild life . Bees especially.  Our towns are already clogged up with cars sitting in traffic. Enough is enough

Sharon Ison Yes

Christian Moore Yes Stop selling housing stock to London borough councils. 

Liam Roadnight Yes This is not a viable option for development and will exacerbate the issues of Gillingham/Rainham to an unsustainable level!

Laura Diss Yes

Maxine Harding Yes

Michelle Pegley Yes

Joanne Lowen Yes

Kenneth Campbell Yes The traffic congestion along the lower road would worsen enormously and where would all the wildlife go??

Margaret Bain Yes The local roads will not support  more traffic schools doctors dentist can't cope with any more  people  

Russell Poynter Yes

Rajni Prashar Yes I have only lived in the area for 3 years but the general quiet and lack of housing developments everywhere is what attracted me to the area.

Elizabeth Poynter Yes

Elyssa Donoghue Yes

Sarah Moakes Yes Footnote 65 to NPPF para 188 states that 'Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality.' It has not been demonstrated that no suitable alternative sites of a lower agricultural grade are available. 

Natalie Moore Yes Stop building to make money! Appreciate what we have. 

Lucy Peters Yes The lose of Nature and green space speaks for itself, the traffic flow on the small roads cannot be managed. 

Emma Tait Yes

Connor Stickings Yes

Robert Wood Yes The infrastructure in the immediate area cannot sustain the extra vehicles moving through to the main roads, and the general area is suffering from lack of medical & educational facilities. Adding this extra housing along with other developments will just cause more issues.

Norman Ives Yes

Naomi Reddington Yes

Celia Campbell Yes

Joseph Burroughs Yes The lose of natural farm land. There must be more suitable brown field sites near to existing gas and electricity supplies

Danielle Dickinson Yes The roads and infrastructure cant cope they are regularly brought to a grinding halt. Please save the space for our children

Paul Aluwalia Yes Places like the orchard is our families future to keep the air clean. No road network to support such a estate

Sue Tang Yes Green spaces in nature are vital for peoples’ physical and mental health. Please don’t destroy them as once this has been done, there is no going back.

Harley Moss Yes

Jan Reynolds Yes Stop destroying our countryside and arable land

Melanie Newnham Yes We need to save our agricultural land.

Maureen Lawson Yes Roads can’t cope now with the traffic Medway hospital or Doctors surgery. Losing wildlife and greenery. Losing our greenery destroying the wildlife too much traffic on  our roads too much pressure on ourhospital not enough room in our schools or doctors

Dan Breen Yes

Georgia Moss Yes

Keith Reid Yes To many houses being built on prime agricultural land 

Peter Lawson Yes Losing wildlife roads can’t cope with the volume of traffic hospitals and Doctor surgeries

Edwina Swift Yes GP’s, Hospitals and Schools in the area are already full to capacity.  The roads throughout Medway are no longer suitable for the increase in traffic and certainly could not cope with any more in Lower Rainham Road or the main A2.
It is also vitally important that Agricultural land is kept for food to feed the nation.

Lorraine Theobald Yes It’s already a nightmare trying to get to and from work with all the building work going on in and around rainham especially when either the top or bottom roads are closed as much as they are they can’t possibly take any more traffic on them

Jacqueline Simmond Yes Roads are already dangerously busy. Not enough doctors or hospitals to cope 

Michelle Taylor Yes Orchards can help mitigate climate change by absorbing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. 

Lynn Diprose Yes

Pauline Dane Yes Before moving away from Rainham 2 years ago, I lived there for over 40 year and walked that route every day seeing many different rare species aswell as native. You can't disturb there homes 

Belinda Liffen Yes The roads around Rainham are struggling without all the extra transport that these extra building works will bring!

Christina Rampota Yes

Diane Rose Yes I am against anymore traffic in Pump Lane and the destruction of all those trees

Doug Monk Yes More houses, although needed is no good when there is no additional infrastructure to compensate for the additional residents, in an area already massively expanded due to new builds.

Anna Powaga Yes Yes please.

Lynda Collins Yes

Ian Turnbull Yes All the same reasons the last plan was rejected remain the same or are actually worse. The last plan was for 1250 homes with 3 access roads. This plan is for 750 homes with 1 access road. There has also been 7 other housing developments on or around the lower Rainham road area, with more in the pipeline. 

Jeanette Hodges Yes In addition to the traffic issues on an already struggle road the infrastructure in this area is not in place for the continuous building. Just building schools is not the answer. Medway Maritime hosp cannot cope as it is and we are already having to cope with continuous sewage being discharged into the sea.

Carina Yes Someone needs to listen to the genuine concerns of residents. We do not have school places, doctors available or police services to cope with the expanding population. We must not build on anymore agriculture land. Use the high streets and industrial land that are becoming obsolete 

Zona Jagget Yes You will be decimating land our wildlife depend land food grows on we don’t need anymore unaffordable cheap built houses 

Julia Kemp Yes The area has already to many new developments and the roads surrounding this are unable to accommodate any more traffic

Stacey Beale Yes We live in a beautiful area. These houses that are being built everywhere are taking that away. Rainham has a lovely community spirit that is being taken away by more and more houses. Not to mention the amount of traffic these houses are going to create. There are so many other areas to build were these will be no issue

Guy Barnes Yes
Our Local area is being bombarded with new houses and the roads and infrastructure cannot cope as it is ! Let alone there being additional cars and people from an extra 750 homes
Destroying the farm land that creates food is non sensory to
I do object to these plans 100%

Graham Daniels Yes Prime farmland is being used,Lower Road in Rainham cannot handle present traffic, Junction of Miersborough lane, A2, and Otterham Quay gets gridlocked, already cannot get doctors appointment,hospital overstretched,problems with water supply and sewerage....already too many people that our services cannot cope

Having lived in Rainham for over fifty years I am appalled at the destruction of our countryside without even considering the local people whose lives are impacted with traffic congestion, pollution, lack of healthcare and our local hospital which is at breaking point now - without a population increase of at least two thousand.  Which is in ad

There are more than enough Houses in this general area. There is not the infa-structure to support and further large housing estate. The local hospital is under extreme pressure to deal with the current state of ill health, added to that the current schools, bus service. shops would find it extremely difficult coping the a large increase to the c

You can’t keep building on high class agricultural land and you can’t improve any of the road layouts in  Beechings Way or the Lower Rainham Road. The traffic is already a nightmare, especially around work travel and school drop off / pickup as we already have RMGS on our doorstep. The local primary school in Twydall is not full and it pu

I have lived here for 47 years and recently there have been an influx of new houses being built. The Lower road is busy enough at the moment and gets jammed with traffic already. I’m not sure how much extra traffic it could take as most houses have at least 2-4 cars each. I have started to notice a decline in birds in the area further develo



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Lucy Simpson Yes

Marion Slater Yes

Douglas Pennellier Yes Rainham and Medway is in serious danger of being overrun by Medway Council’s plans to make Medway a suburb of London which will bring drug gangs and other crime. Which will make Medway an unsafe place to live. Plus the traffic in Rainham A2 and the Lower Rainham Road is already gridlocked. 

Ann Deaves Yes No building should ever be done on productive growing land or green open spaces needed.  Too much building in the SE anyway, infrastructure appalling and still they build.  Save the orchards for future generations, this orchard is a beautiful area in an ever increasingly busy world.  Please leave it alone.

Rachel Bursey Yes

Simonne wells Yes

Jonathan Saunders Yes I object as the infrastructure simply does but exist plus the continuing attack on nature and wild life. 

J Smith Yes Too much traffic going through , already  congested .. spoiling our country side/ villages

Siobhan Shoebridge Yes Our green space is being taken up by to many houses. There’s 4 new build estates going up. The air is getting toxic. 

Mary Stone Yes

The increase is traffic volume will make a bad situation worse, having to travel along the Lower Rainham Road to work on time is often very challenging with constant Road closures needed to provide amenities for the current new builds in the area .
The local social infrastructure cannot cope already with the increase in volume of people needing medical attention , both primary and secondary education and general social interaction  .

We are constantly being reminded that our wildlife is under threat of extinction  . Removing more of the natural environment forces all these creatures to move on but there is a diminishing area to go to as the shoreline is nearby .
There are already serious issues with a water supply , sewage and power . Increasing use of these amenities means more problems  to those of us already experiencing difficulties.
This development should not go ahead .

Chris Stapleton Yes

Kyle Wilkinson Yes

Scarlett Thomas Yes Rainham has so many new houses and the infrastructure to handle these many houses isn’t considered. Without orchards we have not enough green spaces and clean air. Fresh produce is important too. What happened to kent being the garden of England? 

Scarlett Heather Yes We do not need more unaffordable housing 

Terence Sweeney Yes All the issues they considered when they rejected this application before. Perhaps the powers that be would consider compulsory purchase of this land for future benefit  of all. 

Greta Christensen Yes The proposed development would significantly and irreversibly destroy the landscape character of Rainham. It is simple unacceptable that the development, which is purely profit driven, would even be considered for this site. Please be clear that Rainham residents do not support this development.

Valerie Powell Yes The road is not suitable for all the excessive traffic that would be made by such a development.  Would spoil the environment also.

Natalie Yes

Elizabeth Allen Yes

Max Norman Yes

Sally Beale Yes I personally am against the permanent distraction of our trees, countryside,  and having more housing put in these areas. The destruction to the area, the wildlife,  especialy that area on the lower road, is unacceptable.  The traffic etc is terrible as it is , it's not needed 

Chris Ferguson Yes More than enough new builds in Medway already, with no consideration to infrastructure or pollution

Stuart Lewis Yes

Kaye Sedgwick-Jones Yes

Carrie Easterfield Yes

Melanie Mode Yes

Sue carter Yes We should be prompting growing our own produce, not keep importing. Hypocritical of central government/local government to commit to climate change policies, yet do the opposite by destroying green land, which is key to healthier living for all. 

Ian Mode Yes Stop rapping Rainham

C Downey Yes

Sharon Stanfield Yes

Louisa Connor Yes

Ben Morling Yes

Matthew Stonely Yes

Julie Ince Yes

Traffic congestion
Pollution
Damage to environment
More road closures, causing gridlock getting out of Rainham
Weight of traffic causing even more damage to roads and pot holes
Too much demand on local health services
Too much demand on schools
Loss of countryside
Too many new developments in last 6 years
Parking challenges near Rainham Station

Ronald Lean Yes Far too much of this beautiful county has already been destroyed by over development and extortionate levels of road traffic and further over crowding.

Hazel Arber Yes

M P Dempster Yes I consider it as over development with insignificant utilities, schools and health services to support it.

Anita Friday Yes There’s no room on the sewer, there’s not enough water supply, the roads are congested, the hospital can’t cope. It’s already too busy. 

F Friday Yes You can’t get a doctors appointment as it is, the hospital can’t cope, the roads are too busy especially the lower Rainham Road and we need our orchards and green space

Scott Brailoiu Yes

Ralph Curlewis Yes

James Foley Yes This is prime agricultural land that needs to be saved. Destroying this land will make it even harder for us to grow our own crops in the future

Lynn Wilkinson Yes We can not sustain any more traffic in this area or houses with multiple vehicles. We want our land back fir what it should be for food

Katherine Clark Yes There are not enough resources in the area for new houses and roads are already struggling with the amount of cars in Medway.

Jake Bryan Yes The proposal will affect the area. The locals don't want this, I don't want this. Stop trying to change where we live. 

Marie Yes

David Elvy Yes
There is no infrastructure to support this development. Pump Lane is hazardous anyway with its large grammar school and having any large school in such proximity will be a massive safety issue to local residents and pupils. The pollution to the local area caused by the destruction of orchards and any building work is unacceptable.
Local services are at breaking point and this will only serve to render them unusable.
The surrounding road network is unable to accommodate new housing, lower pump Lane is not fit for this purpose and the Lower Rainham Road constantly has works going on and is shut more often than open.

Jim Bellars Yes

Green space and agricultural land is essential to Rainham and Medway and once gone will be lost forever.
It is vital to avoid filling the area with pollution of all kinds, air, noise etc and food from the orchards once lost can never be replaced.
Roads, schools, Medway hospital and other facilities already stretched and under pressure will be further aggravated.
The infrastructure can barely cope as it is.
If housing is really desperately needed why not use brownfield sites and other spare land e.g at the Dockyard.
This plan was rejected a few years ago, why is it being considered now when nothing has changed?

L Cole Yes

Richard Read Yes

May Hudson Yes

Kathy Hickman Yes

Joanne Thompson Yes I also cannot see how they can make public transport work for this location and therefore there will be an even increased number of cars on the road

Ian Thompson Yes

Thomas Hook Yes

Violet Chapman Yes Impact on the environment and a strain on local resources & amenities..

Wendy Arnold Yes

Rachel Summers Yes More houses means more traffic on the roads, patients at the hospital & Drs. We need to remember how important trees are to help filter the air of pollution. 

Brian Morley Yes To many houses being built with no infrastructure.Also taking away our green land.

Andrew Mota Yes this area already suffers from over development congestion and lack of space to live in peace. this distraction of valuable growing productive land must stop.

Richard Bysouth Yes

Mel Hallett Yes

Debbie Ashton Yes

Wendy Bysouth Yes

Susan Mires Yes Yet another new development in this area would be detrimental.

Abigail Teague Yes Given the proposal includes both a secondary and primary school, there will be even more traffic despite the reduction in homes than the previously declared unsuitable proposal.

Madeline Mota Yes The infrastructure in the Rainham area cannot withstand constant building of lots and lots of houses without supporting the community 

James Knight Yes Constant reduce of green space in medway

Janet Norton Yes

Maxine Perrin Yes Too much traffic on the road already

Medway is already suffering from overcrowding Our Medway Hospital is already struggling to cope, and all NHS Services i.e. Dental, Doctors, not to mention a Water Shortage. More house's mean more residents putting further strain on already strained services. Also the impact on our already suffering wildlife will be devastating. Please th

Our road network in the area is already under strain from the amount of new builds being constructed around lower Rainham. We are slowly loosing our green spaces and all for new homes, Half of which are not affordable and the other half are given to social housing. The majority being to individuals that do not look after the area and cau

This is a ludicrous development plan which has huge environmental and social impact on Rainham and the surrounding areas/ villages in both Medway and Swale. This continuous loss of farmland in this area is saddening as well is short term thinking. The impact on local services, from Medway Hospital and GP services to our water serv
People win out this again. The fact it is back into consideration is madness.

Rainham simply does not have the infrastructure to support more large scale housing developments. The hospitals, doctors, dentists and schools not too mention the roads are already under extreme pressure and cannot cope with the existing population so will not cope with additional people. Until there is adequate funding to improve th
If houses are to be built then brown field spaces should be considered first not our lovely orchards.

Poor air quality and already overcrowded with traffic. Local amenities cannot cope as it is. Green space is needed for well-being not tarmaced over. Trees bring cleaner air we cannot take more away. Gridlocked roads as traffic is already saturated with cars. LRRoad cannot take more traffic. We do not need more houses in Rainham. Lower 

General infrastructure, surrounding roads already get blocked up due to more and more houses being built already around Rainham.  We have one hospital catering for Sheerness, Sittingbourne, Newington and the Medway towns.  No wonder it is always struggling.  We are closing our nurseries through a lack of staff and our schools all are

Thd local road inferstructure can hardly cope with the local trafic on the lower road and lower pump lane at the moment. The railway bridge at the top of pump lane can not take 2 way traffic.  If there is a traffic collision at the bridge causing damage it will shut down the Victoria to kent coast route which is a major commuting route. Also th
If permission is granted then any wording such as maybe. Possible or could should be removed ( regarding NHS or schools etc), with a  very large fine if not built ( no get out clauses allowed ).

Rainham is running out of green space and the little it has left should be protected. Additionally, the additional traffic this will bring to our already congested roads will exasperate the problems it causes them while offering no long term solutions for improving them. Finally, this will clearly be the thin end of the wedge, opening up the way fo



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Vikki Williams Yes

Richard Perrin Yes Too much traffic 

Shaun Smith Yes

Neil Jessup Yes

Hayley Hillery Yes

David Hillery Yes

Jan Deeley Yes Welfare of existing Medway residents - air quality - impact on local roads with increased traffic, health and safety elements - pollution- floods

Melanie Franklin Yes

Hayley Sym Yes

Marion Ahmedzai Yes Our lovely Kent countryside is rapidly becoming a concrete jungle with inappropriate facilities i.e. schools, doctors surgeries and hospitals. 

Colin Deeley Yes Lower Rainham has and is saturated with new housing developments, infrastructure in terms of roads, doctors and hospitals are broken. We have noticed air quality is worse abd by removing all the trees and additional traffic it will be even worse. Enough!! No more!

Susan Williams Yes

The local road infrastructure is already overloaded and there are already more houses already being built.

There is another house estate being built on orchards that border Medway and Swale councils.

The local hospital cannot cope with current demands.

There is already pollution from the increased traffic from current building projects - lorries, sewage treatment vehicles and increased vehicle volume.

We need to keep our orchards to protect our air quality.

Anne Cooper Yes

Callum Payne Yes The fact that we are having to defend this agricultural land again despite already saying no in 2021 is a disgrace and completely undermines the community and democracy. This is clear proof that you do not have the peoples interest at heart. No is No.

Martin Wilson Yes When I lived in Gillingham years ago I used to visit it

Chris Sheehan Yes Too many people locally and road really busy hospital can not cope.

Cole Hewer Yes No additional comment 

Terry O’Regan Yes

Miriam Noble Yes Overloading an already full infrastructure and destroying a lung of countryside. 

Irene Kinslow Yes

Elizabeth Ann Pell Yes Established orchards are excellent sites for biodiversity and this rural area does not have the infrastructure for the proposed development. 

Kate Bearup Yes Loss of prime agricultural land.
Local infrastructure and services would be unable to support this development considering the development that has already or is imminently waiting approval

Stephen Westcott Yes Why is the situation different now than before

Natalie Westcott Yes

Norman Burkett Yes

Robert Poynter Yes

Ella Poynter Yes We simply do not have the infrastructure and personally I don't think people want to be queuing to simply get out of their houses permanently! 

Victoria Gray Yes

Jake Burton Yes

James Lewis Yes I have previously objected to the the development of the same land. Please refer to thy document. It is all the same. 

Rosanne Paine Yes

Becky McDonald Yes

Rukhshana Rabbani Yes

Martin Jarrett Yes
The Roads and Railway services will not be able to cope with this development. Every school, doctors and our hospital are running at over 100%. I am waiting weeks (not days) to get appointments.
I would ask that you as planners would live with such a development in your area.
Green space is good time have for any number of reasons, not just to wait in the queue to be developed.

Mahmudul Hasan Yes

Andrew Fish Yes

Kieran Crayford Yes Several simple factors here, but falls on deaf ears when money is involved, as that’s all we care for. Not wildlife, local infrastructure, traffic management. I could go on but pointless. 

Lesley Boast Yes Save the countryside too many houses in that area

Karen Reed Yes

Patricia Smith Yes There is not enough services to cope with more people,The hospitals Doctors schools and public services buses which are very much needed.We need the Natural wildlife to maintain enough oxygen on the environment.

Sarah Boast Yes

Julie Norman Yes

Penny Adley Yes Destroying the beautiful green space is criminal

Jacqueline Cheesema Yes

David Cheeseman Yes

Trude McLaren Yes As a tenant of Bloor Lane allotments, I object to the close proximity of the development to the green space provided for allotments. I strongly suggest that in the event of the development being approved, that the existing conifer trees dividing the orchards and the allotments are to remain for everyone's benefit of privacy.  

Sarah Linbourne Yes The surrounding area has too many houses and not enough green agricultural land- therefore we need to save the 126 acres . Rainham is slowly being turned into a huge horrible housing estate at the hands of the council who do not care about the green spaces.

Donna Oliver Yes

Susanna Harris Yes

Lisa Rutland Yes Nothing has changed since the last failed application, the same issues remain.

Sam Marston Yes

Roseanna Neall Yes I MOVED HERE IN 1983 SINCE THEN I HAVE BEEN SURROUNDED BY UGLY HOMES DIRT DUST AND BUILDERS LORRIES. DO NOT PUT ANY MORE HERE. WE CANNOT BREATHE!!!!!!

Andrew Linbourne Yes Preserve our green agricultural land please at all cost.  Try to save our area please 

Ashley Jennings Yes The roads cannot handle this extra load. The A2 and Lower Road already struggle and cause current residents huge delays. 

Angela Hayward Yes We need more houses but the one country lane won’t cope, it doesn’t cope at the moment.

Jeanette Blanshard Yes

Jennifer White Yes The current infrastructure cannot cope with the amount of traffic as it is. Our hospital and GP services are stretched to the max. More housing will only add to the burden 

Anna Adimitrova Yes

Tony Trowell Yes To go ahead would be against the reasons the planning inspectorate refused previously. So what's changed?

Lorette Green Yes

Terri Munn Yes

Laura Barton Yes The infrastructure isn’t in place for this development to go ahead. In the Medway Towns, we need a new Hospital, Doctors Surgeries, Schools and such like. The Roads are constantly congested and the Bus Service is terrible.

Yes The area just cannot cope with any more housing.  Loss of agricultural land. Roads are in adequate to carry the cars in use now. Not enough doctors, and the local hospital just is unable to deal with the numbers. Waiting lists and bed availability is dreadful. 

Barry Scoons Yes

Christine Elsmore Yes Volume of traffic on Lower Rainham Road, destruction of habitat for birds, ongoing problems with infrastructure.

Sylvia Scoons Yes Not enough infrastructure

Russell Milford Yes

Jo Harris Yes

Brigitte Ward  Yes
Total lack of infrastructure in the area, roads are not fit for purpose. It’s already a problem with all the new builds on lower Rainham Rd!
Green spaces are being demolished and valuable orchards. There seems to be no protection whatsoever. It does not comply with the governments green agenda!
There’s only one hospital in Medway. Getting GP appointments is also a lottery. The increase in population is not sustainable!!!

Thomas Currie Yes

Samuel Harris Yes

My main concerns are: 1) the hugely negative impact on air quality of destroying a large number of trees that remove a vast quantity of CO2 from the air and replacing them with  residential properties that introduce a net-negative affect on air quality and environment. 2) Traffic congestion on local roads in the Rainham area has worsened i
Terry O’Regan.

Having lived in Rainham for 50 years the development that is taking place at the moment is outrageous, I now have to plan any journeys by car taking in the time of day and the time of my appointment, I use the lower road and it can be horrendous at times,the council made a right mess with the bottom of station road, the way things are go

This proposed development has significant environmental impacts. Considering the amount of green field sites that have been built on recently in order to make space for new housing estates, the council should recognise that continuing to build new housing estates in this fashion is unsustainable. Adding yet another estate damages the

There is not sufficiently wide roads to cope with the volume of traffic that this will bring and there is no way the roads can be widened.air quality is already very poor due to high volume of traffic that is often stationary and this would just add to that. There are no proper plans to provide hospital/dentist/real gp provision and saying that a sc

Road safety would be an issue as there are no pavements, something that has been allowed to happen at the other end of the lower road so increasing the likelihood of accidents happening as cars speed along there too fast
Rainham is overloaded with traffic, sewerage dumping from infrastructure overload, collapsing water pipes, gas leaks due to infrastructure pressure and low fresh water supply due to increased housing pressure. There is far too much building going on already in the area and not enough amenities to cater for it.
As much as the promise of a school, health facilities and play area is lovely, we’ve had these promises before and a change in development plans prohibited that mid building. We also do not have the staff to fill a school or gps to fill a surgery. This is why they are all closing. We need to fill the empty health facilities we already have with me

Both the A2 and Lower Rainham Rd cannot cope now with the volume of traffic because of the ridiculous amount of new homes built in the last 8+ years. No infrastructures outside of the developments made. Come to Rainham when either the A2 or Lower Rainham Rd is closed fully or partially to see the massive impact it has on us locals

From the houses built in Otterham Key Lane, Station Rd plus more as we speak, Lower Road x2 already and next development by Stonebond, up to Yokosuka Way is a like a mini Motorway which doesn't have any more exits to get off. We are being sucked up in the middle of these developments and this proposal is going to flood our Roads

My Road has turned into a by pass for when Road works are going on and it certainly wasnt the case 18 years ago when I moved here. We are being encased in more pollution, no green space and just utter misery from the volume of people, cars and broken promises from the council.

I visit a friend who lives in original cottages and area has had mass development already in this area why do you feel need to continue when it means putting small businesses ( pet supplies) out of business or relocation. Need to consider original residents when they purchased properties there was nothing but green land now as far as you

Susan Searle & Malcol



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Simon Browse Yes

Hollie Westcott Yes

Pauline Grieve Yes

Lisa Mansurlu Yes Rainham is bursting with traffic already

Gary Ward Yes

Philip Davies Yes

Peter Conn Yes

Peter Wareing Yes Green belts/spaces are vital resources that cannot be generated easily by greening up another area.  Destroy an ecosystem, even one that is relatively new, as an orchard, and you reduce biodiversity in the area, reducing places for animals to live in or pass through.

Corine Burkin Yes

Terry jakins Yes Lower rainham road is not wide enough to accommodate the extra traffic with all the other houses built 

Matthew Sargison Yes

Jean Jenkins Yes Traffic is a nightmare now but with all these extra cars it will be a nightmare. Also the impact on the environment will be catastrophic to animals, insects and humans.  We need to preserve our countryside for future generations.

Clinton Lyon Yes

Steven J Crisp Yes We need farmland for our food security NOT houses!

Dan Kent-Smith Yes

Paul Whitehorn' Yes There is not enough infrastructure in place to accommodate this you will remove a public park from residence. 

Paul Williams Yes

William Whitehair Yes Break the norm and say no! 

Stephen Gates Yes

Gemma Chapman Yes The local infrastructure cannot cope couples with the destruction of valuable agricultural land that is perfectly viable for food production rather than increasing imports of poor quality higher cost food from abroad 

Sheila Jasper Yes We've said no 4 years ago. We're still saying no! No means No!!!

Paul Wyatt Yes

Maria Bolan Yes The medway towns cannot take any more housing, the infrastructure is nowhere near sufficient now in terms of utilities, NHS services (all), schooling and road infrastructure. This development is just the greed of one family who have already ruined Iwade and Sheppey.

Karen Pittock Yes

Gianfranco Trapani Yes

Marion Frost Yes

Charlotte Goddard Yes

James Lester Yes

Lisa Domeney Yes

Susan Harrison Yes The surrounding road infrastucture is unable to cope with the current new builds that have taken place without further adding to the issue with this development

Kelli Boner Yes

Danny Beecham Yes

Patricia Butler Yes This flies in the face of the previous decision at the Public Inquiry and nothing has changed since then. The area's infrastructure is insufficient for this new proposed development in all respects. New developments on this scale are strangling Rainham and the Medway area and there are insufficient resources to accommodate them.

Lucy Peacock Yes

Julie Whiting Yes I’d be interested to learn what the Council plans to do to improve the road infrastructure around this area - there are five housing developments in progress within walking distance of my home. This will be the 6th. Our tiny streets cannot cope with hundreds and hundreds more cars. Build somewhere else please. 

Amy Campbell-Barr Yes The Lower Rainham road is already saturated with traffic 

Cheyenne Allman Yes

Dave Neil Yes

Angela Wallace Yes

Cindy Neil Yes

Carly Williamson Yes

Ellie Clarke Yes

Barb Martin Yes Too many houses being built in this area , the roads can’t cope now let alone once all these developments being done on the lower road in Rainham / upchurch 

Robert Campbell-Barr Yes

Richard Goodhand Yes

Philip Harrison Yes Traffic from Lower Rainham Rd is already a nightmare, Berengrave Lane is always blocked and people then drive dangerously  in to Birling Ave, at speed and on the wrong side of the bollards and often up the pavement. 

Isabel Spurgin Yes

Danielle Grant Yes The infrastructure can not cope as it currently is, let alone adding more houses. We need hospitals, doctors surgeries not housing for non locals. 

Andrew Potter Yes Lose of green land. More traffic and still no new hospital in medway 

Trudy Boulton Yes I object to the destruction of the orchards . The lower rsinham ed us already busy enough and can’t cope with any more traffic 

Hayley Wolfe Yes No consideration to the traffic and population of housing this many people. This area is too over populated and no room for further housing or suggestive schools or doctors if that’s a consideration.

Dani Branch Yes Destruction of nature thats needed, seriously! Also, roads wont cope, doctors wont cope, hospitals wont cope, schools wont cope.
I thought Twydall was a 'green' area, leave us alone! How are we here again!

Ben Horsfall Yes

Jake Payne Yes Get away you robbing bastards

Kayleigh Pugh Yes

Suzanne Taylor Yes The road can not cope!! 

Kayden Yes

Susan Nolan Yes

Brenda Singleton Yes

Harry Marp Yes

David Bumstead Yes

Matilda Hales Yes

Sarah Bowie Yes This area is one of natural beauty. A great place to walk a dog or get away from the built up areas of Rainham. Destroying this land will ruin history, agriculture and the wildlife in the area, as well as ruin a great walking spot for many.

Anne Bass Yes With lots of new building in the area the Lower Rainham Road would not be able to cope with the extra traffic this development would generate also with wars and rumours of wars we need to keep prime agriculture land for our national food security.

Rebecca Waud Yes

Clare Stubbs Yes

Colin Stubbs Yes

David Singleton Yes So many green areas have been built on in the surrounding area and we need to keep green corridors for our wildlife and our own wellbeing. The roads in this area will struggle to cope with all of the extra traffic. What provision is made for the NHS and emergency services to cope with the extra rd and that will be placed on them?

Anthony Rees Yes Make that land for farming, local produce etc not for more housing which we are getting too many of

Amanda Steer Yes

Simon Steer Yes

Bailey Banfield Yes

Chris Lack Yes

Graham Billett Yes There is already significant development in the lower Rainham corridor.
This would put unpresidented strain on local infrastructure ie water, sewerage etc.

Heidi Beer Yes We have too many new estates in the surrounding areas. We need to protect our declining green spaces 

The proposed development would substantially increase the volume of traffic on Lower Rainham Road, a route that is already under significant strain. The road is narrow in parts, often congested, and ill-suited to handle the level of traffic that would be generated by such a large-scale residential or mixed-use development. The isolated natu

In order to service the proposed development, substantial groundworks and infrastructure installations would be required. This would likely include digging and installation of water, sewerage, gas, electricity, and broadband services causing
temporary or prolonged closures of parts of Lower Rainham Road and adjacent routes.

The continued lack of investment in social infrastructure, educational infrastructure, health infrastructure and transport infrastructure, as well as a lack of consideration for the impact to current local residents and services, is a significant concern that remains unanswered or mitigated in the last 10 years, and especially through any of the o

Our previous MP promised us significant upgrades and we are yet to see these come to fruition.

I strongly object to this proposal. It would cause the permanent loss of high-quality, productive agricultural land, worsen existing traffic congestion north of the railway line, and introduce severe impacts on the local road network. The development would also harm the historic character of the area, damaging both visual and non-visual links

There is no way that the B2004 or Beechings Way, or Watling Street can take the amount of traffic generated by this development. Plus, as far as the provision of a GPs surgery, where will the GPs come from? Nobody wants to be a GP these days, and the Healthy Living Centre in Rainham has been advertising for staff for some time.  These

I understand need for houses whicj i believe Lower Rainham has oroduced in apades. I believe this will not be affordable housing. Not sure we need another school. Doubt it will be ever built along with the nursing home. There has been enough housing built in the sea recently and I cannot see how anything has improved since the last app

The area is over run with new builds. Our roads are gridlock, our hospital is overwhelmed and
Cannot cope with more residents as it is. We have barely any green space left in Rainham, slowly over the last 10 years more and more houses have been built, and along the way we have lost our lovely Rainham. Please consider the impact this will have on our environment, our infrastructure and to the local residents. We are slowly becom

These plans were turned down before in part  due to the high quality of the agricultural land this has not changed not had our need for this land. The plans do not show how the surrounding areas, now often gridlocked if either the A2 or lower road are closed, will cope with additional traffic. There is also no extra provision for hospital care f

Having lived in Rainham for over sixty years I am absolutely devastated to see the continued destruction of the beautiful orchards and the countryside. The orchards in question produce an abundance of apples each year which contributes to feeding the nation, the destruction of these orchards is a threat to our food security.
It also concerns me that the infrastructure in and around Rainham just cannot cope with the increase in population and the increase in vehicles that will be in the area; Medway hospital is at braking point, local GP’s are struggling with the existing population and you can’t get a NHS dentist in the area.  As it is Utility companies in the area ar



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Charlie Pollard Yes

Natalie Norridge Yes

Debbie Gilbert Yes I object to fruit providing orchards being destroyed in order to build yet more housing. Housing that will contribute further to polluting our environment and the destruction of essential wildlife habitats. The local infrastructure is already at breaking point with roads, doctors, hospitals and schools all struggling.

Caitlyn Hayes Yes

Christine Landford Yes The Lower Rainham Road is already vastly impacted by heavy traffic passing through, and with more planned house building due to start, it will be even more so. The road is simply
not built and designed to take this amount of traffic.

Amy Silkstone Yes

Marika Cook Yes

Pam Hughes Yes
Lower Rainham Road cannot take anymore traffic and it is impossible to widen it.
Also nhs, schools and facilities are well over subscribed already.

Ann Beard Yes

John Cartwright Yes

Sharon Baker Yes

Kulvinder Panesar Yes

Andrew Olsen Yes The road in question cannot sustain the current level of housing with water and gas constantly having to be upgraded, this development will increase this insustainability.

Debbie Flack Yes We need agricultural land to be used for growing food for the Uk rather than importing in products we could grow ourselves. Makes environmental sense. Also need more hospitals etc for growing population before we add more houses to this area. Once the agricultural land is built on it will be lost forever.

David Thompson Yes

Alex Cramlington Yes

Sharon Daniels Yes

Jenny Ongley Yes

Olivia Pearce Yes

Barbara Meade Yes

Barry Meade Yes

Olivia Hetterley Yes

Donna Lee Yes If we lose agricultural land, we lose the ability to feed ourselves. We lose the ability to work and provide for our families and our community.

Caren Lewis Yes This proposal cannot be allowed to go ahead. The area is already over populated, with little investment into the infrastructure, roads, schools, doctors etc. Should this go ahead, there will be further loss of greenbelt land, increased congestion and traffic issues, further pollution etc.

Ross Bate Yes

Jeff Doust Yes

Jackie Pearson Yes

Caroline Rogers Yes Traffic jams in that area are already appalling during certain times of day.  

Caroline Monger Yes
Medway is struggling enough with Doctors , Hospitals.Roads can’t cope with more traffic and also roads are suffering with potholes not being fixed properly.
Un affordable homes for locals big houses to bring people from out of  the area.No jobs we need a hospital more than anything.
Taking all our beautiful green space for the money makers ?????

Rachel Bench Yes

Mark Tester Yes The infrastructure. Too busy, the roads can not take anymore traffice. Concerned about the sewage, is this going into the river medway or is it going into cess puts. 

Mollie Hetterley Yes

Sean Hetterley Yes It was rejected for various reasons, all still stand! 

Elaine Hetterley Yes Traffic can and will never cope

Tracy Collins Yes

Paul Hetterley Yes Infrastructure still can not cope with current levels

Finley Leah Yes

Denisa King Yes

Ben Hetterley Yes

Sally Hetterley Yes

Haley Hanks Yes

Destruction to wildlife
Noise pollution
Air pollution
Causing more problems to already congested roads.
Over crowding

Denise Graves Yes The orchards are Gillingham's lungs.
We need them to breathe. The roads can’t take any more people using them, the local hospitals and GP’s are already at capacity. Absolutely no!

Alison Peters Yes

Jack O'Sullivan Yes

Sarah Grinnell Yes

So, I live approximately 2 miles up the hill from the sewage station, but when it rains heavily the sewers back up and start to over flow-into our garden,  how on earth is the current sewage system going to cope with all the extra houses etc? It’s not !it can’t cope with what we already have.
I took a group of kids kayaking off the strand a couple of weeks ago and there was brown scum on top Of the water where they had obviously had a recent dump of sewage !!!

Also I had to go with my Mother in law to The Medway Hospital, se had to wait in Aand E for nearly 2 days - where is the new hospital going?

Gary Coppell Yes
Infrastructure especially road network in lower Rainham cannot cope already and the proposed development will result in more gridlocked traffic. Destruction of so many trees and increased road traffic will have a major impact on air quality

The plan was not made available by Medway Council  for inspection and feedback for sufficient time to meet the statutory requirements

Michael Marshall Yes
Pollution
Increased road congestion
Overcrowding

Sally Green Yes Sad to think your planning  to build houses on an orchard.Traffic will be horrendous for people that live in pump lane.

Myra McKenna Yes This is valuable agricultural land. Look at some of these disused petrol stations that Angela Rayner said would be used for development.  There is no iinfrastructure ie doctor's etc to accommodate all these extra people. Can't get a doctor as it is

Emma O’Leary Yes

Bery Stiles Yes This development will make traffic even worse on the lower road running through Lower Halstow.  I worked in this orchards when I was young and my children were at primary school and would hate to see it all put to housing x

Stuart Mason Yes vfVZ89HW

Matthew O'Leary Yes

Pavan Saroya Yes

Zoe King Yes This development will adversely affect the wildlife and destroy the green buffer zone. It will cause additional traffic and associated pollution.  This is agricultural land and should not be built on.

Alan Stratford Yes Stop building on land for food!

Trevor Daw Yes

Karen Hart Yes Rainham is becoming too over crowded with new homes. Infrastructure is not there. Prime agricultural land should be protected not destroyed 

David Hill Yes This orchard, these trees, represent not only a vital connection to our region's historic past but also is an invaluable community asset, especially for those with young children, helping them to understand and appreciate where food comes from and why we must continue to nurture our environment. 

Jackie Stead Yes I stand by all i said before. Plus Our road has become a nightmare after all the new houses that have built in the recent years. 

Chris Pollington Yes

If further housing is built the roads would not cope. Pump Lane is too small for the amount of houses proposed to be built. Lower Rainham Road is already under strain with the amount of traffic.

The railway bridge cannot be extended so again would cause traffic disruption around the surrounding area.

AC Gotham is a company that is meant to proud itself on growing food not building houses.

Jane Cook Yes
I'm concerned about the soundness of the inclusion of this development in the local plan. A previous development at Pump Lane was refused by the Council and upheld by the Secretary of State in 2021. The reasons given for refusal remain unchanged and are still valid.
The Council does not address this in the local plan. I'm concerned about the significant harm this development will cause to the character of the area and it's impact on local infrastructure for which no provision has been made.

David Devine Yes

Carol Beckett Yes

Helen Stockwell Yes I understand the need for housing very much , but please see that this is not right for all the reasons identified by the pump lane Steering group

Steve Birkin Yes This is a precious place  for wildlife and flora and fauna

Martin Potter Yes

Rebecca Meade Yes

Joel Turner Yes

Michael Hart Yes Should use brownfield sites first, plus need better roads, currently Lower Rainham Road is frequently jammed, Station Road & intersects are too small & 3 Sisters public house up to A2 is frequently jammed at the top brfore Leigh Academy to A2.
Too many existing new builds have made roads impassible.

Michael Knight Yes

Over built area, no infrastructure, area constantly grid locked. Hospital at breaking point already without stretching it further. Houses will not be affordable for locals. Air pollution will be high. Valuable agricultural green space will be lost, exactly like the near by pear orchard, heartbreaking to see. The council are turning Rainham into a conc

There is a lack of infrastructure to support current residents, yet alone thousands more. The increase in traffic, waste,  pollution and noise will be both impactful on current residents and also incredibly damaging to our wonderful wildlife. While plans say they will include schools etc, these rarely come to fruition and local schools are alread

This is a disgrace, I always vote labour and was so excited when Labour took over leadership of Medway (especially with what’s currently happening at KCC) so this is incredibly disappointing and worrying. Rainham is changing beyond recognition and to build on these precious orchards when there are so many brown field sites doesn’t ma

There has been significant development already along lower rainham road. The road is narrow in parts and there is not the infrastructure in the area to cope with yet more traffic. Traffic levels and congestion have increased in rainham as a result of the increased population in recent years. Local public services which are already under pres

I strongly object to the inclusion of Pump Lane Orchards in the Local Plan for development. This land represents an irreplaceable natural, historical, and agricultural asset that has already been fiercely protected by the community in 2021, and for very good reason. The orchards sit on Best & Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural soil, supporting

Allowing development here would destroy not only the landscape and the unique character of the area but also disrupt the delicate ecological balance. The site’s isolation north of the railway line would worsen already severe traffic congestion, adding further strain to the local infrastructure. Additionally, the proposed development would er

The objections raised in 2021 remain fully valid and even more pressing now. The cost to the community—both environmentally and financially—would be immense and irreversible. I urge the Planning Inspectorate to uphold the protection of Pump Lane Orchards by removing this land from the Local Plan, preserving it for future generations

The proposal covers the same site as the development proposal which was decisively refused by the Planning Inspectorate and Secretary of State in 2021. It would lead to all the same, if not worse, impacts as the 2021 development with regards to landscape, loss of productive orchards and BMV Grade 1 land, not to mention the mayhem 

Grade 1 and 2 land is important for the country as food security becomes an issue, so the council should not be allowed to build on this type of land . There is a huge environmental impact of removing the trees with the additional pollution of the building works and massive increase in traffic in the area. The road infrastructure struggles to 

Lack of infrastructure to support more house being built. Rainham is already becoming overcrowded and building more houses will just to the issues at our local hospital and issues on the roads especially when all of the roads are closed because of ongoing work. Also we need orchards to maintain the scenic beauty of our countryside. M



Name: Please use this space to make and additional comments you would like the Planning Inspectorate to take into consideration? (please ensure you comment)Do you reaffirm your objection to the destruction 

Gina Eastwood Yes Common sense

Jackie Sargison Yes Local roads and infrastructure cannot cope at the moment. More development will be a disaster.

Donna Sullivan Yes We need green space, not more houses that put pressure on our roads, utilities & one hospital! 

Paul Eastwood Yes Common sense , lack of infrastructure 

J Knight Yes Increased traffic on local roads will exacerbate the congestion we are already experiencing 

Joan knight Yes Increased traffic congestion on the local roads 

Sam Mitchell Yes

Diane McKenzie Yes

Philip Blackwell Yes

Christopher Cooke Yes

Mark Falkingahm Yes

Amanda Gilbert Yes We have no green fields left around Rainham
Anna-Marie Matthews Yes The area is not able to cope wiyh more houses!! The hospital is struggling, not enough primary school places, not enough GPs- sort out the infastructure to support the growth first
Jonathan Matthews Yes Enough of are green land has been ruined.
Gloria Savoy-Voller Yes Use brownfield sites, there's enough of them!!!
Sharon Fitzjohn Yes
Suzanne Griffiths Yes
Lynne Knight Yes
Rachael Dyke Yes Traffic will be increased to an unreasonable level. 
Jack O'Neal Yes
Neal Short Yes The area is of natural beauty, and home to many wildlife families which would be replaced by foxes, rats, and god awful houses. Lower bloors as well as pump lane will be turned into rat runs already over capacity for their construction.
Laura Martin Yes
Steve Nathan Yes
Percy Nathan Yes I live in the local area, and the lands makes it both feel comfortable, and keeps the air cleaner than other areas.
Carol Bones Yes
Laura wheal Yes the local facilities and infrastructure cannot cope with more houses, the local hospital is at bursting point already. Lower rainham road is already at a standstill most mornings  and this will only get worse with more housing. 
Colin Elliott Yes The Council & Developers are earmarking prime agricultural land for building when there are more suitable brown field sites or old developments that need to be put to housing first.  These green sites are too valuable to loose. We need them for our environment and food self sufficiency. 
Sian Evans Yes
Andrew Potter Yes
David Smith Yes Dreadful idea objections continue. 
Mick Holding Yes The orchards are home to a vast variety of wildlife and insects that are vital to the local environment, the devastation of this would have a catastrophic impact to these animals and neighbouring habitats. 
Louise Smith Yes
Christine Holding Yes

Lisa twigg Yes

The infrastructure is bursting at the seams at present this will just add to the traffic issues. The developer may have an our in the sky everyone will walk or cycle but that’s not reality .The buses all seem to go via Chatham so as a Tainham resident you can’t even get to Strood for example without two buses.
also Medway hospital is one of the worse performing in the country with long outpatients lists.
This is not to mention the loss of good agricultural land for orchards. Rainham has just become a concrete jungle that is also a Car park

Marie Mill Yes The community objected to this four years ago which the inspectorate agreed this site shouldn’t be built on due to her findings so why now should this go ahead now.
Matthew clare Yes

M martin Yes

I object to more farmland being converted to land for building residential housing .
The areadoes not have enough space for every NHSPatient as it is , Medway is very overcrowded with poor infrastructure by southern water and road connections .
Where is all our food going to be grown , not locally that’s for sure . Build in all the brownfield sites that are still available.

Kathleen Sheppard Yes
Paul Brooks Yes No infrastructure, we're all struggling to get hospital appointments and green land should be used for agriculture not pavements 
Robert Paylor Yes Should not even be in local plan
Sue Harwood Yes
Lesley Markham Yes
Anne Christmas Yes Destroying beautiful fruit trees to build yet more housing in an area that will not cope with the extra traffic is absolutely ridiculous and so wrong 
David Gilbert Yes
Pauline Luke Yes
Amie Stringer Yes
Debbie DARTNELL Yes
David Powell Yes Too much good land being sold for short term material gain

We do not need anymore new estates in Rainham, you only have to look at an over established Chatham, through the years, I lived in lordswood in the seventies when Chatham was thriving, now look at it, so many estates built round the estate I lived on, woodland slowly disappearing, I cannot even stand to walk down Chatham high street.

All comments previously stated around infrastructure, erosion of countryside, air pollution and employment.  Rainham is already ridiculously congested and at times the local area comes to a standstill, which has gone from occasionally to regular occurrence. What use to be a 5 minute journey can be upwards to an hour. Our community ha

To this 126 acre site there is only one  possible access route and that is the Lower Rainham Road which is already over congested, I am part of the Rainham Community orchard who over the last 18 months have planted over 200 fruit trees in an attempt to keep orchards going. Unlike Goathams who are another developer cashing in on the

As a resident of the Medway Towns for more than 40 years, with 3 adult children who have struggled to find their own accommodation, I have no problem with the principle that we need more housing in Medway and across the Country.
The present proposals by Esquire Developments for Lower Rainham are better than previously by Rapleys in 2020/21 but any approval will leave the way open for further ad hoc developments in future and doubtless there will be immense pressure to develop the remaining land between it and Lower Twydall Lane to follow.
However, the basic infrastructural issues of transport, together with water supply/sewage treatment, must be addressed before commencing any construction of new buildings in this area.

Road access is severely restricted by the railway to the south with just the one narrow bridge under the railway on Pump Lane, about which the proposed Pump Lane Park in the Movement Strategy can do nothing, and will lead to prolonged traffic jams both in Pump Lane and at the mini-roundabout on Beechings Way, with likely knock-on ef
Road traffic congestion is also likely to become more commonplace along Beechings Way towards Twydall, which has traffic calming speed-bumps as well as several more mini-roundabouts, and beyond to the roundabout on the A289 Ito Way/ Yokosuka Way.
In the other direction towards the river, the B2004 Lower Rainham Road is already constricted with a single-lane traffic-light controlled section between Lower Boors Lane and Pump Lane resulting in standing traffic frequently backing up towards Berengrave Lane in peak periods.
Flows of traffic exiting the new development in either direction will lead to further build-ups of queues of standing vehicles, either in Berengrave Lane at the railway bridge and at the junction with the A2 London Road at the bottom of Maidstone Road, or at the roundabout at the bottom of Yokosuka Way with increased pressure both towards
I would dispute the Junction Capacity Assessment by Pell Frischman as presented in the Esquire Developments proposals and would like to know more about the methodology, and time-period of its application, which led to this assessment.
At the consultation meeting I attended recently, one of Esquire Developments representatives, when challenged about this, said there was plenty of capacity and people could walk or catch a bus to Rainham and rather than drive, whilst commuters could use the trains, but admitted when pressed that he doesn’t come from or live in the area
A walk from Pump Lane along the present public footpath, across Lower Bloors Lane, past the community woodland to Berengrave Lane and then along Tufton Road to the station takes at least 20 minutes in either direction.
Trains are already overcrowded from Rainham at peak times and a conversation with recently retired signalman who covered this area was unequivocal about there being no more capacity for additional trains without major investment in Network Rail’s signalling systems.

Another, obviously more senior, representative from Esquire Developments at the consultation meeting was dismissive about concerns being expressed about infrastructure, saying they always come up with any new proposed development, that these are the responsibility of the Local Authority and there was nothing his company could do 
Similarly, he said that concerns about water supplies and sewage treatment are the responsibility of Southern Water who are statutorily obliged to ensure there is sufficient provision so, again, nothing to do with the developers.
The 4th paragraph of the Project Background panel states: “Crucially, the development is seeking to deliver ‘lost infrastructure’ that has not been delivered as a result of the ad hoc residential developments - amounting to around 1,200 dwellings in the last 10 years. Whilst this is no one site’s fault, the lack of investment, coordinated through
I suggest it is disingenuous to say, “the only way this can be achieved is by bringing forward development of a mixed-use - such as this.”
This individual sees his responsibility is to build decent homes for people to live in, but surely the time has more than come for some strategically “joined-up thinking”, not just with this development but any and all of them in Medway, and beyond?

Within the proposals, under, Community Provision, adjacent to the proposed new 2-form entry primary school, there is mention of Temporary Accommodation which, unfortunately, could present some potential safeguarding issues that could be lessened if it was in a  different location, not so close to the schools or play/park areas.

There has been a tendency for similarly planned “Community Provision” to be scaled back when it actually comes to be built, both in size and types of provision promised.
School buildings are frequently not big enough in the first instance and grounds that may have just about been sufficient for the intended numbers of pupils attending those schools are lost to additional, often “temporary”, buildings.
Developers should consider what sorts of schools they would like their own children/grandchildren to attend, or speak with serving teachers, rather than relying on DfE blueprints drawn up by bureaucrats who probably rarely go near a state school.
I suggest that any overall planning consent should put a legal onus on the developers to deliver their original promises for such provision, rather than allowing them to “wriggle off the hook” if their financial objectives start looking doubtful.

Last winter Medway hospital was on its knees, patients in corridors as there were no beds. This hospital covers a wide area where more building is taking place, this proposed building project will be the nail in it's coffin, why should current residents lives be put at risk from lack of efficient hospital services. Another field on the lower Rainham

In addition to the points above: (1) there is limited school, GP and shopping infrastructure in the proposed area. I was not able to find a secondary school place for my youngest within 75 mins travelling time (2) this combined with limited road infrastructure will cause severe traffic problems across the proposed area (3) this is one of the few

The roads cannot support that volume of traffic currently. Hospital already can't cope. Not enough doctors etc. I see the issues daily as I drive around as a delivery driver. Too many people in a small space. We already have issues with water and utilities in that area with the lower road feeling like it is permanently dug up. This pushes everyth

Please consider the implications to our hospitals, Doctors, Dentists etc as well as the vast wildlife. The horrendous amount of extra traffic which these country roads will not be able to cope with. I  implore you to take all this into consideration and reject these plans. Nothing has changed since the last application, the roads, services, wildlife
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About The Save The Hoo Peninsula Campaign (STHP) 

 

Save The Hoo Peninsula (STHP) is an independent campaign established to protect the area from 
unsustainable residential and employment development.  The Hoo Peninsula is a strong rural community 
with productive fertile agricultural land, valued landscapes, rich heritage, and internationally and nationally 
important habitats, supporting bio-diverse wildlife.  The Hoo Peninsula is part of the proposed East Coast 
Wetlands designation to become a UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site.   

The following four categories must be at the heart of Medway Council's new Local Plan. 

1. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

2. Supporting a prosperous rural economy 

2. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

3. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 

Chapter 1 – Executive Summary
 

This representation scrutinises the legal compliance, soundness, and fulfilment of the Duty to Cooperate of 
the Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025), focusing exclusively on the following 
supporting documents: 

 Local Development Scheme 2024–2026 
 Regulation 18 (2024) Consultation Summary 
 Duty to Cooperate Statement (June 2025) 
 Agreed Statement of Common Ground with Kent County Council (July 2024) 
 Initial Proposed Composite Statement of Common Ground with Strategic Bodies (June 2025) 
 Initial Proposed Statement of Common Ground with Thurrock Council (June 2025) 
 Diversity Impact Assessment (June 2025) 

The analysis is benchmarked against: 

 The National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024), with paragraph references taken only 
from this version. 

 The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024), which is part of 
the statutory development plan. 

Summary of Findings 

1. Legal Non-Compliance 

The Draft Local Plan fails to comply with statutory requirements in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004, the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, and the legal 
obligations under the Equality Act 2010. 
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 Local Development Scheme (LDS) – The timetable in the LDS does not reflect realistic or 
deliverable milestones when measured against NPPF paragraph 16(b) on being “aspirational but 
deliverable.” The evidence base cited in the LDS omits key technical studies (e.g., up-to-date 
transport modelling for the Hoo Peninsula) required to support cross-boundary infrastructure 
decisions, contrary to NPPF paragraph 32. 

 Regulation 18 Consultation Summary – The process set out fails to meet NPPF paragraph 16(c) 
requirements for “early, proportionate and effective engagement,” particularly in how responses 
from the Hoo Peninsula community were handled. There is inadequate evidence that concerns raised 
under the adopted Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan policies HOO4, HOO8, and 
HOO11 were addressed. 

 Duty to Cooperate Statement & SoCGs – The Duty to Cooperate Statement and Statements of 
Common Ground fail to demonstrate “effective and on-going” cooperation under NPPF paragraph 
28. Key cross-boundary environmental and transport constraints (notably cumulative impacts on the 
Hoo Peninsula) remain unresolved, and many matters are merely listed as “under discussion” without 
agreement, which does not meet statutory requirements at the point of submission. 

2. Soundness Failures 

The plan does not meet the NPPF paragraph 36 soundness tests (“positively prepared,” “justified,” 
“effective,” and “consistent with national policy”). 

 Positively Prepared – The evidence base for housing and infrastructure provision fails to integrate 
the capacity limits of the Hoo Peninsula as set out in the Neighbourhood Plan’s infrastructure 
priorities (section 9), resulting in over-allocation of development in an area already acknowledged in 
the Local Plan’s evidence base as having severe infrastructure constraints. 

 Justified – Alternatives that avoid disproportionate environmental harm to the Hoo Peninsula (per 
NPPF paragraph 11(b)(i)) have not been robustly considered. 

 Effective – The lack of signed final Statements of Common Ground and unresolved “under 
discussion” items on strategic matters shows there is no clear mechanism for implementation. 

 Consistent with National Policy – The plan’s proposed allocations conflict with NPPF paragraph 
20(d) requirements for conserving and enhancing the natural, built, and historic environment, 
particularly with regard to Special Protection Areas and the WWII heritage assets protected under 
HOO7 of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

3. Duty to Cooperate Failure 

The Duty to Cooperate is not met: 

 Significant strategic matters (including waste management, minerals supply, transport impacts, and 
flood risk) are recorded as “under discussion” at Regulation 19 stage, indicating no final agreements 
have been secured as required by NPPF paragraph 28. 

 There is inadequate evidence of proactive engagement with Thurrock Council and Kent County 
Council on cumulative cross-boundary impacts of strategic development proposals affecting the Hoo 
Peninsula. 

 The Regulation 18 Consultation Summary does not show that community-derived strategic issues 
raised in the Neighbourhood Plan were adequately incorporated into joint-working discussions. 

4. Equality and Inclusion Deficiencies 

The Diversity Impact Assessment identifies potential adverse impacts but does not set out mitigation 
measures proportionate to the scale of change proposed. This is inconsistent with the Public Sector Equality 
Duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 and NPPF paragraph 8(b), which requires planning to 
foster healthy and inclusive communities. 

Overall Conclusion 
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The Medway Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is: 

 Not legally compliant – Failing statutory consultation, evidence base, and equality duties. 
 Not sound – Failing multiple NPPF paragraph 36 tests. 
 Not compliant with the Duty to Cooperate – Strategic cross-boundary issues remain unresolved at 

submission stage. 

This representation therefore concludes that the plan cannot proceed to adoption in its current form and 
requires fundamental revision, including: 

 A realistic LDS timetable aligned with a complete and robust evidence base. 
 Re-consultation on a revised Regulation 18 stage addressing unresolved issues. 
 Finalised and signed Statements of Common Ground with all relevant bodies, resolving “under 

discussion” matters. 
 Full integration of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan’s policies and 

infrastructure priorities into strategic decision-making. 

We will present the case in full across the following chapters: 

Chapter 1: Executive Summary 
Chapter 2: Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
Chapter 3: Regulation 18 (2024) Consultation Summary 
Chapter 4: Duty to Cooperate Statement 
Chapter 5: Agreed Statement of Common Ground with Kent County Council 
Chapter 6: Initial Proposed Composite Statement of Common Ground with Strategic Bodies 
Chapter 7: Initial Proposed Statement of Common Ground with Thurrock Council 
Chapter 8: Diversity Impact Assessment (June 2025) 
Chapter 9: Overall Conclusions and Formal Requests to the Inspector 

 

Chapter 2 – Local Development Scheme (LDS) 

 

2.1 Introduction 

The Local Development Scheme (LDS) sets out the timetable and procedural framework for the preparation 
of the Medway Council Local Plan. Section 15 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 
that a local planning authority prepare, maintain, and publish an LDS, which must be kept up to date. The 
NPPF at paragraph 16(b) requires that plans be “aspirational but deliverable,” and paragraph 32 requires that 
the preparation and review of plans “be informed by relevant and up-to-date evidence.” The LDS is 
therefore not a procedural formality; it is the statutory programme that underpins the legal and practical 
deliverability of the Local Plan. 

 

2.2 Legal Compliance Assessment 

2.2.1 Unrealistic and Undeliverable Timetable 

The LDS sets out a timetable from 2024 to 2026 for the preparation of the Medway Council Local Plan 
(period 2025–2041), indicating: 
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 Regulation 18 consultations in 2023 and 2024 (completed), 
 Regulation 19 pre-submission consultation in June 2025, 
 Submission for examination in late 2025, 
 Adoption in 2026. 

However, this timetable fails the statutory requirement for an LDS to be realistic: 

 As of Regulation 19 publication, key Statements of Common Ground remain unsigned or in 
“under discussion” status, contrary to NPPF paragraph 28 which requires agreements to be 
“prepared and maintained” to demonstrate effective joint working at submission. 

 The LDS assumes no further Regulation 18 stage is necessary, despite the Regulation 18 (2024) 
Consultation Summary showing substantial unresolved public objections to housing numbers, 
infrastructure capacity, and environmental impacts — issues directly affecting the plan’s ability to 
meet the NPPF paragraph 36 soundness tests. 

2.2.2 Evidence Base Deficiencies 

Paragraph 31 of the NPPF requires that the preparation and review of plans be “informed by relevant and 
up-to-date evidence.” The LDS claims the evidence base is comprehensive, but the following are missing or 
incomplete: 

 Updated transport modelling for the Hoo Peninsula to reflect cumulative growth impacts and 
compliance with Neighbourhood Plan policy HOO11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel). 

 Comprehensive infrastructure delivery plan integrating cross-boundary agreements with Kent 
County Council and Thurrock Council on waste, minerals, and transport. 

 Updated environmental capacity studies assessing Special Protection Area impacts, as required 
under NPPF paragraphs 187 to 195. 

 

2.3 Soundness Assessment 

2.3.1 Not Positively Prepared 

The LDS’s forward programme does not provide for addressing objectively assessed development needs “so 
far as consistent with policies in the Framework” (NPPF paragraph 36(a)). It forecloses further community 
engagement on alternative growth strategies, despite Regulation 18 consultation feedback showing broad 
opposition to overdevelopment of the Hoo Peninsula without infrastructure upgrades. 

2.3.2 Not Justified 

The LDS timetable is driven by an adoption target rather than a robust testing of reasonable alternatives. No 
allowance is made for iterative review should the Inspector find substantial evidence or legal gaps — 
contrary to NPPF paragraph 36(b) requiring an “appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable 
alternatives.” 

2.3.3 Not Effective 

The LDS does not allow sufficient time for completion and agreement of all Statements of Common 
Ground, undermining the plan’s ability to be delivered over the plan period. The absence of signed SoCGs at 
Regulation 19 stage is a known risk to soundness at examination. 

2.3.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 
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NPPF paragraph 15 requires that Local Plans “provide a positive vision for the future of each area” and 
paragraph 20(b) requires making “sufficient provision” for infrastructure. The LDS timetable fails to 
sequence infrastructure delivery evidence before finalising spatial allocations, creating a high risk of 
allocations that conflict with the infrastructure-first approach. 

 

2.4 Duty to Cooperate Compliance 

The LDS does not demonstrate how or when Medway Council will finalise its cross-boundary agreements 
before submission. Instead, it presents an accelerated timetable that appears incompatible with: 

 NPPF paragraph 27, which requires Statements of Common Ground to document progress in 
addressing cross-boundary matters. 

 NPPF paragraph 28, which requires effective and ongoing joint working to be demonstrated “at the 
time plans are submitted for examination.” 

The LDS fails to integrate the timelines of Kent County Council’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan update or 
Thurrock Council’s Local Plan timetable, risking misalignment of cross-boundary infrastructure planning. 

 

2.5 Conflict with Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

The LDS ignores the statutory status of the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (adopted 
November 2024), which forms part of the development plan. The Neighbourhood Plan’s infrastructure 
priorities (section 9) and environmental protection policies (HOO8, HOO9, HOO10) require sequencing 
development with infrastructure and environmental mitigation, yet the LDS timetable allows for no further 
review to align the Local Plan with these requirements. 

 

2.6 Conclusion 

The LDS is not legally compliant because it: 

 Does not reflect a realistic, evidence-based timetable (section 15, PCPA 2004). 
 Omits key evidence required under NPPF paragraph 31. 
 Lacks provision for securing and finalising Statements of Common Ground before submission 

(NPPF paragraph 28). 
 Fails to integrate the adopted Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan. 

It is unsound because it is not positively prepared, not justified, not effective, and not consistent with 
national policy (NPPF paragraph 36). It also undermines the Duty to Cooperate by failing to align with 
neighbouring authorities’ plan-making processes. 

 

Chapter 3 – Regulation 18 (2024) Consultation Summary 

 

3.1 Introduction 
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The Regulation 18 (2024) Consultation Summary reports on the second stage of consultation on the 
emerging Medway Council Local Plan 2041, held between 15 July and 8 September 2024. It claims 
compliance with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and 
Medway Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) (May 2024). 

Under NPPF paragraph 16(c), plans must be “shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement” with 
communities and stakeholders. Paragraph 32 requires that plans be informed by consultation feedback and 
up-to-date evidence. The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (adopted November 2024), 
which was at referendum stage during this consultation, set clear infrastructure, environmental, and design 
priorities for the Hoo Peninsula that should have been fully integrated into the emerging Local Plan. 

 

3.2 Legal Compliance Assessment 

3.2.1 SCI Compliance 

The Consultation Summary asserts that engagement followed the SCI, but significant issues suggest 
otherwise: 

 Insufficient targeted engagement with Hoo Peninsula communities despite the area being proposed 
for major housing allocations. NPPF paragraph 16(c) requires proportionate engagement; yet the 
main recorded events were generic exhibitions and workshops, not dedicated sessions addressing the 
scale of development proposed for the Peninsula and its infrastructure constraints. 

 Failure to evidence how specific Neighbourhood Plan policy concerns (HOO4 housing mix, 
HOO8 environment, HOO11 transport) were addressed before advancing to Regulation 19. The 
report lists these as issues “raised” but does not show resolution or modification to allocations. 

3.2.2 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012 

Regulation 18 requires local planning authorities to invite representations on the “content of the plan” and 
“what it should contain.” While 2,400+ comments were recorded, the report treats these primarily as 
thematic summaries without transparent audit trails showing how they influenced draft policy wording or 
site allocations. This undermines the requirement for consultation to inform plan preparation rather than 
merely record objections. 

 

3.3 Soundness Assessment 

3.3.1 Not Positively Prepared 

The consultation process did not seek to resolve fundamental constraints on the Hoo Peninsula before 
progressing to Regulation 19. NPPF paragraph 36(a) requires plans to meet development needs “so far as 
consistent with the policies in this Framework.” By not addressing strong community evidence of 
infrastructure deficits (schools, healthcare, roads) already noted in the Neighbourhood Plan, the plan moved 
forward with allocations that cannot realistically be delivered sustainably. 

3.3.2 Not Justified 

The Consultation Summary shows no serious testing of reasonable alternatives that would reduce the 
disproportionate environmental and infrastructure burden on the Hoo Peninsula. This conflicts with NPPF 
paragraph 36(b) and paragraph 11(b)(i), which require considering alternatives that avoid significant adverse 
environmental impacts. 



9 
 

3.3.3 Not Effective 

The report does not demonstrate that unresolved infrastructure concerns from the Regulation 18 consultation 
were fed into cross-boundary cooperation mechanisms. Issues such as SPA protection (NPPF paragraph 
181) and strategic road impacts remain unresolved in Statements of Common Ground, meaning there is no 
clear delivery pathway for the Local Plan’s spatial strategy. 

3.3.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 

NPPF paragraph 20(b) requires making “sufficient provision” for infrastructure, while paragraph 20(d) 
requires conserving and enhancing the natural, built, and historic environment. The consultation responses 
show overwhelming local concern about failure to protect SPA habitats, air quality (Neighbourhood Plan 
policy HOO10), and heritage assets (HOO7), but these issues were not resolved before allocations were 
confirmed. 

 

3.4 Duty to Cooperate Compliance 

The Consultation Summary’s Section 4 on the Duty to Cooperate claims the process met legal requirements 
but offers no evidence that Regulation 18 feedback was actively used to strengthen cross-boundary 
agreements. 
Key failures: 

 No indication that Natural England’s concerns over SPA and Ramsar site impacts were resolved 
before progressing to Regulation 19. 

 No integration of feedback into the waste and minerals agreements with Kent County Council or 
Thurrock Council, despite the obvious cross-boundary implications for transport and capacity. 

This contravenes NPPF paragraph 28, which requires “effective and on-going joint working” to be 
demonstrated at submission. 

 

3.5 Conflict with Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

The consultation occurred while the Neighbourhood Plan was nearing adoption. Key adopted policies now 
in force were clearly emerging at that time, including: 

 HOO4 – requiring housing growth and mix to meet local needs. 
 HOO8–HOO10 – requiring protection of landscape, local green space, and air quality. 
 HOO11 – mandating sustainable transport and active travel infrastructure to be in place for new 

developments. 

The Consultation Summary offers no indication that these emerging policies were given material weight in 
shaping allocations, contrary to NPPF paragraph 13, which requires neighbourhood plans to support and 
shape the delivery of strategic policies. 

 

3.6 Conclusion 

The Regulation 18 (2024) Consultation Summary is not legally compliant because: 

 It does not show evidence of proportionate engagement for the most affected communities. 
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 It fails to demonstrate how consultation responses influenced the plan’s content as required by 
Regulation 18. 

It is unsound because: 

 It is not positively prepared (ignores clear infrastructure/environmental constraints). 
 It is not justified (fails to test reasonable alternatives). 
 It is not effective (unresolved cross-boundary infrastructure and environmental issues). 
 It is not consistent with national policy (fails to secure sufficient infrastructure and protect 

environmental assets). 

It does not meet the Duty to Cooperate because it fails to evidence that consultation feedback was 
integrated into cross-boundary agreements or strategic decision-making. 

 

Chapter 4 – Duty to Cooperate Statement 

 

4.1 Introduction 

The Duty to Cooperate (DtC) is a statutory requirement under section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 
The NPPF, at paragraphs 27 and 28, makes clear that strategic policy-making authorities must demonstrate 
effective and ongoing joint working, documented in Statements of Common Ground (SoCG), at the time 
plans are submitted for examination. 

Medway Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement (June 2025) claims to demonstrate compliance, but detailed 
scrutiny reveals serious deficiencies. 

 

4.2 Legal Compliance Assessment 

4.2.1 Incomplete and Unresolved Strategic Matters 

The DtC Statement outlines 11 strategic matters, including housing, strategic sites, natural environment, 
flood risk, minerals supply, and waste management. However: 

 Many of these remain unresolved at Regulation 19 stage, with the linked SoCGs showing key topics 
“under discussion” rather than agreed. 

 NPPF paragraph 28 requires that agreements be in place to demonstrate effective cooperation. 
Ongoing discussions at submission do not meet this standard. 

4.2.2 Absence of Signed Final Statements of Common Ground 

 The Initial Proposed Composite SoCG with Strategic Bodies is unsigned by most parties and lists 
all matters as “under discussion.” 

 The Thurrock SoCG is still a draft. 
 The Kent County Council SoCG exists in updated form but does not resolve all cross-boundary 

waste and minerals supply issues. 
Without signed and finalised agreements, the DtC Statement fails the statutory test at the point of 
submission. 
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4.2.3 Failure to Address Cross-Boundary Infrastructure Evidence 

The DtC Statement claims ongoing cooperation on strategic road network capacity, air quality, and flood 
risk, but: 

 There is no cross-referenced evidence showing these issues have been quantified or resolved in 
infrastructure delivery planning. 

 For the Hoo Peninsula, no agreed package exists with Kent County Council or National Highways to 
mitigate the cumulative impacts of proposed allocations, contrary to NPPF paragraph 20(b) 
(requiring sufficient provision for infrastructure). 

 

4.3 Soundness Assessment 

4.3.1 Not Positively Prepared 

Under NPPF paragraph 36(a), a plan must meet objectively assessed needs “so far as consistent with policies 
in the Framework.” Here: 

 Housing numbers have been fixed without agreements on cross-boundary infrastructure to 
accommodate growth. 

 The Hoo Peninsula is disproportionately burdened despite known constraints, with no confirmed 
mitigation agreements. 

4.3.2 Not Justified 

The DtC Statement offers no evidence that alternative spatial strategies (reducing pressure on the Peninsula) 
were discussed with neighbouring authorities as part of strategic planning — contrary to paragraph 36(b) 
and paragraph 11(b)(i). 

4.3.3 Not Effective 

The absence of signed SoCGs means there is no effective delivery mechanism for many strategic matters 
(e.g., SPA protection, road network mitigation). This contravenes paragraph 35(c) and would be a critical 
weakness at examination. 

4.3.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 

 NPPF paragraph 27 states SoCGs should be prepared and maintained “throughout the plan-making 
process” and reflect progress in addressing cross-boundary matters. 

 NPPF paragraph 28 requires demonstrating effective and ongoing joint working “at the time plans 
are submitted for examination.” 
This has not been met, as unresolved “under discussion” matters dominate the record. 

 

4.4 Duty to Cooperate and the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

The Neighbourhood Plan’s infrastructure priorities (section 9) require coordinated delivery with Medway 
Council and infrastructure providers before further housing growth. Yet: 

 The DtC Statement does not reference the adopted Neighbourhood Plan at all, failing to demonstrate 
integration of parish-level strategic priorities into cross-boundary cooperation. 



12 
 

 This omission breaches NPPF paragraph 13, which requires neighbourhood plans to shape and direct 
development outside of strategic policies. 

 

4.5 Conclusion 

The Duty to Cooperate Statement is not legally compliant because: 

 It lacks signed and finalised SoCGs at Regulation 19 stage. 
 It fails to resolve strategic matters before submission, contrary to NPPF paragraph 28. 
 It omits integration with the adopted Neighbourhood Plan’s strategic requirements. 

It is unsound because: 

 It is not positively prepared, justified, or effective. 
 It is inconsistent with national policy on the Duty to Cooperate. 

This creates a substantial risk that the Local Plan will be found incapable of adoption without significant 
further joint working and re-consultation. 

 

Chapter 5 – Agreed Statement of Common Ground with Kent 
County Council 

 

5.1 Introduction 

The Agreed Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with Kent County Council (KCC) is dated July 2024 
and is presented as part of the Duty to Cooperate evidence base. 

Under NPPF paragraph 27, Statements of Common Ground should be prepared and maintained 
“throughout the plan-making process” and should clearly set out: 

 The cross-boundary matters being addressed. 
 The progress in cooperating to address them. 
 The agreement reached between the parties. 

This SoCG covers key strategic matters including minerals and waste management, transport infrastructure, 
flood risk, and environmental protection. 

 

5.2 Legal Compliance Assessment 

5.2.1 Scope and Completeness 

While the SoCG is labelled “Agreed,” scrutiny shows that: 

 Several strategic matters are acknowledged but only partially resolved, with the document referring 
to ongoing workstreams without final agreement (e.g., transport mitigation packages, minerals 
safeguarding policies). 
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 The SoCG does not confirm full alignment between Medway Council’s proposed spatial strategy and 
KCC’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan timetable, contrary to NPPF paragraph 28’s requirement 
for demonstrating “effective and ongoing” joint working at submission. 

5.2.2 Minerals and Waste 

The SoCG records shared awareness of minerals safeguarding areas and waste capacity issues but: 

 Fails to set out site-specific mitigation or a joint strategy to address the cumulative impact of 
housing allocations on minerals safeguarding (particularly on the Hoo Peninsula). 

 Does not specify how waste arising from Medway Council’s growth will be managed cross-
boundary in line with KCC’s waste capacity forecasts. 

5.2.3 Transport 

The SoCG acknowledges that the Hoo Peninsula allocations require significant transport infrastructure 
upgrades, yet: 

 No costed or agreed mitigation package is included. 
 No timeline for joint delivery with KCC Highways and National Highways is stated. 

This is a critical omission given NPPF paragraph 20(b)’s requirement for sufficient provision for 
infrastructure in strategic policies. 

 

5.3 Soundness Assessment 

5.3.1 Not Positively Prepared 

The SoCG does not show that Medway Council’s growth strategy has been shaped to fully align with KCC’s 
strategic transport and minerals/waste priorities. Housing numbers have been fixed in the Local Plan without 
secured delivery agreements for the associated infrastructure. 

5.3.2 Not Justified 

The spatial allocations — particularly the scale of growth on the Hoo Peninsula — were not demonstrably 
tested against reasonable alternatives that would reduce cross-boundary infrastructure burdens, contrary to 
NPPF paragraph 36(b) and paragraph 11(b)(i). 

5.3.3 Not Effective 

An “Agreed” SoCG that still lists unresolved transport and waste matters undermines the effectiveness of 
the plan. Paragraph 36(c) requires strategic matters to be deliverable over the plan period; unresolved 
funding and delivery arrangements indicate the opposite. 

5.3.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 

Without full agreement on minerals safeguarding and waste capacity, the SoCG fails to meet NPPF 
paragraph 210(c) (which requires safeguarding resources) and paragraph 28 (which requires effective 
cooperation to be demonstrated at submission). 

 

5.4 Duty to Cooperate and the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 
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The Neighbourhood Plan’s infrastructure policies (HOO4, HOO8, HOO11) require: 

 Early provision of sustainable transport links before further growth. 
 Full environmental mitigation for any development impacting designated habitats. 
 Local waste and recycling capacity improvements. 

The SoCG with KCC makes no reference to the Neighbourhood Plan’s adopted policies, despite their 
statutory status. This omission means the SoCG fails to demonstrate integration of neighbourhood priorities 
into cross-boundary agreements — contrary to NPPF paragraph 13. 

 

5.5 Conclusion 

The Agreed SoCG with KCC is not legally compliant because: 

 It fails to resolve several strategic matters before Regulation 19 submission. 
 It does not integrate with the adopted Neighbourhood Plan’s infrastructure requirements. 

It is unsound because: 

 It is not positively prepared (allocations fixed without full infrastructure agreements). 
 It is not justified (alternatives not tested in light of cross-boundary constraints). 
 It is not effective (key matters still unresolved). 
 It is inconsistent with national policy on minerals safeguarding, waste capacity, and infrastructure 

planning. 

It fails the Duty to Cooperate test because unresolved matters and omission of neighbourhood priorities 
show joint working is incomplete and ineffective at the point of submission. 

 

Chapter 6 – Initial Proposed Composite Statement of Common 
Ground with Strategic Bodies 

 

6.1 Introduction 

The Initial Proposed Composite Statement of Common Ground (Composite SoCG) is intended to summarise 
the collective progress of Medway Council’s strategic cooperation with multiple statutory bodies, including: 

 Natural England 
 Environment Agency 
 Historic England 
 National Highways 
 Homes England 
 Neighbouring local authorities (Kent County Council, Gravesham, Tonbridge & Malling, Maidstone, 

Swale, Thurrock, etc.). 

Under NPPF paragraphs 27 and 28, this document should demonstrate effective and ongoing joint 
working and show that agreements have been reached on key cross-boundary matters at the time of 
submission. 
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6.2 Legal Compliance Assessment 

6.2.1 Predominance of “Under Discussion” Items 

The Composite SoCG table is dominated by entries marked “under discussion”, “awaiting evidence,” or 
“to be agreed.” 

 This includes critical strategic matters such as housing distribution, strategic transport 
mitigation, SPA and Ramsar site protection, air quality, and flood risk management. 

 NPPF paragraph 28 is explicit: demonstration of effective and ongoing joint working must occur at 
submission, not left open-ended. 

6.2.2 Missing Signatures 

The Composite SoCG is unsigned by several key strategic bodies. While some authorities have signed 
bilateral SoCGs (e.g., Kent County Council), the composite form remains a working draft. This is 
procedurally insufficient for demonstrating compliance with section 33A of the 2004 Act. 

6.2.3 Lack of Cross-Referencing to Evidence 

The Composite SoCG lists strategic issues but does not link them to agreed evidence bases — contrary to 
NPPF paragraph 32’s requirement that plan preparation be informed by relevant and up-to-date evidence. 
For example: 

 Transport impacts on the Hoo Peninsula are acknowledged but without reference to completed or 
agreed modelling. 

 SPA mitigation is “in progress” but without reference to a completed Habitats Regulations 
Assessment agreed with Natural England. 

 

6.3 Soundness Assessment 

6.3.1 Not Positively Prepared 

Key strategic constraints are known but unresolved, meaning the plan has been advanced to Regulation 19 
without securing agreements that would enable housing and infrastructure delivery. 
This is the opposite of the proactive, problem-solving approach envisaged in NPPF paragraph 36(a). 

6.3.2 Not Justified 

The Composite SoCG does not demonstrate that reasonable alternative growth strategies were discussed 
with neighbouring authorities to minimise environmental harm (NPPF paragraph 36(b), 11(b)(i)). 
For example, there is no recorded discussion on rebalancing allocations away from the SPA-constrained 
Hoo Peninsula. 

6.3.3 Not Effective 

By its own admission, the Composite SoCG leaves many matters “under discussion,” meaning there is no 
certainty they will be resolved within the plan period. This undermines deliverability (NPPF paragraph 
36(c)). 

6.3.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 
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Failure to secure agreement on SPA protection measures before submission conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 
187 to 195. 

Failure to finalise cross-boundary transport solutions conflicts with paragraph 20(b) on infrastructure 
provision. 

 

6.4 Duty to Cooperate and the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

The Neighbourhood Plan’s policies — particularly: 

 HOO8–HOO10 (landscape and environmental protection, air quality), 
 HOO11 (sustainable transport), 
 HOO4 (housing mix and local need) 

— are directly relevant to cross-boundary discussions with statutory bodies like Natural England, National 
Highways, and the Environment Agency. 

However: 

 The Composite SoCG makes no reference to the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 There is no evidence its policies were considered when discussing mitigation measures for SPA 

impacts or transport capacity.  

This omission breaches NPPF paragraph 13’s requirement to integrate neighbourhood plan priorities 
into strategic plan-making. 

 

6.5 Conclusion 

The Initial Proposed Composite Statement of Common Ground is not legally compliant because: 

 It remains in draft form with missing signatures from key statutory bodies. 
 It contains multiple unresolved “under discussion” items at Regulation 19 stage. 
 It fails to integrate statutory neighbourhood plan policies into cross-boundary cooperation. 

It is unsound because: 

 It is not positively prepared (advances plan without resolving strategic constraints). 
 It is not justified (no evidence of testing reasonable alternatives in light of constraints). 
 It is not effective (many issues remain unresolved, undermining delivery). 
 It is inconsistent with national policy (conflicts with various NPPF paragraphs listed above). 

It fails the Duty to Cooperate test, as the necessary evidence of effective and ongoing joint working at 
submission is absent. 

 

Chapter 7 – Initial Proposed Statement of Common Ground with 
Thurrock Council 
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7.1 Introduction 

This chapter scrutinises the Initial Proposed Statement of Common Ground between Medway Council 
and Thurrock Council concerning strategic waste management (Draft v1.0, 2 June 2025) as part of 
Medway Council’s Regulation 19 evidence. The document’s own status is explicit: “Draft”, focused 
narrowly on waste, and produced to frame cross-boundary cooperation between the neighbouring 
unitary/billing authorities. 

Assessment is against the NPPF (December 2024) — particularly chapter 3 (plan-making) and paragraphs 
27–28 on Statements of Common Ground and “effective and ongoing joint working” — and the Hoo St 
Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) where relevant strategic implications 
arise (transport, air quality, spatial distribution). 

 

7.2 What the Thurrock SoCG says (and doesn’t say) 

The draft SoCG: 

 Confirms its scope is waste management only, not a full-spectrum SoCG covering housing 
distribution, transport, natural environment or flood risk. 

 Cites national policy on DtC and SoCG preparation and recognises the need to plan an integrated 
network of waste management facilities across boundaries, referencing PPG passages on self-
sufficiency and proximity not equating to every LPA managing all of its own waste. 

 Notes the authorities sit in different regional waste groupings (SEWPAG for Medway; EEWTAB 
for Thurrock), implying systematic cross-regional flows and capacity interdependencies. 

However, the draft leaves unresolved: 

 No signed, final agreement; it remains a “Draft” (v1.0) with no signatures or dated commitment by 
both parties. 

 No quantified baseline and forecast flows (tonnages by waste stream, origins/destinations) and no 
agreed capacity headroom or contingency for the plan period. 

 No site-specific or facility-type strategy (e.g., recycling, residual treatment, hazardous, construction 
& demolition) and no delivery/monitoring framework with triggers and corrective actions. 

 

7.3 Legal compliance (DtC) 

NPPF paragraph 27 requires SoCGs to set out cross-boundary matters, progress, and agreements; 
paragraph 28 requires authorities to “demonstrate effective and ongoing joint working… at the time 
plans are submitted for examination.” 

On that test, this SoCG fails because: 

1. Status – it is expressly draft at Regulation 19 stage, with no signatures. There is therefore no agreed 
position to submit. 

2. Substantive gaps – the document does not evidence agreements on quantum of cross-boundary 
waste movements, capacity reliance, replacement/expansion needs, or fallback arrangements if either 
authority’s infrastructure changes. 

3. Breadth – waste is handled in isolation. Yet the Local Plan’s spatial strategy generates linked 
strategic effects (transport movements, air quality corridors, environmental constraints) that should 
be co-signed with Thurrock where impacts/flows traverse boundaries. The SoCG is silent on those 
interdependencies. 
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Conclusion (legal): At submission, Medway Council must show effective joint working via signed SoCGs 
covering all relevant strategic matters. This draft, waste-only, unsigned SoCG does not meet NPPF 27–28 
and therefore fails the DtC legal threshold. 

 

7.4 Soundness 

Under NPPF paragraph 36, the plan must be positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent 
with national policy. 

 Not positively prepared: The plan’s growth generates additional waste arisings and cross-
boundary handling without an agreed network solution or contingency with Thurrock — contrary 
to the SoCG’s own recognition of economies of scale and regional interdependence. 

 Not justified: There is no evidence that reasonable alternatives (e.g., redistribution of growth to 
reduce cross-Thames waste movements; earlier investment in local capacity) were tested with 
Thurrock as part of the strategy selection. 

 Not effective: With no quantified flows, capacity headroom, delivery timetable, or monitoring 
triggers, the plan lacks a credible implementation pathway for waste. That undermines effectiveness 
across the plan period. 

 Not consistent with national policy: NPPF ch. 3 and para 20(b) require sufficient provision for 
infrastructure in strategic policies; para 28 requires demonstrable joint working. The draft SoCG 
shows neither agreement nor provisioning detail. 

 

7.5 Linkages ignored: transport, air quality, environment 

The SoCG itself references the PPG’s acknowledgement of economies of scale and cross-boundary 
movements, yet it omits the connected strategic effects: HGV routing, corridor capacity, and air quality 
implications — issues that directly affect the Hoo Peninsula and the broader Thames estuary movement 
patterns. Without a jointly agreed routing/mitigation framework (and associated monitoring), the Local 
Plan fails to evidence integrated strategic planning across administrative boundaries. 

This gap cuts across the Neighbourhood Plan’s policies, notably HOO10 (Air Quality) and HOO11 
(Sustainable Transport and Active Travel), which require plan-led mitigation and infrastructure 
sequencing before accommodating additional traffic-generating uses. The Thurrock SoCG contains no cross-
reference to these adopted development plan policies, so local strategic priorities have not been embedded in 
cross-boundary waste planning. 

 

7.6 What would compliance look like? (Remedy) 

To reach DtC compliance and soundness, Medway and Thurrock would need to submit a signed final SoCG 
that, at minimum, provides: 

 Baseline and forecast tonnages by waste stream for Medway Council and Thurrock Council, 
identifying net imports/exports across the boundary over the plan period, with sensitivity testing. 

 An agreed capacity and investment schedule (by facility type), including contingencies if planned 
capacity slips or policy changes affect availability. 

 A routing and mitigation framework addressing transport corridors and air quality, aligned 
with the Neighbourhood Plan (HOO10–HOO11) and the NPPF’s infrastructure and environmental 
requirements. 
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 A governance and monitoring protocol with triggers (e.g., % capacity utilisation, facility 
downtime) and actions (e.g., interim contracts, plan review, alternative routing) to maintain network 
resilience. 

 

7.7 Conclusion 

The Initial Proposed SoCG with Thurrock is draft, narrow in scope, and lacks quantification, 
commitments, and sign-off. It therefore fails to demonstrate “effective and ongoing joint working” at 
submission (NPPF 27–28) and renders the Local Plan unsound on the positively prepared, justified, 
effective, and consistency tests (NPPF 36). The omission of linkages to transport and air quality conflicts 
with adopted Neighbourhood Plan policies and NPPF infrastructure requirements. The plan cannot 
proceed to adoption until a signed, detailed, and monitorable SoCG with Thurrock is in place. 

 

Chapter 8 – Diversity Impact Assessment (June 2025) 

 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter assesses whether Medway Council’s Diversity Impact Assessment (DIA) for the Regulation 
19 Draft Local Plan (June 2025) meets the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) and supports plan 
soundness under the NPPF (December 2024). The DIA describes the Local Plan as a “statutory plan [that] 
aims to balance the need for housing, jobs and services with environmental protection and sustainable 
development.” We test the DIA’s scope, evidence, mitigation, and monitoring against NPPF requirements 
(notably paragraphs 8(b), 16(c), 20(b), and 31) and the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood 
Plan (September 2024), including policies HOO4–HOO5, HOO8–HOO11. 

 

8.2 Legal context: PSED and the NPPF 

 PSED (s149 Equality Act 2010) requires due regard to eliminating discrimination, advancing 
equality of opportunity, and fostering good relations when exercising functions — including plan-
making. This means robust, front-loaded assessment, targeted mitigation, and monitorable 
outcomes for protected groups. 

 NPPF (Dec 2024): 

 para 8(b): planning should support strong, vibrant and healthy communities — implying 
inclusive access to homes, services, and open space. 

 para 16(c): plans must be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement with 
communities and statutory bodies. 

 para 20(b): strategic policies must make sufficient provision for infrastructure (health, 
education, transport), critical for equality outcomes. 

 para 31: plans should be informed by relevant and up-to-date evidence — including equality 
evidence that is specific and granular. 

 

8.3 What the DIA contains 
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The DIA cites reliance on the 2025 Local Housing Needs Assessment, Viability Assessment, 
Sustainability Appraisal, Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment, and Retail Needs Update (2025) as its evidence base. It records high-level effects by protected 
characteristic (table with “Adverse impact”, “Advance equality”, “Foster good relations”), e.g., 
positive/neutral indications for age, disability, pregnancy/maternity, race, and care experience. 

Observation: while the table format is clear, the DIA largely summarises expected benefits and does not 
translate them into spatially targeted measures, triggers, or delivery mechanisms. 

 

8.4 Material deficiencies in the DIA 

(1) Lack of granular, spatial evidence and distributional analysis 

The DIA does not disaggregate impacts by place, despite the plan’s heavy concentration of growth and 
movement pressures on the Hoo Peninsula. Without ward/LSOA-level analysis (e.g., health access, school 
capacity, accessible transport, air quality), the DIA cannot demonstrate due regard where need is greatest. 
This cuts across NPPF para 31 (up-to-date, targeted evidence) and para 20(b) (infrastructure provision). 

(2) No equality appraisal of reasonable alternatives 

The plan’s selection of a strategy with significant Hoo Peninsula implications is not accompanied by a DIA 
comparison of reasonable alternatives (e.g., rebalance growth away from SPA-constrained/under-served 
areas). This is crucial to both PSED and the soundness test of being justified (NPPF para 36(b)) and 
consistent with para 11(b)(i) (avoid significant environmental harm where possible). 

(3) Missing group-specific mitigation and delivery mechanisms 

Although the DIA lists positive intentions (e.g., supported housing, accessibility standards, health 
inequalities), it does not: 

 Quantify accessible housing outputs (HOO5) by tenure/type, 
 Tie active travel and bus access to phased triggers for new development (HOO11), 
 Specify air-quality mitigations for vulnerable groups along key corridors (HOO10), 
 Secure local green space and landscape protections that support health equity (HOO8–HOO9), 

This lack of SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time-bound) mitigation conflicts 
with NPPF para 20(b) and undermines effectiveness. 

(4) No monitoring framework with triggers and corrective actions 

The DIA proposes no indicators (e.g., % M4(2)/M4(3) homes, median bus headways to primary care, 
school places per 1,000 children, NO₂/PM exceedances by site, step-free accessibility to stops/stations, 
affordable completions by bedroom mix and income decile). Without indicators, there is no lawful 
assurance that equalities risks will be managed during delivery. This fails NPPF para 32 and the PSED’s 
ongoing duty. 

(5) Weak integration with the Neighbourhood Plan (adopted November 2024) 

The DIA does not show how it implements the Neighbourhood Plan’s priorities — HOO4 (housing mix), 
HOO5 (standards), HOO8–HOO11 (environment, air quality, sustainable transport) — despite those being 
development plan policies. That omission conflicts with NPPF para 14 (neighbourhood plans should shape 
and direct development outside strategic policies). 
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8.5 Consequences for legal compliance and soundness 

 PSED risk: Without place-specific analysis, targeted mitigations, and monitoring, the authority has 
not shown due regard to equality impacts where harm is likely concentrated (e.g., households 
without cars, disabled people, low-income groups exposed to air-quality corridors). This is a legal 
compliance vulnerability. 

 Unsoundness: 

 Not positively prepared (NPPF para 36(a)): equality needs and infrastructure for vulnerable 
groups are not demonstrably met. 

 Not justified (NPPF para 36(b)): no equality-led comparison of alternatives. 
 Not effective (NPPF para 36(c)): no delivery/monitoring framework linking DIA mitigations 

to plan triggers. 
 Not consistent with national policy (NPPF para 8(b), para 20(b), para 32). 

 

8.6 Remedies required to achieve compliance 

To rectify the DIA and underpin a legally compliant, sound plan, the Council should, before submission: 

1. Undertake a distributional equality analysis at ward/LSOA level for housing, transport access, 
health, schools, open space, and air quality — especially on the Hoo Peninsula. Link findings to 
allocations and infrastructure phasing. 

2. Re-appraise reasonable alternatives through an equality lens (who benefits/loses, where, and by 
how much), explicitly including options that reduce exposure of vulnerable groups to air-
quality/transport externalities. 

3. Set binding, quantified mitigations, including: 

 Minimum % of M4(2)/M4(3) homes; NDSS compliance; family-sized affordable homes 
consistent with HOO4–HOO5. 

 Active travel/bus service triggers keyed to occupations of dwellings (HOO11). 
 Air-quality safeguards (no net increase in NO₂/PM along sensitive corridors; construction 

emissions controls) aligned to HOO10. 
 Local Green Space/landscape protections (HOO8–HOO9) with accessibility standards for 

children/older and disabled people. 

4. Publish a monitoring & escalation framework: indicators, baselines, annual targets, trigger points, 
and corrective actions (e.g., pause allocations, require additional mitigation funding) to satisfy NPPF 
para 32 and the PSED’s ongoing nature. 

5. Integrate DIA outputs into Statements of Common Ground and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan — 
so cross-boundary infrastructure (e.g., bus priority, health estate, waste facilities) addresses identified 
equality gaps. 

 

8.7 Conclusion 

The DIA is insufficient to demonstrate PSED compliance and does not provide the evidence or 
mechanisms needed for a plan that is positively prepared, justified, effective, or consistent with national 
policy. Without spatially targeted analysis, quantified mitigations, and a monitoring/escalation regime — 
aligned with the Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF — the Local Plan remains not legally compliant and 
unsound on equality grounds. 
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Chapter 9 – Overall Conclusions and Formal Requests to the 
Inspector 

 

9.1 Synthesis of failures (legal compliance, soundness, Duty to Cooperate) 

Drawing together the evidence examined in Chapters 2–8, the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is incapable 
of lawful submission or adoption on three fronts: 

(A) Legal non-compliance 

1. Local Development Scheme (LDS) – The LDS programme is not realistic or evidence-led; it 
advances to Regulation 19 without completing the cross-boundary agreements and infrastructure 
evidence it itself relies upon. The LDS does not provide a credible route to a complete evidence base 
before submission. 

2. Regulation 18 consultation – While volume of representations is recorded, there is no transparent 
audit trail showing how key issues (Hoo Peninsula infrastructure, SPA/air quality, alternatives) 
informed policy wording and allocations. That is consultation about a plan, not consultation that 
shapes the plan. 

3. Duty to Cooperate (DtC) evidence – At Regulation 19, the record is dominated by unsigned or 
“under discussion” documents: 

 Duty to Cooperate Statement (a “living” document with unresolved strategic matters). 
 Initial Proposed Composite SoCG with Strategic Bodies (unsigned; all key matters “under 

discussion”). 
 Thurrock SoCG (explicitly Draft v1.0, 2 June 2025). 
 KCC “Agreed” SoCG (July 2024) which still leaves core transport, waste and minerals issues 

to ongoing processes rather than settled agreement. 

4. Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) – The Diversity Impact Assessment (June 2025) is high level, 
lacks distributional analysis, alternatives testing, quantified mitigations and a monitoring/escalation 
regime; this does not demonstrate due regard to equality impacts in plan-making. 

(B) Unsoundness (NPPF para 36) 

The plan fails all four tests: 

 Not positively prepared – Growth is allocated without secured infrastructure solutions, particularly 
on/through the Hoo Peninsula. 

 Not justified – There is no robust testing of reasonable alternatives that would reduce 
disproportionate environmental/transport burdens and equalities harms. 

 Not effective – Delivery depends on strategic agreements, modelling and mitigation that are not in 
place and not scheduled realistically. 

 Not consistent with national policy – The plan does not demonstrate “sufficient provision” for 
infrastructure (NPPF ch. 3/para 20(b)), or effective joint working with signed SoCGs (para 27–28), 
or an equality-competent evidence base (para 32), and does not secure protections for internationally 
designated habitats in a way compatible with paras 187 to 195. 

(C) Duty to Cooperate failure (NPPF paras 27–28) 
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At submission, authorities must “demonstrate effective and ongoing joint working” via Statements of 
Common Ground that document progress and agreement on strategic matters. The Composite SoCG is 
unsigned and marks all key topics as “Under discussion”; the Thurrock SoCG is draft; the KCC SoCG 
does not resolve minerals/waste/transport implementation to a signed, timed programme; the DtC Statement 
itself acknowledges continuing evolution. This is not the standard required at the point of submission. 

 

9.2 Conflicts with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 
2024) 

The Neighbourhood Plan forms part of the development plan (adopted November 2024) and contains 
policies that are directly engaged by the Local Plan’s strategy, including HOO4 (Housing Growth and 
Mix), HOO5 (Housing Standards), HOO8–HOO9 (Landscape and Local Green Space), HOO10 (Air 
Quality), and HOO11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel). The Regulation 19 evidence base 
(LDS, Reg 18 Summary, DtC Statement and SoCGs, DIA) does not demonstrate integration of these policies 
in the choice of spatial strategy, infrastructure sequencing, environmental safeguards or equality mitigations. 

 

9.3 Schedule of key NPPF provisions engaged (December 2024) 

For the avoidance of doubt, this representation relies only on the December 2024 NPPF: 

 para 11(b)(i) – consider alternatives that avoid significant adverse environmental impacts. 
 para 13 – neighbourhood plans should shape and direct development outside strategic policies. 
 para 16(c) – early, proportionate and effective engagement. 
 para 20(b) – strategic policies to make sufficient provision for infrastructure. 
 para 27–28 – Statements of Common Ground and effective, ongoing joint working at 

submission. 
 para 32 – plans informed by relevant and up-to-date evidence. 
 para 36 (tests of soundness) – positively prepared, justified, effective, consistent with national 

policy. 
 paras 187 to 195 – protecting internationally designated habitats (SPAs/Ramsar). 
 para 223(c) – safeguarding mineral resources and infrastructure. 

 

9.4 Formal requests to the Inspector 

Given the evidential gaps and statutory defects identified, we respectfully request the Inspector to: 

1. Record a failure of the Duty to Cooperate (Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, s33A) 
because Medway Council has not demonstrated “effective and ongoing joint working” at 
submission, as required by NPPF para 27–28, evidenced by: 

 The unsigned Initial Composite SoCG with strategic bodies. 
 The draft SoCG with Thurrock (v1.0, 02.06.25). 
 The KCC SoCG’s failure to secure a complete, timed minerals/waste/transport delivery 

framework. 
 The DtC Statement’s reliance on ongoing actions rather than concluded agreements. 

2. Find the plan not legally compliant because: 
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 The LDS is not a realistic, evidence-led programme for completing pre-submission 
requirements. 

 The Regulation 18 consultation failed to show how representations shaped 
policy/allocations. 

 The Diversity Impact Assessment does not demonstrate PSED compliance. 

3. Find the plan unsound under NPPF para 36 for being: 

 Not positively prepared (no secured infrastructure solutions; equality impacts not 
addressed). 

 Not justified (reasonable alternatives not robustly tested, including rebalancing away from 
the most constrained/impact-sensitive locations). 

 Not effective (absence of signed SoCGs, delivery/monitoring frameworks). 
 Not consistent with national policy (para 20(b), para 27–28, para 32, para 187 to 195). 

 

9.5 Steps capable of remedy (pre-submission or through withdrawal and re-consultation) 

If Medway Council wishes to remedy the defects, the minimum steps would be: 

Duty to Cooperate (pre-submission) 

 Secure signed SoCGs covering all strategic matters with: Kent CC, Thurrock, Gravesham, 
Maidstone, Tonbridge & Malling, Swale, Natural England, Environment Agency, Historic England, 
National Highways — each with agreed evidence baselines, mitigation packages, timetables, 
funding, and monitoring triggers. 

 Publish updated DtC Statement linking each strategic matter to the relevant SoCG commitments 
(not “under discussion”). 

Evidence and alternatives 

 Complete and publish transport modelling and SPA/air-quality assessments for the Hoo Peninsula 
and cross-boundary corridors, with Natural England/National Highways agreement. Then re-test 
reasonable alternatives in light of that evidence (NPPF para 11(b)(i), para 32). 

 Reconcile the spatial strategy with the Neighbourhood Plan (HOO4–HOO11) and demonstrate 
explicit policy alignment. 

PSED and monitoring 

 Re-issue a Diversity Impact Assessment with ward/LSOA-level distributional analysis; quantified 
mitigations (e.g., M4(2)/M4(3), NDSS, affordable mix), phased active-travel and bus triggers, air-
quality safeguards, and a monitoring/escalation framework with clear triggers and corrective 
actions (NPPF para 8(b), para 20(b), para 32). 

Programme management 

 Publish a revised LDS sequencing completion of the above evidence and agreements before the next 
statutory stage, allowing time for re-consultation under Regulation 18 on any materially changed 
strategy. 

 

9.6 Closing position 
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For the reasons set out in this representation and supported by Medway Council’s own submitted 
documents, the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan should be found: 

 Not legally compliant; 
 Not compliant with the Duty to Cooperate (failure at submission); and 
 Unsound against NPPF para 36. 

We therefore request that the Inspector issues the appropriate findings. Should Medway Council seek to 
rectify matters, the Council must first complete the sequence of evidence, equality assessment, cross-
boundary agreements, and re-consultation described above, then proceed with a revised plan that 
demonstrably accords with the December 2024 NPPF and the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation. 
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About The Save The Hoo Peninsula Campaign (STHP) 

 

Save The Hoo Peninsula (STHP) is an independent campaign established to protect the area from 
unsustainable residential and employment development.  The Hoo Peninsula is a strong rural community 
with productive fertile agricultural land, valued landscapes, rich heritage, and internationally and nationally 
important habitats, supporting bio-diverse wildlife.  The Hoo Peninsula is part of the proposed East Coast 
Wetlands designation to become a UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site.   

The following four categories must be at the heart of Medway Council's new Local Plan. 

1. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

2. Supporting a prosperous rural economy 

2. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

3. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 

Executive Summary 
 

This representation sets out a detailed legal and policy-based objection to Medway Council’s Regulation 19 
draft Local Plan (June 2025), supported by scrutiny of the accompanying Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA). It also tests compliance against the Hoo St 
Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (December 2024). 

Our conclusion is clear: the draft Local Plan is not legally compliant, is unsound, and fails the duty to 
cooperate. The proposed allocations on the Hoo Peninsula should be removed because they are 
demonstrably unsustainable when measured against the NPPF’s policies and the evidence base, particularly 
in relation to environmental capacity, infrastructure limitations, and statutory habitat protections. 

The evidence within the Council’s own HRA confirms that multiple allocations will have likely significant 
effects on internationally designated habitats, including the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar, 
Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar, and The Swale SPA/Ramsar. The SA further acknowledges 
severe environmental constraints and mitigation uncertainties. 

The Neighbourhood Plan for Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden — part of the statutory development plan — 
sets out a clear spatial vision and environmental policies that are incompatible with the scale and location of 
allocations in the Local Plan. This Local Plan therefore conflicts with section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and fails NPPF paragraph 15, which requires plans to provide a positive 
vision in line with local aspirations. 

Under NPPF paragraph 11(b), where the adverse impacts of meeting needs would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, the plan must not proceed with such allocations. The cumulative harm 
from the proposed Hoo Peninsula growth exceeds any reasonable planning benefit, especially when 
alternative urban-capacity solutions exist. 
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Furthermore, Medway Council has not demonstrated legal compliance with the Habitats Regulations 2017 in 
the absence of a complete, final HRA. The Interim HRA explicitly states that “some information… 
necessary for the completion of the assessment is… outstanding” — a fundamental legal flaw that renders 
the plan unfit for submission. 

We will present the case in full across the following chapters: 

Chapter 1: Legal Compliance Failures 
Chapter 2: Failure to Meet Tests of Soundness 
Chapter 3: Duty to Cooperate Deficiencies 
Chapter 4: Conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 
Chapter 5: Environmental and Habitat Constraints (HRA Evidence) 
Chapter 6: Sustainability Appraisal Deficiencies and Alternatives Assessment 
Chapter 7: Infrastructure, Transport, and Utilities Capacity 
Chapter 8: The Case for Removing Hoo Peninsula Allocations under NPPF 11(b) 
Chapter 9: Alternative Strategy — Urban Density First Approach 
Chapter 10: Conclusions and Requested Modifications 

 

Chapter 1: Legal Compliance Failures 

 

This chapter demonstrates that the Medway Council Local Plan 2041 Proposed Submission Draft (June 
2025) is not legally compliant because: 

1. The Habitats Regulations Assessment is incomplete and cannot lawfully support submission. 
2. The plan fails to comply with statutory requirements to align with the adopted Neighbourhood 

Plan for Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden (September 2024). 
3. The Sustainability Appraisal process has not met the requirements of the SEA Regulations 

because reasonable alternatives have not been robustly assessed or consulted upon. 
4. The Duty to Cooperate has not been demonstrated in line with the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 and NPPF paragraph 27. 
5. The publication draft does not comply with NPPF paragraph 32 because it is not underpinned by 

“adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence” on key matters including infrastructure capacity, 
environmental limits, and viable alternatives. 

 

1.1 Incomplete Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

The Interim Habitats Regulations Assessment (June 2025) states at paragraph E2: 

“This is an interim HRA report since some information which is necessary for the completion of the 
assessment is, at the time of writing, outstanding.” 

Under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (Regulation 105), a competent 
authority must complete an Appropriate Assessment before authorising a plan that may have likely 
significant effects on a European site. NPPF paragraphs 192 to 195 reinforces that plans must be “legally 
compliant, including with… the Habitats Regulations”. 

The screening stage of the HRA (E4–E5) confirms likely significant effects (LSEs) for multiple 
internationally designated sites, including the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar and the 
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Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar, on grounds of air quality, hydrology, recreational pressure, 
and urbanisation. The absence of a completed Appropriate Assessment with fully tested mitigation means 
the Local Plan cannot legally proceed to submission. 

This failure is fatal to legal compliance: in People Over Wind v Coillte Teoranta (C-323/17), the CJEU held 
that mitigation cannot be considered at screening and that Appropriate Assessment must be complete before 
authorisation. 

 

1.2 Conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

Section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that if a conflict exists between a 
Local Plan and a Neighbourhood Plan, the most recent plan takes precedence for the area it covers. 

The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) is the most recent plan for 
the Hoo Peninsula and forms part of the statutory development plan. Its policies — such as HOO8: 
Landscape and Environment and HOO10: Air Quality — set out strong protections for the parish’s 
landscape, ecological assets, and air quality. 

The Local Plan’s proposed scale of growth in Site Allocations 14.9 (Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden) 
is fundamentally incompatible with these Neighbourhood Plan policies, which resist development that 
would cause “substantial harm” to the rural landscape or exacerbate air quality exceedances. Proceeding 
with these allocations breaches NPPF paragraphs 29 to 31, which requires strategic policies to be “consistent 
with” and “not undermine” neighbourhood planning. 

 

1.3 Deficiencies in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

Under the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regulations), 
the SA must: 

 Identify, describe, and evaluate reasonable alternatives (Regulation 12(2)(b)); 
 Ensure those alternatives are subject to the same level of assessment as the preferred approach; 
 Present an objective comparison of their likely effects. 

The Regulation 19 SA fails this test in three ways: 

1. Reasonable alternatives have not been robustly assessed. The SA Volume 2 records that the 
“preferred approach” was essentially confirmed prior to the final comparative analysis of spatial 
growth options, meaning alternatives were not developed and tested on equal footing. 

2. Alternatives that could meet housing needs without large-scale Hoo Peninsula allocations —
such as higher densities in urban/suburban Medway Towns — were not given equal assessment 
despite being realistic options under NPPF paragraphs 124 to 128. 

3. Mitigation is assumed but unproven, especially in relation to environmental impacts on European 
sites and infrastructure capacity. SA Volume 1 Table N.7.1 shows residual adverse effects on 
biodiversity, landscape, and soil quality even after mitigation. 

This is contrary to NPPF paragraphs 32 to 34, which requires plans to be “informed by a sustainability 
appraisal… so that the likely effects… are fully understood.” 

 

1.4 Failure to Demonstrate the Duty to Cooperate 
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NPPF paragraphs 24 to 28 require strategic policy-making authorities to demonstrate that they have 
“engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis” with neighbouring authorities and prescribed 
bodies. Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 makes this a legal duty. 

The Regulation 19 Local Plan lacks clear evidence of formal agreements or joint strategies on matters that 
are plainly cross-boundary in nature — such as housing delivery, strategic transport, and habitat mitigation. 
There is no published Statement of Common Ground with key partners addressing the cumulative impact of 
development on the Thames Estuary and Marshes or on the A228/A289 strategic corridors, both of which 
have regional implications. 

Without such evidence, the Council cannot pass the legal compliance test at examination. 

 

1.5 Inadequate and Out-of-Date Evidence Base 

NPPF paragraph 32 requires that “the preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by 
relevant and up-to-date evidence.” Several components of the evidence base are either incomplete or 
outdated: 

 The HRA is interim and incomplete. 
 The SA’s alternatives testing is insufficient. 
 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has not demonstrated viable and deliverable solutions to water/foul 

drainage constraints, education provision, and transport capacity for the scale of growth proposed on 
the Hoo Peninsula. 

 No robust, post-Lower Thames Crossing transport modelling is presented to assess capacity and 
congestion impacts. 

This undermines the ability of the plan to be lawfully submitted, as it cannot be shown that it meets statutory 
and NPPF requirements for an evidence-led strategy. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 1: 

The draft Local Plan cannot be considered legally compliant because its supporting HRA is incomplete; it 
conflicts with an adopted Neighbourhood Plan; its SA fails to meet SEA Regulation standards; it does not 
evidence the Duty to Cooperate; and its evidence base is inadequate. These are not minor procedural errors 
— they are fundamental statutory failings that would require withdrawal or substantial modification before 
submission to the Secretary of State. 

 

Chapter 2: Failure to Meet the Tests of Soundness 

 

Paragraph 36 of the NPPF (December 2024) states that, to be found sound, a Local Plan must be: 

 Positively prepared – providing a strategy that, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively 
assessed needs and is informed by agreements with other authorities; 

 Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence; 

 Effective – deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working; 
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 Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance 
with the NPPF. 

This chapter demonstrates that the Medway Council Local Plan 2041 (Regulation 19, June 2025) fails all 
four tests. 

 

2.1 Not Positively Prepared 

A positively prepared plan must meet identified development needs while ensuring sustainable patterns of 
growth (NPPF paragraph 11(a) and paragraph 36). 

The Medway Council Local Plan proposes disproportionate growth allocations on the Hoo Peninsula 
(notably Site Allocations 14.9: Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, and 14.10: High Halstow) despite: 

 Severe ecological constraints confirmed by the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), which 
finds likely significant effects for multiple internationally protected sites; 

 Infrastructure deficits that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan has not demonstrated can be resolved 
within the plan period; 

 Existing air quality exceedances in the Four Elms Hill AQMA that will worsen with projected traffic 
flows, contrary to NPPF paragraphs 196 to 199. 

The plan’s growth strategy prioritises politically expedient sites rather than those closest to services, 
transport hubs, and existing urban infrastructure. This does not constitute a “positively prepared” plan — it 
actively selects locations that are least sustainable under the NPPF’s spatial principles. 

 

2.2 Not Justified 

A justified plan requires proportionate evidence and a comparative assessment of reasonable alternatives 
(NPPF paragraph 36(b) and paragraph 33). 

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) shows that: 

 Higher-density urban-focused options were available but not robustly assessed at the same depth as 
the chosen strategy; 

 Table N.7.1 in SA Volume 1 records residual significant adverse effects on biodiversity, landscape, 
and soils even after mitigation; 

 The SA’s growth option testing (Volume 2, Section 5) indicates that urban-led approaches score 
more favourably for accessibility, infrastructure efficiency, and climate change mitigation, yet the 
plan still opts for a rural-expansion model. 

By failing to adopt the option that minimises harm while meeting needs — particularly by not reallocating 
Hoo Peninsula growth into urban areas — the plan is not the “most appropriate strategy” when considered 
against reasonable alternatives, as required by NPPF paragraph 36(b). 

 

2.3 Not Effective 

Effectiveness requires a deliverable strategy over the plan period, supported by cross-boundary cooperation 
and realistic infrastructure delivery (NPPF paragraph 36(c) and paragraph 28). 
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The Hoo Peninsula allocations depend on: 

 Major transport upgrades to the A228/A289 corridors, yet no fully funded or deliverable scheme 
is secured; 

 New wastewater treatment capacity, but the SA acknowledges uncertainty over whether water 
companies can deliver in time to avoid harm to European sites; 

 Extensive habitat mitigation and monitoring through Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring Strategies (SAMMS), despite the HRA acknowledging that some mitigation measures 
are undefined or unfunded; 

 Education and healthcare expansions that are not costed in full in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Without certainty over these dependencies, the plan’s key allocations — particularly on the Hoo Peninsula 
— cannot be considered effective or deliverable. 

 

2.4 Not Consistent with National Policy 

Consistency with national policy requires alignment with the NPPF’s environmental, transport, and plan-
making principles. 

The Local Plan conflicts with several core NPPF provisions: 

 Paragraph 11(b) – where adverse impacts of meeting needs significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh benefits, the plan should avoid those allocations. The environmental harm identified in the 
HRA and SA clearly meets this threshold. 

 Paragraphs 15 and 16 – plans should provide a “positive vision” in line with community 
aspirations. The adopted Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan opposes the scale 
and location of proposed growth, making the Local Plan contrary to this requirement. 

 Paragraphs 187 to 195 – plans must protect sites of biodiversity and geological value. The HRA 
confirms that the proposed growth strategy will likely harm multiple SPAs and Ramsar sites unless 
mitigation — currently unproven — is fully implemented. 

 Paragraphs 124 and 125– planning should support development that makes efficient use of land, 
especially by increasing densities in accessible locations. The plan instead chooses low-density, car-
dependent rural allocations far from mainline rail stations. 

By pursuing allocations that conflict with both the NPPF and the Neighbourhood Plan, the draft Local Plan 
is not consistent with national policy. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 2: 

The Medway Council Local Plan fails the tests of soundness under NPPF paragraph 36 because it is not 
positively prepared, not justified, not effective, and not consistent with national policy. The most sustainable 
and nationally compliant course is to remove the Hoo Peninsula allocations and redistribute growth into 
urban and suburban areas with existing infrastructure capacity. 

 

Chapter 3: Duty to Cooperate Deficiencies 
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3.1 Legislative and NPPF Context 

The duty to cooperate is a legal test, not a “duty to agree.” Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 requires Medway Council to engage “constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis” 
with neighbouring authorities and other prescribed bodies on strategic cross-boundary matters. 

The NPPF (December 2024) reinforces this requirement: 

 Paragraph 28 – strategic policy-making authorities should collaborate to ensure that “strategic 
priorities across local boundaries are properly co-ordinated” and evidenced in a Statement of 
Common Ground (SoCG). 

 Paragraph 36(a) – the “positively prepared” soundness test requires that needs be met in full “so far 
as is consistent with policies in the Framework,” including through cross-boundary arrangements. 

 Paragraph 34 – local plans must be reviewed regularly and kept up-to-date, ensuring that 
cooperation reflects changing strategic circumstances. 

The Local Plan fails to meet these expectations. 

 

3.2 Absence of Comprehensive Statements of Common Ground 

The Medway Council Local Plan 2041 (Regulation 19) does not publish or reference any comprehensive 
and up-to-date Statements of Common Ground with: 

 Kent County Council (highways, education, minerals, waste, and ecology) 
 Gravesham Borough Council and Swale Borough Council (cross-boundary housing markets, 

employment, and environmental impact) 
 Natural England (strategic habitat mitigation) 
 National Highways (Lower Thames Crossing, SRN impacts) 
 Southern Water or South East Water (water supply and wastewater capacity) 

This omission is significant because the plan allocates housing in locations — particularly the Hoo 
Peninsula — with impacts that clearly extend beyond Medway Council’s boundaries, such as traffic flows 
into Gravesham and Dartford and ecological pressures on the Swale SPA. 

NPPF paragraph 28 is explicit: such agreements should be prepared and kept up-to-date to demonstrate 
constructive, active, and ongoing engagement. In their absence, the Council cannot meet the legal 
requirement to show that the duty to cooperate has been discharged. 

 

3.3 Cross-Boundary Environmental Constraints Ignored 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment (June 2025) confirms that proposed allocations will have likely 
significant effects on multiple SPAs and Ramsar sites, including The Swale SPA/Ramsar and Thames 
Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar, both of which are shared with neighbouring authorities. 

These effects are inherently cross-boundary and require coordinated mitigation strategies. Yet: 

 There is no evidence of a jointly prepared Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy 
(SAMMS) across Medway, Swale, and Gravesham Councils. 

 There is no joint visitor management plan for sensitive sites such as North Kent Marshes and Hoo 
Wetlands Reserve. 
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 The HRA itself notes that mitigation measures are partly undefined, unfunded, and reliant on 
cooperation that has not been formalised in agreements. 

Without formal, agreed, cross-boundary strategies, the plan’s habitat mitigation is undeliverable in legal and 
practical terms. 

 

3.4 Cross-Boundary Transport Impacts Unresolved 

The scale of growth on the Hoo Peninsula will increase reliance on the A228/A289 corridors, with 
consequential impacts on: 

 The Strategic Road Network (SRN) managed by National Highways; 
 Routes into Gravesham and Dartford, particularly given Lower Thames Crossing-induced traffic 

redistribution; 
 Congestion in Swale Borough through cross-peninsula commuter flows. 

Despite these clear cross-boundary impacts, there is no published evidence of joint transport modelling 
with Kent County Council, Gravesham Borough Council, Swale Borough Council, or National Highways. 
This directly contravenes the requirement in NPPF paragraph 28 for joint working on infrastructure that 
crosses local authority boundaries. 

 

3.5 Housing Market Area Coordination Lacking 

Medway Council sits within overlapping housing market areas, with commuting and migration links into 
Gravesham, Maidstone, and Swale. Yet there is no SoCG demonstrating: 

 Agreement on unmet housing need in neighbouring authorities; 
 Coordination on the distribution of housing to minimise environmental harm; 
 Joint evidence that the chosen growth distribution is the most sustainable spatial option. 

This omission is material because reallocation of Hoo Peninsula growth into the urban/suburban Medway 
Towns could free up environmental capacity while still meeting regional housing needs — something only 
achievable through coordinated cross-boundary planning. 

 

3.6 Legal and Soundness Consequences 

The absence of up-to-date Statements of Common Ground and the failure to address unresolved cross-
boundary matters — environmental, transport, and housing  — means: 

 Legally: The plan fails the duty to cooperate test. This is a “cliff-edge” requirement — failure 
means the Inspector must recommend non-adoption without proceeding to test soundness. 

 Soundness: Even if the legal threshold were met, the absence of effective agreements means the plan 
cannot be “positively prepared” or “effective” under NPPF paragraph 36. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 3: 
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The Regulation 19 Medway Council Local Plan has not demonstrated compliance with the legal duty to 
cooperate. Its lack of formalised, up-to-date, and comprehensive cross-boundary agreements on 
environmental mitigation, transport infrastructure, and housing distribution is both a legal defect and a 
soundness failure. The Hoo Peninsula allocations are especially problematic in this regard, given their 
extensive cross-boundary impacts and the absence of coordinated strategies to manage them. 

 

Chapter 4: Conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 
Neighbourhood Plan 

 

4.1 Statutory and NPPF Requirements 

The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) was made in November 
2024 following a local referendum. It now forms part of the statutory development plan for the parish 
area. 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states: 

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination… the determination 
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

Section 38(5) adds: 

“If to any extent a policy contained in a development plan… conflicts with another policy in the 
development plan, the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last 
document to be adopted.” 

Since the Neighbourhood Plan is the most recent statutory plan for the area, any conflict must be resolved in 
its favour. 

The NPPF (December 2024) paragraph 31 is also clear: 

“Once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, the policies it contains take precedence over 
existing non-strategic policies in a local plan… unless they are superseded by strategic or non-strategic 
policies that are adopted subsequently.” 

This means the Regulation 19 Local Plan must either align with or deliberately supersede the 
Neighbourhood Plan in a manner that is consistent with national policy and lawful plan-making. 

 

4.2 Spatial Vision Conflict 

The Neighbourhood Plan sets out a vision to protect the rural and historic character of Hoo St Werburgh 
and Chattenden, to safeguard Grade 1 agricultural land, and to preserve internationally and nationally 
designated habitats. Its spatial strategy is explicitly one of limited, proportionate growth in locations 
with existing infrastructure, while protecting landscape, biodiversity, and heritage assets. 

By contrast, the Medway Council Local Plan allocates large-scale growth in Site Allocations 14.9 (Hoo St 
Werburgh and Chattenden) and 14.10 (High Halstow), which would: 
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 Urbanise large tracts of Grade 1 farmland; 
 Generate significant traffic through rural lanes and into the Four Elms Hill AQMA; 
 Increase recreational and urbanisation pressures on protected habitats such as the Medway Estuary 

and Marshes SPA/Ramsar. 

This is directly at odds with the Neighbourhood Plan’s spatial vision. 

 

4.3 Policy Conflicts 

Several specific policy conflicts arise between the Local Plan allocations and the Neighbourhood Plan: 

Policy HOO1 – Spatial Strategy 

The Neighbourhood Plan restricts major development in the open countryside unless it is proven sustainable 
and compliant with environmental constraints. The Local Plan’s allocation of thousands of dwellings outside 
existing settlement boundaries is inconsistent with this policy. 

Policy HOO8 – Landscape and Environment 

This policy requires that new development must: 

“Avoid the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land, protect and enhance important landscape 
features, and safeguard designated habitats and biodiversity.” 

The Local Plan’s allocations will result in permanent loss of Grade 1 agricultural land and increase 
pressure on SPA/Ramsar sites, as confirmed in the HRA. 

Policy HOO10 – Air Quality 

The Neighbourhood Plan mandates that development proposals must not worsen air quality in designated 
AQMAs, specifically the Four Elms Hill AQMA. The Local Plan’s own transport evidence shows that 
additional traffic from Hoo Peninsula allocations will exacerbate exceedances — contrary to both this policy 
and NPPF paragraphs 196 to 201. 

Policy HOO13 – Community Facilities and Infrastructure 

This policy requires that infrastructure must be in place in advance of occupation to support development. 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan underpinning the Local Plan does not provide fully funded, deliverable, and 
timed solutions for road upgrades, wastewater capacity, education, or healthcare on the Hoo Peninsula. 

 

4.4 Heritage and Rural Identity 

The Neighbourhood Plan contains specific commitments to preserve the rural character, historic assets, and 
traditional settlement pattern of the parish. The Local Plan’s scale of proposed growth will fundamentally 
alter the area’s identity — effectively merging Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden into a continuous urban 
area, contrary to the neighbourhood-level design principles. 

This is inconsistent with NPPF paragraphs 131 to 141, which requires that planning decisions should ensure 
developments are “sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment 
and landscape setting.” 
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4.5 Legal and Procedural Implications 

Because the Neighbourhood Plan is more recent than the last adopted Local Plan policies for Hoo, any 
conflict must legally be resolved in favour of the Neighbourhood Plan unless the Local Plan explicitly 
justifies why it supersedes neighbourhood policies in a way that is itself lawful and consistent with the 
NPPF. No such justification is provided in the Regulation 19 draft. 

Failing to address and resolve these conflicts not only makes the Local Plan unsound but also not legally 
compliant with section 38 of the 2004 Act and paragraph 31 of the NPPF. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 4: 

The Regulation 19 Local Plan is in clear and direct conflict with multiple adopted Neighbourhood Plan 
policies for Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. These conflicts are not acknowledged, assessed, or justified 
in the Local Plan evidence base. Given the statutory status of the Neighbourhood Plan, the Local Plan’s Hoo 
Peninsula allocations are unlawful in their current form and must be removed or relocated to comply with 
section 38(6) and the NPPF. 

 

Chapter 5: Environmental and Habitat Constraints (HRA 
Evidence) 

 

5.1 Legislative and Policy Framework 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“Habitats Regulations”) require that before 
a plan is adopted, the competent authority must: 

 Screen for likely significant effects (LSEs) on European sites; and, if LSEs are found, 
 Undertake a full Appropriate Assessment (AA) that considers the plan’s implications for site 

integrity, including cumulative effects, with mitigation measures that are proven, funded, and 
deliverable. 

The NPPF (December 2024) reinforces this in paragraph 182, stating: 

“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where development requiring 
appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations is being determined and the assessment concludes 
that it will adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.” 

Paragraph 183 adds: 

“Plans should protect and enhance sites of biodiversity value (in a manner commensurate with their statutory 
status).” 

 

5.2 HRA Findings – Likely Significant Effects 
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The Interim Habitats Regulations Assessment (June 2025) confirms at paragraph E4: 

“The screening identified the potential for likely significant effects on several European sites, alone or in-
combination with other plans and projects.” 

The sites identified include: 

 Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar 
 Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar 
 The Swale SPA/Ramsar 
 North Kent Marshes SPA/Ramsar 

The causes of LSEs are set out in Table E.2 of the HRA and include: 

 Air quality deterioration from road traffic emissions; 
 Urbanisation pressures, including predation, lighting, noise, and invasive species; 
 Recreational disturbance to bird feeding and roosting areas; 
 Hydrological changes and potential deterioration in water quality. 

 

5.3 Interim Nature of the HRA – A Legal Barrier 

At paragraph E2, the HRA makes a critical admission: 

“This is an interim HRA report since some information which is necessary for the completion of the 
assessment is, at the time of writing, outstanding.” 

This is a fatal flaw in legal compliance. Regulation 105 of the Habitats Regulations requires that a 
completed Appropriate Assessment must be undertaken before a plan is submitted for examination. The 
CJEU in People Over Wind v Coillte Teoranta (C-323/17) confirmed that mitigation cannot be relied upon 
at the screening stage and must be fully assessed in the AA. 

Proceeding to submission with an incomplete AA exposes the plan to legal challenge and would require the 
Inspector to find it unsound and not legally compliant. 

 

5.4 Mitigation Measures – Undefined, Uncosted, and Unproven 

The HRA relies heavily on mitigation through the North Kent Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) and other site-specific measures. However: 

 The HRA does not confirm funding mechanisms for the scale of mitigation needed; 
 It does not present a joint, cross-boundary visitor management plan with Swale and Gravesham; 
 Several mitigation proposals are described only in outline terms, with no delivery timetable. 

NPPF paragraph 182 is clear: the presumption in favour does not apply if an AA cannot rule out adverse 
effects. Here, the AA has not even been completed, let alone proven effective. 

 

5.5 Cumulative and In-Combination Effects 

The HRA acknowledges at paragraph E5 that: 
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“The assessment has considered the potential for in-combination effects with other plans and projects.” 

However, the cumulative impact analysis is incomplete because: 

 It does not fully factor in the Lower Thames Crossing traffic impacts; 
 It omits housing growth in Swale, Gravesham, and Thurrock that will also increase recreational 

and air quality pressures on the same designated sites; 
 It does not quantify combined nutrient loading from wastewater discharges into the Thames and 

Medway estuaries. 

Without a robust in-combination assessment, the HRA fails both the legal test and the NPPF requirement to 
plan for biodiversity net gain and site protection. 

 

5.6 Required Buffer Zones 

Best practice from other local authorities (e.g., Dorset, Cornwall, and Norfolk) shows that 400m and 1km 
exclusion/buffer zones around sensitive habitats are an effective and enforceable way to prevent adverse 
urbanisation effects. The Medway Council Local Plan fails to adopt such zones despite the HRA evidence 
showing high sensitivity of nearby habitats to disturbance. 

Not applying these buffers breaches NPPF paragraphs 182 and 183, as well as the precautionary principle 
under the Habitats Regulations. 

 

5.7 Implications for Hoo Peninsula Allocations 

The Hoo Peninsula allocations — 14.9 and 14.10 — are the most ecologically constrained in the plan. The 
HRA confirms they are within functional ecological zones of multiple SPAs/Ramsar sites and would directly 
increase recreational disturbance and air pollution impacts. Under NPPF paragraph 11(b), the harm from 
these allocations “significantly and demonstrably outweighs” the benefits. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 5: 

The Local Plan’s own HRA confirms likely significant effects on multiple internationally protected habitats. 
The assessment is incomplete, mitigation is undefined and unproven, and cumulative effects are 
inadequately addressed. Proceeding with these allocations breaches the Habitats Regulations, NPPF 
paragraphs 182–183, and the precautionary principle. The Hoo Peninsula allocations should therefore be 
removed and growth redirected to urban areas where environmental constraints are far less severe. 

 

Chapter 6: Sustainability Appraisal Failures 

 

6.1 Legislative and NPPF Requirements 

Under the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (“SEA Regulations”), 
a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) must: 



16 
 

 Identify, describe, and evaluate the likely significant effects of the plan, including reasonable 
alternatives; 

 Present the reasons for selecting the preferred strategy over alternatives; 
 Include measures to prevent, reduce, or offset adverse effects; 
 Be prepared early enough to influence the plan, not retrospectively justify it. 

The NPPF (December 2024) supports this in: 

 Paragraph 33 – the SA should demonstrate that the plan is the most appropriate strategy, when 
considered against reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 

 Paragraph 36(b) – soundness requires that the strategy is justified through this process. 

 

6.2 Reasonable Alternatives – Unfair Assessment 

The Sustainability Appraisal – Volume 2 (Section 5) identifies a range of growth options, including: 

 Option 1: Higher-density urban-focused growth in existing towns; 
 Option 2: Significant rural expansion, including large allocations on the Hoo Peninsula; 
 Option 3: Urban growth with some rural expansion. 

While the SA acknowledges in Table 5.4 that urban-focused options score better for accessibility, climate 
mitigation, and efficient use of land, the Local Plan nevertheless adopts a rural-expansion-led strategy. 

The problem is twofold: 

1. The urban-intensification alternative (Option 1) is not tested to the same spatial or site-specific depth 
as the chosen strategy (Option 3), contrary to SEA Regulation 12(2)(b). 

2. The SA fails to evidence why the more sustainable option was rejected, instead offering generalised 
statements about “land availability” without transparent capacity testing. 

 

6.3 Residual Significant Adverse Effects 

The SA Volume 1 (Non-technical Summary) admits that the chosen strategy will cause significant adverse 
residual effects even after mitigation. Table N.7.1 lists: 

 Biodiversity: Likely significant residual harm to designated habitats; 
 Soils: Permanent loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (Grade 1 on Hoo Peninsula); 
 Landscape: Irreversible urbanisation of rural landscapes, especially on the peninsula; 
 Air Quality: Increased emissions in sensitive locations, including AQMAs. 

NPPF paragraph 11(b) requires that where adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, the plan should not proceed in that form. The SA’s own evidence reaches this threshold for the Hoo 
Peninsula allocations. 

 

6.4 Incomplete Mitigation Analysis 

Across all three SA volumes, mitigation for identified harms is either: 
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 Listed as “to be determined at project stage” (failing the SEA requirement to assess measures at plan 
stage); 

 Dependent on funding streams not yet secured (particularly habitat mitigation and transport 
upgrades); 

 Dependent on cross-boundary cooperation not yet formalised through Statements of Common 
Ground. 

The absence of clear, funded mitigation undermines the SA’s role in demonstrating that the preferred 
strategy can be delivered without unacceptable environmental harm. 

 

6.5 Cumulative and In-Combination Effects 

The SA acknowledges the need to consider in-combination effects (Volume 2, Section 6.7) but: 

 Does not fully account for Lower Thames Crossing impacts on air quality and traffic; 
 Omits quantified assessment of combined recreational impacts from growth in Swale, Gravesham, 

and Dartford; 
 Fails to model combined nutrient-loading impacts on estuarine habitats. 

Without this cumulative assessment, the SA does not meet SEA Regulation 12(3) requirements or NPPF 
paragraph 33’s evidence-based justification test. 

 

6.6 Lack of Strategic Habitats Buffer Policy 

The SA identifies the risk of urbanisation impacts on nearby SPAs/Ramsar sites but does not assess or 
recommend the adoption of 400m or 1km buffers as used by other local planning authorities. This is a 
missed opportunity to embed proven mitigation into the plan and undermines compliance with NPPF 
paragraphs 187–195. 

 

6.7 Hoo Peninsula Bias in Site Selection 

The SA’s site appraisal tables (Volume 3 Appendices) show that several Hoo Peninsula sites scored worse 
on environmental criteria than urban brownfield or suburban sites, yet they were still allocated. For example: 

 Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden 14.9 – high adverse scores for biodiversity, soils, and transport 
accessibility; 

 High Halstow 14.10 – high adverse scores for landscape, biodiversity, and agricultural land quality. 

The SEA Regulations require that the reasons for selecting sites with worse sustainability scores must be 
clearly documented. This reasoning is absent. 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 6: 

The SA underpinning the Medway Council Local Plan fails to meet SEA Regulations and NPPF paragraph 
33 because it does not fairly assess reasonable alternatives, does not fully mitigate adverse effects, omits key 
cumulative impacts, and fails to explain why environmentally worse sites were chosen over better urban 
options. This makes the plan not justified and unsound. The evidence within the SA itself supports the 
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removal of Hoo Peninsula allocations and a reallocation of growth to urban areas with better infrastructure 
and lower environmental constraints. 

 

Chapter 7: Infrastructure, Transport, and Utilities Capacity 

 

7.1 NPPF and Legal Requirements 

The NPPF (December 2024) sets clear expectations: 

 Paragraph 20 – strategic policies should make sufficient provision for infrastructure for transport, 
water supply, wastewater, energy, telecommunications, flood risk, and health, security, community, 
and cultural infrastructure. 

 Paragraph 35 – plans should set out the contributions expected from development towards 
infrastructure, including the cumulative impact of multiple developments. 

 Paragraph 36(c) – a plan must be effective, i.e., deliverable over the plan period and based on 
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters. 

 Paragraphs 187 to 195 – environmental mitigation must be deliverable and proven. 

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, section 19(2)(j), also requires local planning 
authorities to have regard to the desirability of achieving net-zero greenhouse gas emissions and to 
infrastructure requirements. 

 

7.2 Transport Infrastructure – Unfunded and Incomplete 

The Hoo Peninsula allocations (14.9 and 14.10) are wholly dependent on significant transport upgrades to 
mitigate already severe congestion and air quality problems, particularly: 

 A228 and A289 corridors – already over capacity at peak times; 
 Four Elms Hill AQMA – in breach of nitrogen dioxide limits, with no funded bypass or relief road; 
 Rail capacity – the peninsula lacks a mainline station; the towns railway lines are not directly 

connected to Hoo St Werburgh. 

The Local Plan references potential upgrades (e.g., improved A228/A289 junctions, enhanced bus services, 
and possible park-and-ride facilities), but none are: 

 Fully costed; 
 Fully funded; 
 Guaranteed for delivery in advance of development. 

Without secured funding and binding delivery mechanisms, these proposals fail NPPF paragraph 35’s 
requirement for clarity on contributions and delivery. 

 

7.3 Water Supply and Wastewater Capacity 
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The Habitats Regulations Assessment confirms that additional wastewater discharges risk increasing 
nutrient loads in the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar and the Thames Estuary and Marshes 
SPA/Ramsar. Yet: 

 Southern Water and South East Water have not provided signed Statements of Common Ground 
confirming capacity upgrades will be in place when needed; 

 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan does not confirm the scale, location, or funding source for new 
wastewater treatment infrastructure; 

 Nutrient neutrality mitigation measures are not secured or costed. 

These gaps make the Local Plan ineffective under NPPF paragraph 36(c) and contrary to paragraphs 187 to 
195's requirement for proven mitigation. 

 

7.4 Energy and Utilities 

The growth proposed for the Hoo Peninsula will require substantial upgrades to: 

 Electricity supply capacity, with no confirmed National Grid or UK Power Networks investment 
plans; 

 Telecommunications infrastructure, particularly for high-speed broadband in rural areas; 
 Local substations, where current capacity is already constrained. 

The plan fails to evidence that such upgrades will be delivered in step with housing completions, contrary to 
NPPF paragraph 20. 

 

7.5 Education and Health Services 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan anticipates: 

 New primary schools and a new secondary school on the Hoo Peninsula; 
 Significant expansion of GP surgeries and local health services. 

However: 

 NHS Kent and Medway Integrated Care Board has not confirmed funding or phasing for the new 
facilities; 

 The plan does not commit to a “no occupation until infrastructure operational” policy, meaning 
housing could be built without adequate services; 

 No evidence is provided on recruitment and retention of healthcare staff to rural locations. 

These gaps conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, which requires 
infrastructure to be in place before development proceeds. 

 

7.6 Climate Change and Flood Risk Resilience 

The plan acknowledges increased surface water and flood risk pressures from development on the Hoo 
Peninsula but does not: 

 Secure funding for new flood defences or drainage upgrades; 



20 
 

 Integrate low-carbon transport infrastructure at the same pace as housing delivery; 
 Assess the carbon impact of forcing new residents into car-dependent commuting patterns due to 

poor public transport. 

NPPF paragraphs 161–186 require plans to proactively mitigate and adapt to climate change, yet the Local 
Plan’s infrastructure strategy does not meet this standard. 

 

7.7 Deliverability and Viability 

Without secured funding, agreed delivery timetables, or enforceable triggers for infrastructure provision, the 
Hoo Peninsula allocations are not deliverable. This undermines the effectiveness soundness test and 
breaches NPPF paragraphs 20, 35, and 36(c). 

 

Conclusion of Chapter 7: 

The infrastructure assumptions for the Hoo Peninsula allocations are unrealistic and unsupported by firm 
funding or delivery commitments. Transport, water, wastewater, energy, health, and education upgrades are 
uncertain, making the plan ineffective and unsound. These allocations should be removed, with growth 
reallocated to urban and suburban locations closer to existing infrastructure and services. 

 

Chapter 8: The Case for Removing Hoo Peninsula Allocations 
under NPPF 11(b) 

 

8.1 The Policy Test 

NPPF (December 2024) paragraph 11(b) states that plans should meet development needs unless: 

“The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides 
a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole.” 

The Hoo Peninsula meets both arms of this test: 

1. Protected Areas/Assets of Particular Importance – including: 

 Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar 
 Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar 
 The Swale SPA/Ramsar 
 Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI (nationally important nightingale site) 
 Extensive Grade 1 agricultural land 

2. Adverse Impacts Significantly and Demonstrably Outweigh Benefits – including: 

 Irreversible loss of best and most versatile farmland (NPPF para. 187(b)); 
 Increased traffic and air quality deterioration in an AQMA (Four Elms Hill); 
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 Inability to deliver necessary transport, water, wastewater, and utilities infrastructure in a 
timely and funded manner; 

 Recreational and air quality harm to European sites, contrary to NPPF paras. 187–201 and the 
Habitats Regulations; 

 Disruption of valued landscapes and rural character (NPPF para. 187(c)). 

 

8.2 Supporting Evidence from the Plan’s Own Assessments 

Both the Habitats Regulations Assessment and the Sustainability Appraisal acknowledge that the Hoo 
allocations cause residual significant adverse effects that cannot be fully mitigated. This is not disputed 
evidence  — it is Medway Council’s own evidence base. 

Where the Council’s own assessment confirms residual harm to irreplaceable environmental assets, the 
precautionary principle under the Habitats Regulations and NPPF paragraphs 187 to 195 applies, requiring 
removal of the allocations. 

 

8.3 Incompatibility with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 

The adopted Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (November 2024) sets a policy 
framework for limited, infrastructure-led growth, with a focus on: 

 Protecting the rural setting and settlement separation; 
 Delivering infrastructure in step with development; 
 Avoiding harm to protected habitats. 

The scale of allocations in the Regulation 19 Local Plan directly conflicts with these policies, undermining 
the statutory status of the neighbourhood plan under section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004. 

 

8.4 Conclusion for Chapter 8 

Applying NPPF paragraph 11(b) leads to only one lawful and sound conclusion: the Hoo Peninsula 
allocations must be removed, and growth reallocated to more sustainable and less constrained locations. 

 

Chapter 9: Alternative Strategy — Urban Density First Approach 

 

9.1 Strategic Rationale 

An Urban Density First strategy would: 

 Focus growth in Strood, Rochester, Chatham, Gillingham and Rainham; 
 Prioritise vacant brownfield regeneration and underused urban land; 
 Increase densities in areas close to mainline rail stations and high-frequency bus corridors; 
 Support town centre regeneration, service economies, and public transport viability. 
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This approach aligns with: 

 NPPF para. 124 and 125 – optimise density in locations well served by public transport; 
 NPPF paras. 109 to 114 – focus significant development in sustainable transport locations; 
 NPPF paras. 161 to 186 – reduce greenhouse gas emissions and promote climate resilience. 

 

9.2 Benefits Over Current Strategy 

1. Infrastructure Efficiency – Uses existing water, wastewater, electricity, and road/rail capacity, 
avoiding the need for major rural network expansions. 

2. Environmental Protection – Avoids direct harm to SPAs, Ramsar sites, and SSSI on the Hoo 
Peninsula. 

3. Economic Regeneration – Boosts footfall and investment in town centres. 
4. Climate Benefits – Shorter journeys, higher public transport mode share, lower per capita emissions. 
5. Land Use Efficiency – Preserves best and most versatile agricultural land. 

 

9.3 How It Could Be Delivered 

 Update and expand the Brownfield Land Register to capture underutilised land; 
 Apply minimum density policies in urban centres and near transport hubs (e.g., 50–100 dwellings 

per hectare within 800m of a station); 
 Incentivise mixed-use redevelopment of vacant retail and commercial premises; 
 Partner with Homes England for funding and delivery of urban regeneration sites. 

 

9.4 Compliance with the SEA/SA Requirements 

The Sustainability Appraisal did not properly assess this urban-intensification strategy as a fully developed 
alternative. A lawful and sound plan would revisit the SA, model this approach at equal detail to the current 
rural allocations, and transparently compare environmental, social, and economic outcomes. 

 

Conclusion for Chapter 9: 

An Urban Density First approach is a realistic, deliverable, and more sustainable alternative that meets 
housing needs without the unacceptable harm caused by Hoo Peninsula overdevelopment. It should be 
adopted as the spatial strategy in the next iteration of the plan. 

 

Chapter 10: Conclusions and Requested Modifications 

 

10.1 Legal Compliance Failures 

The Regulation 19 draft Local Plan fails legal compliance because: 
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 The Habitats Regulations Assessment is incomplete and cannot lawfully support allocations 
causing likely significant effects on European sites; 

 The Sustainability Appraisal fails to fairly assess reasonable alternatives and omits key cumulative 
impacts, contrary to SEA Regulations; 

 The plan fails the Duty to Cooperate, with no effective agreements in place for cross-boundary 
environmental mitigation, transport upgrades, or water/wastewater infrastructure. 

 

10.2 Soundness Failures 

The plan fails all four NPPF paragraph 36 soundness tests: 

 Positively prepared – does not meet needs in a way consistent with sustainable development 
principles; 

 Justified – reasonable alternatives (urban intensification) have not been properly considered; 
 Effective – infrastructure delivery is uncertain and unfunded; 
 Consistent with national policy – plan clearly conflicts with NPPF in multiple chapters. 

 

10.3 Requested Modifications 

1. Remove Hoo Peninsula Allocations (including 14.9 and 14.10) from the Local Plan. 
2. Reallocate Growth to the urban/suburban Medway Towns through a higher-density urban 

intensification strategy. 
3. Adopt 400m and 1km Buffer Zones around SPAs, Ramsar sites, and SSSIs to prevent urbanisation 

impacts. 
4. Complete a Legally Compliant HRA before plan submission, including full Appropriate 

Assessment and secured mitigation measures. 
5. Re-run the Sustainability Appraisal with a full, equal-weight assessment of the Urban Density 

First approach. 
6. Secure Infrastructure Delivery Commitments through binding agreements before allocating any 

large-scale growth sites. 

 

Final Statement: 

In its current form, the Regulation 19 draft Local Plan is not legally compliant, is not sound, and fails the 
Duty to Cooperate. The scale and location of growth on the Hoo Peninsula are incompatible with the NPPF, 
the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, and statutory environmental protections. The 
requested modifications are necessary for the plan to pass examination and deliver genuinely sustainable 
development. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation. 
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 Michael Pearce     Elizabeth Turpin 

 Campaign  Leader    Deputy Campaign Leader 

 Save The Hoo Peninsula   Save The Hoo Peninsula 



From:
To: policy, planning
Subject: Medway Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation - FOB submission
Date: 11 August 2025 23:54:56
Attachments: Local Plan Reg 19 consultation - FOB submission.pdf

Sirs,
please find attached pdf of Friends of Broomhill's submission to the Local Plan Regulation
19  consultation. It is short because it only addresses two significant points raised by our
non-political voluntary organisation/charity, those being:

the acknowledgment of Broomhill Park as a large open public space on the South
West Policy Map
our disquiet of allocating Grade 1 agricultural land for residential estates

We hope that Medway Council listens to our opinions and acts upon them when amending
the Local Plan before submitting it to central government for scrutiny. And we trust that
the following are incorporated:

request that the full extent boundary of Broomhill is shown on the map
that the park is registered

Thankyou for the opportunity for us to make our opinions known, and we hope that they
are included in the final draft.
Regards
Andrew Millsom
Trustee
on behalf of Friends of Broomhill
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Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation - Friends of Broomhill Submission 
 
The Friends of Broomhill is a non-political community volunteering organisation that owns 
the Old Orchard and works with Medway Council Greenspaces Department on maintaining 
and improving Broomhill Park. The trustees of the charity have striven over the years to 
enlarge and improve the open public space to the maximum extent within the confines of the 
surrounding housing, allotments and playing field. Thus, it is very disappointing that unlike 
Rede Common, Broomhill has not been hatched as a local nature reserve (not even the Old 
Orchard), and not hatched the same as The Vines in Rochester, i.e. as a Registered Park. Yet 
the park has won many Green Flags, and the Old Orchard was awarded a Gold from Kent 
Wildlife Trust in 2024 in the Wilder Kent category. 


Therefore, we urge Medway Council to have the policy map revised so that the park is hatched 
as a Registered Park. If this is not possible, then to provide a new hatch for parks that are not 
determined Registered Parks but have high status, e.g. awarded the Green Flag. We would also 
like to have the parkland named and show the boundary of the full extent of the enlarged park, 
which we hope to completed in Spring 2026. The final enlargement shall be approximately 
85% of that shown in the 2013-2023 Vision Document for Broomhill. A significant 
achievement for a voluntary organisation.  


Below is a marked-up extract from the South West Policy Map showing the extent of the final 
extent of the parkland, it includes all Medway Greenspaces areas, the Old Orchard (owned by 
FoB since April 2018) and land at the top of the hill, where the former reservoirs were sited. 


 
Extract from the South West Policy Map showing Broomhill Park and the fields in Policy SA6 
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In addition to our comments about the status of Broomhill Park, we also have severe concerns 
about Policy SA6: Land West of Strood. Areas SNF1, SNF3 and SR5 are Grade 1 agricultural 
land. And as a group that really appreciates nature and quality farming, it is our opinion an 
anathema to build housing estates on such fertile land.  


For Medway Council to pursue such a policy without looking into alternative areas/sites is a 
contradiction of Medway Council’s own policy T14: Rural Economy. That policy states other 
areas with lower grade agricultural land or brownfield sites should be considered before Grade 
1 and/or 2 land is allocated, and only when the other avenues are exhausted would it be 
acceptable to consider using Grade 1 land. It is our opinion that searching for other sites has 
not been exhausted. Rather Medway Council is “piggybacking” on Gravesham Borough 
Council’s proposal to allocate Chapter Farm land for residential units. Thus, Medway Council 
is contradicting its own Policy T14.  


There is a possibility that Gravesham’s Local Plan will not end up incorporating the farm, 
which would leave Medway Council’s proposal left on its own; isolated and breaking its own 
policy criteria.  


Therefore, we would like Medway Council to remove Policy SA6 from the draft Local Plan 
before it is submitted to central government for inspection and review. 


 
On behalf of Friends of Broomhill, 
 
Andrew Millsom 
Trustee 
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about Policy SA6: Land West of Strood. Areas SNF1, SNF3 and SR5 are Grade 1 agricultural 
land. And as a group that really appreciates nature and quality farming, it is our opinion an 
anathema to build housing estates on such fertile land.  
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areas with lower grade agricultural land or brownfield sites should be considered before Grade 
1 and/or 2 land is allocated, and only when the other avenues are exhausted would it be 
acceptable to consider using Grade 1 land. It is our opinion that searching for other sites has 
not been exhausted. Rather Medway Council is “piggybacking” on Gravesham Borough 
Council’s proposal to allocate Chapter Farm land for residential units. Thus, Medway Council 
is contradicting its own Policy T14.  

There is a possibility that Gravesham’s Local Plan will not end up incorporating the farm, 
which would leave Medway Council’s proposal left on its own; isolated and breaking its own 
policy criteria.  

Therefore, we would like Medway Council to remove Policy SA6 from the draft Local Plan 
before it is submitted to central government for inspection and review. 

 
On behalf of Friends of Broomhill, 
 
Andrew Millsom 
Trustee 
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