31t October 2023
Dear Local Plan Consultation Team,

Below is the response on behalf of Medway Liberal Democrats (MLD) to the current
Medway Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation.

The details of our findings and our alternatives are provided below and on the marked-
up plans.

The lack of reference to consultancies within the body of the text and the lack of
appendices raises unease regarding the development of the proposed plans.

Our response raises concerns over the following matters:

e The use of only one colour for all the hatching on all five maps leads to the lack of
differentiation which doesn't allow for deep critical response

e The maps are of different scales, and information that is pertinent in terms of
development is not interrelated nor referenced between the maps

e The lack of proposed infrastructure design is conspicuous by its absence - this is
not only roads, but potential rail (including light rail) and cycle paths are not
mentioned in the document

e The lack of identification what type of housing is to be proposed for the various
areas makes it difficult to ascertain what is being proposed for each of the areas
that are hatched

e The lack of improvements to pedestrian and existing cycle routes

e Approach taken to consultation

The initial rush to publish the “Setting the Direction for Medway 2040” means that there
needs to be a much deeper and a better designed document for true consultation.

Yours faithfully,

Cllr Andrew Millsom BEng(Hons) BA(Hons) PgD CEng MICE MIStructE



Medway Liberal Democrats (MLD) welcome the new administration's positive
attitude in revamping the Local Plan with the first stage “Setting the Direction for
Medway 2040". The document describes what the Local Plan is about, but it doesn't
really go into any part the proposals with meaningful depth.

Thus, MLD are concerned that the current document is too bland and shy on detail
with regard to the proposals for there to be a meaningful response.

The report is almost the opposite of the HIF reports, because on the maps, areas
that are to be considered for housing are identified. Whereas the infrastructure
that shall need to be constructed to support the additional housing is not
mentioned, nor shown (even in outline format) on the five maps. The very
opposite of MLD's response to the HIF reports.

The amount and density of housing is not identified on the maps, all that is
stated with regards to the amount of housing per the zoning on the maps is
described in Table 1. None of the maps allocate the numbers of housing to
anyone of the hatched areas. Therefore, it is difficult to understand how these
values have been determined.

The most critical point is that the same type/colour of hatching is used on all five
maps - there is no differentiation between the types of housing that is to be built.
In the next stage MLD would like there to be types/colours of hatching with an
appropriate legend on each map to describe what is to be provided, and that
maps reference the hatched areas of adjacent zoned areas on other maps.



Responses to specific sections within the report

2.10

The consultation document has been drawn up following withdrawal of
Government funding from the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) for
strategic transport and environmental schemes - so MC will look for
alternative means of securing funding - but nothing is provided as to how
this shall be achieved

3.0 Vision for Medway in 2040

3.1

This whole section needs to be in the future tense otherwise it reads as it
all this is happening now

Improved travel choices - there needs to be more information on how the
council intends to improve walking, cycling and buses, but at the same
time allow for adequate use of the car, particularly in outlying areas. As
Liberal Democrats we are in favour of safe cycle routes.

Medway will be a healthy place - Liberal Democrats feel that priority
should be given to clean air

Older properties have been retrofitted to improve sustainability. As
Liberal Democrats we feel that the Local Plan should be improved to
include retrofitting insulation.

Generally, MLD remains of the opinion that the transport has not
developed enough.

4.0 Strategic Objectives

4.2

Prepared for a sustainable and green future.

MLD would like all village greens and commons to be given commons
registration including Hook Meadow, Frindsbury Green, Grain Green,
Gillingham Green, Rede Common and Hoo Common.

To reduce inequalities in health, through provision of healthcare and
better housing.

MLD would like to hear how Medway is to ensure that there is adequate
healthcare provision.

There is no mention of schools in housebuilding areas. This is a significant
part of the social infrastructure that shall be required for the degree of
proposed housing. There should be better definition of tertiary education,
rather than just support for universities.

There is no mention of tourism or creation of cycle routes on Hoo
Peninsula or even mention of the Haven Holidays site at Allhallows.

“Boost Pride in Medway” - a laudable aspiration, but there aren’t any
meaningful concepts on how this goal is to be achieved.

To ensure that development is supported by the timely provision of good
quality, effective infrastructure. We need to ensure that there are
adequate flood defences in place



To secure the ongoing benefits of Medway's regeneration... bearing in
mind rising sea levels

To ensure there is adequate water, sewerage, gas, electricity and telecoms
for all new developments

Improve water infrastructure, e.g leisure use

5.0 Developing a Spatial Strategy

54

5.1

Figure 2

Encourage the building of granny annexes which can be used by children
if they are unable to leave home due to lack of affordable housing and
then when the parents become elderly, they can move into the granny
annexe and the children move into the main house thus ensuring that the
parents have all the support they need as they become more disabled.

More robust development of empty houses, including vibrant for
council/private/non-profit development.

Liberal Democrats object to assisting Gravesham Council meeting its
housing capacity by allowing an additional 2,00 homes in the Medway
area.

Housing Land Supply 2022- 2040
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Figure 2 — potential sources of housing land supply for Local Plan

How did the Council arrive at the figures of 19,173 for allocations and
3,000 for the windfall housing?

The total housing for this figure is 29,756, yet the housing provision limit
set by central government is 28,500 (5.11), whereas section 5.12 sets



5.16

housing at 28,339 homes (and then includes a buffer, so necessity
becomes 29,000).

The Council has ascertained a potential decide to find land for 38,761
houses when Figure 2 only suggests a figure of 19,173

Category Potential Housing

Capacity (from LAA)

Urban regeneration 11,151

Suburban growth 9,680

Rural development 14,736

Green Belt loss 2,649

Total potential supply 38,216

Map 1

5.21

5.23
Map 2 -

Table 1: Potential sources of housing land supply by category

Urban Regeneration Sites - (refer to the marked-up map in conjunction
with the description) The plan is too vague over what kind of development
is proposed in these areas, as there is the same hatch being used for
housing, schools, business and industrial areas. It is also out of date
around Rochester Peninsula - it does show the new developments

MLD object to the building of houses on Chatham Docks and Medway City
Estate, and also object to the relocation of existing businesses from these
two employment zones.

There is no mention of the empty offices in Dockside.

Suburban Expansion Sites - (refer to the marked-up map in conjunction
with the description) a large portion is Capstone Valley - there is no
mention of housing densities here, they are building on Hook Wood, there
is no mention of infrastructure - the roads are clearly unsuitable for large
amounts of traffics. We are concerned about the negative impact on
Capstone Farm Country Park.

Lower Twydall/Lower Rainham - we feel the development should be
curtailed here due to the negative impact on the conservation area and
building on the flood plain and community assets should be avoided. This
area is going under water by 2030. We should also avoid archaeologically
sensitive areas. We note that building is proposed on Motney Hill near the
sewage works.

Map 3 - Rural Development Sites - (refer to the marked-up map in conjunction with

the description) Liberal Democrats note with dismay that housebuilding is
proposed on Deangate Ridge and Cockham Wood and adjacent farmland.
Both areas were included within country community parks. Liberal
Democrats would like both country parks reinstated.

Buckland Lakes - The lakes are to be integrated with the tidal Thames by
2030 so Medway Council will need to build substantial sea defences if they

4



5.45

are going to allow building here. Of note this area is part of the London
flood plain.

There should be no building at Three Crutches, near Stoke or on the link
between Hoo and High Halstow. There should be adequate sewerage and
potable water in this area - at the moment this is operating beyond
capacity.

There is a need to increase supply of clean water and sewerage capacity.
This needs to be incorporated into the next stage report of the Local Plan.

Map 4 - Green Belt Sites - (refer to the marked-up map in conjunction with the

description) the potential release of land within existing greenbelt - There
should be no development in the green belt at Upper Bush as this would
not represent sustainable development, due to lack of public transport
and road capacity. There is no objection to developing the
Halling/Holborough site provided the development stays within the
envelope of the brown field site and not encroaching the AONB.

Map 5 - Employment Sites - (refer to the marked-up map in conjunction with the

5.57

description) There is not enough land set aside for employment given that
the Council is apparently going to allow housing on Chatham Docks and
some on the Medway City Estate. MLD request that Chatham Docks is put
on the Employment Sites map. There is poor transport to Grain for
personnel and driving all the way to Grain would not represent
sustainable development (given the lack of public transport). There is the
risk of traffic jams at Grain. The site north-east of Kingsnorth should be
reinstated onto the housing Rural Housing map, similar to how it was in
the HIF.

Why has the Council decided that employment land should be used for
warehousing and distribution? Have the Council decided they are being
taken over by Amazon. What about high tech businesses? Warehousing is
not high-quality employment.

It is noted that Map 5 is only looking at floorspace not the number of
potential jobs and note with dismay that the extra employment space will
not compensate for the loss of floorspace at Chatham Docks and Medway
City Estate.

There is no highways section within the report, yet new infrastructure shall be
required to permit residents to access their new homes. In the next stage MLD
expects infrastructure to be a major portion of the Local Plan.

The of the highway funding and some of the greenspaces funding to design and
construct a network of cyclepaths that can be used for both commuting and leisure.
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Cycling to and from work and schools has become popular in recent years and we
think that a portion of the highway budget should be spent on building new
cyclepaths that are biased towards commuting.

These use a combination of the new stations, existing roads and new cyclepaths to
allow locals and visitors to cycle around the beautiful parts of the peninsula.

Conclusion

The document is extremely light on actual use of land that is identified in the
brochure and the five maps. We have raised our concerns about not
incorporating former Lodge Hill Camp SSSI into Lodge Hill Community Park and
that Chattenden Woods is to be a separate SEMS.

The dismal rail section in the second-round brochure is very disheartening - after
almost a year from the aspirations of the Higham Curve and potential rail
services - it is perturbing that the rail portion still has GRIP 2 level work and no
indication of a future rail strategy for Hoo Peninsula

The updated highway proposals still have many flaws, ranging from order of
phasing of the works, to building of new “rat runs” that shall fail on numerous
criteria.

The two currently over-loaded junctions, i.e. Four EIms Roundabout and Sans
Pareil Roundabout remain inadequately addressed.

There is very little in terms of new cyclepaths

The report lacks any budgets, it does not identify where funding shall be
obtained to construct the infrastructure required to accommodate the proposed
expansion in housing.

The proposed community parks in the HIF document need to be reintroduced
into the Local Plan - the two significant ones being Cockham Wood Community
Park, and Lodge Hill and Deansgate Community Park.

Consideration should be given to potential light rail, as this becomes a viable
concept for the high density zones when population is in the order of 300,000.

Highway infrastructure needs to be added to the plans.



Grade separated junctions to be considered in a number of locations to improve
traffic flow. designed and constructed at the Four Elms and The Sans Pareil
roundabouts.

Junction improvements to be made to existing roads and highways for the
connecting of those roads required for accessing the proposed new estates.
There needs to be more effort given to providing commuting cyclepaths which
specifically connect urban entities, e.g. residential areas to industrial estates and
schools.
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