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1. Vision for Medway in 2040 

The Council’s Vision, whilst comprehensive, is overly long, and fails to adequately communicate 

the Vision for the delivery of new homes over the Plan Period.  

The only reference to homes or housing within the Vision relate to sustainable methods of 

construction or retrofitting existing buildings, as well as making provision for custom and self-build 

homes. Whilst these are important technical matters, the critical strategic issue of delivering the 

number of homes to meet housing needs in full has been ignored.  

Paragraph 11a of the NPPF is clear that plans should “promote a sustainable pattern of 

development that seeks to: meet the development needs of their area” and 11b states that “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”.  

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF also requires that “a sufficient amount and variety of land can come 

forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are 

addressed”.  

Richborough is therefore of the view that the ‘Vision’ should be altered to acknowledge the need to 

meet development needs in full, particularly for housing. 

In the 19 years since the Medway Local Plan was adopted in 2003, completions have only exceeded 

the housing requirement figure that was in place at the time in only three years, and the three most 

recent monitoring years have seen the highest deficits. A Vision Document was submitted by 

Richborough during the 2023 Call for Sites consultation which included a section titled ‘Historic 

Housing Delivery’. This identifies that the cumulative under supply of housing since 2003 is 4,955 

dwellings. This lower level of delivery has only exacerbated issues in regard to affordability through 

the lack of supply and lower levels of affordable housing delivery. 

In respect of affordable housing completions, the annual need figure has not been met once since 

2006 (the highest year was in 2008 and still saw a deficit of 305 dwellings) and the cumulative deficit 

in affordable housing over the 19 year period (2003-2021) is 10,012. This figure is also evidenced 

in the Vison Document submitted on behalf of Richborough in February 2023. 

There is evidence of the negative social impact of the failure to deliver sufficient housing in Medway, 

with the house price to income ratio in the Borough deteriorating from 5.73 in 2014 to 8.65 in 2022 

(House price to residence-based earnings ratio, ONS (2023)). The under-delivery of housing has 

contributed to worsening affordability in the Borough. Affordability is a critical social component of 

sustainable development that acts as a barrier to local people being able to access housing. The 

research paper published by LPDF titled ‘The Housing Emergency’, highlights that 1 in 5 adults 

regard housing issues as negatively impacting their mental health, according to another paper 

prepared by Shelter in 2017, titled ‘The impact of housing problems on mental health’. It should be 

accepted that there is an urgent need to boost housing delivery within Medway. 



 

A step change in both delivery and approach is required if housing needs are to be met going 

forward. This requires the spatial vision for the new Plan to evolve and acknowledge where the lack 

of an up to date Local Plan has failed. 

 



 

2. Strategic Objectives 

Objective 2 - “Supporting people to lead healthy lives and strengthening our 

communities” 

Similar to the Vision, the Objectives also fail to include reference to the strategic requirement to 

meet local housing needs. Objective 2 refers to homes and meeting the housing needs of Medway’s 

communities. Richborough is of the view that the text should be altered to acknowledge the need 

to meet the development needs in full, rather than limiting this to meeting the needs of existing 

communities. Richborough is also of the view that the requirement to meet housing needs should 

be the subject of a standalone objective.  

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF not only establishes that housing needs should be met but also sets out 

the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes. In light of the historic 

failure to meet the housing targets in Medway, the inclusion of a housing specific objective would 

stress the importance of the issue and ensure the efficiency of the Local Plan.  

Richborough is of the view that the inclusion of Objective 2 alone is not fit for purpose and a new 

Objective should be provided to explicitly state that the full range of need for new housing should 

be met and integrate a focus on deliverability. 

 



 

3. Developing a Spatial Strategy 

Development Needs 

Paragraph 5.3 – SM calculation for meeting need 

Richborough supports the use of the Standard Method figure for calculating local housing need and 

forming the basis for determining the housing requirement for the Local Plan. For Medway this is 

1,667 dwellings per annum and equates to 28,500 dwellings over the Plan Period to 2040.  

The NPPF was updated in July 2018, February 2019, July 2021 and again in September 2023 in 

order to introduce several new concepts, one of which related to the calculation of housing need. 

Whilst the objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes was retained, the way of 

calculating housing need was to be altered with the introduction of the ‘standard method’. Although 

details of the specifics of the calculation are provided in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), 

paragraph 61 of the NPPF confirms that the standard method should comprise the ‘minimum’ figure, 

and states: 

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a 

local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning 

guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects 

current and future demographic trends and market signals.” 

It is clear therefore that there are circumstances whereby a higher figure could be adopted over and 

above the standard method. The PPG provides further clarification on when it might be appropriate 

to plan for a higher housing need figure and states (Paragraph ID: 2a-010-20201216): 

“The government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious 

authorities who want to plan for growth. The standard method for assessing local housing need 

provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of homes needed in an area. It does 

not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing economic circumstances 

or other factors might have on demographic behaviour. Therefore, there will be circumstances 

where it is appropriate to consider whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method 

indicates.” 

The guidance explains that circumstances where an uplift will be appropriate include, but are not 

limited to, where growth strategies are in place; strategic level infrastructure improvements are 

planned; and where an authority agrees to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities.  

It is important therefore to recognise that the need figure generated by the standard methodology 

should be considered as the minimum starting point in establishing a requirement for the purposes 

of plan production.  

The calculation currently relies on household projections which focus solely on past growth trends 

and do not include a specific uplift to account for factors that could affect those trends in the future. 

Where it is likely that additional growth (above historic trends identified by household projections) 

will occur over the plan period, an appropriate uplift may be applied to produce a higher need figure 



 

that reflects the anticipated level of growth. Richborough consider that an uplift to the need figure 

may be required to allow for the additional employment generated as a result of projects highlighted 

elsewhere in the Consultation Document.  

The third Strategic Objective included in the Consultation Document for example states that 

Medway Council wish to realise the economic and place-making opportunities associated with the 

cluster of universities and colleges in Medway and “Build on existing strengths and expertise, such 

as engineering, energy and creative industries, and raise the profile of key sectors, to attract and 

develop the jobs of the future”.  

Further consideration should also be given to whether there may also be an uplift required to 

address the historic under delivery in affordable housing, which is covered elsewhere in these 

representations. 

In regard to the timeframes for development plans, Paragraph 22 of the NPPF makes specific 

reference to this and states: 

“Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate 

and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major 

improvements in infrastructure.” 

According to the latest LDS approved by Medway in October 2022, adoption of the Plan is likely to 

occur in autumn 2025 (leaving limited time for a Main Modifications consultation), which is well into 

the monitoring year, 2025/2026.   

This scenario wouldn’t allow for a full fifteen-year plan period at the point of adoption and the 

timetable is considered very optimistic in any case. 

In light of this, Richborough is of the view that the Plan should look ahead to at least 2040/2041 in 

order to ensure that the Plan meets the requirements of NPPF paragraph 22.  

Paragraph 5.4 – Concerns with SM methodology – impact on affordability 

Paragraph 5.4 of the Consultation Document recognises that there is a housing crisis, particularly 

regarding affordability. Richborough is of the view that this is particularly the case in Medway with 

the Office for National Statistics median affordability ratio (household income to average house 

price) showing that affordability has worsened from 5.73 in 2014 to 8.65 in 2022. Whilst the 

Consultation Document refers to these issues, the proposed resolution is not clearly stated.  

Issues with regard to the affordability of dwellings within Medway are also highlighted in the Local 

Housing Needs Assessment (2021), included in the Local Plan evidence base. Table 3.1 of the 

Assessment identifies that house prices in Medway, when compared with neighbouring authorities, 

increased at a much higher rate between 2000 and 2020. A change of 257% is the second highest 

of the six authorities included within the comparison and is significantly higher than the South East 

average of 218%. There are clear signals present within Medway in regard to affordability which 

should be factored into to identifying the housing requirement. 



 

As referenced elsewhere, in the nineteen years since the Medway Local Plan was adopted in 2003, 

overall housing completions have only exceeded the housing requirement figure that was in place 

at the time in only three years, and the three most recent monitoring years have seen the highest 

deficits. The cumulative under supply of housing since 2003 is 4,955 dwellings.  

In respect of affordable housing completions, the annual need figure has not been met once since 

2006 (the highest year was in 2008 and still saw a deficit of 305 dwellings) and the cumulative deficit 

in affordable housing over the 19 year period (2003-2021) is 10,012. 

The emerging Local Plan housing requirement clearly needs to reflect both the worsening 

affordability and the previous poor housing delivery rates. These factors point to the need for a 

significant increase in the number of houses to be planned for. 

Richborough supports the use of the standard method calculation for establishing local housing 

need as a starting point for calculating the housing requirement for Medway. The solution to 

worsening affordability in Medway is to build significantly more houses than has historically been 

delivered and to treat the proposed requirement as a minimum. 

Paragraph 5.6 – Evidence base 

Richborough supports the reference to the need to demonstrate that the growth strategy is 

deliverable, to provide certainty and confidence in Medway’s growth. 

In accordance with the proposed strategy it will be critical for supporting evidence base documents 

to interrogate the viability of delivering sites at the density suggested and to thoroughly test the 

estimated delivery timescales of sites within the trajectory based on the level of infrastructure 

provision required. While there is no information available as to the delivery of the committed sites, 

the estimated delivery timescales for emerging allocations will need to factor in the speed with which 

strategic infrastructure works can be completed.  

The viability of the proposed allocations should also comprehensively address the response to the 

loss of HIF funding for infrastructure improvement schemes, originally awarded to help deliver 

housing on the Hoo peninsular. While some development in Hoo may still be considered suitable, 

adequate evidence will need to be provided to show how sites can viably and sustainably come 

forward whilst also providing obligations to the necessary infrastructure improvements.  

Paragraph 5.7 

Paragraph 5.7 references highway network constraints, including those associated with the 

Strategic Road Network (SRN), particularly M2 Junction 1. 

Richborough consider that the issues raised by National Highways do not preclude appropriately 

located and planned growth across the north of the borough, and support the prioritised action by 

Medway Council, working alongside neighbouring authorities and wider stakeholders, to deliver 

appropriate mitigation. Such mitigation being likely to include both physical infrastructure 

improvements, as well as ensuring that proposed allocations can facilitate a reduction in the need 

to travel by private car, in line with DfT Circular 01-2022. 



 

Paragraph 5.10 

Reference is made to potential impacts of new development on the environment, especially the 

designated habitats and landscapes which form a large part of Medway’s area.   

These include the Kent Downs AONB, as well as the Medway Estuary and Marshes Ramsar, 

Special Protection Area (SPA) and Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); Thames Estuary and 

Marshes SPA and Ramsar; Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSS; and Tower Hill to Cockham 

Wood SSSI.  

The ability to deliver significant levels of residential development sustainably alongside these 

important designations will need to be evidenced. Richborough is of the view that the second stage 

of the Land Availability Assessment (LAA) will need to assess how the residential development of 

each site can viably protect against the erosion of these features. Richborough is also of the view 

that Medway Council should look to develop a site selection methodology which prioritises sites 

which minimise impact on these key ecological designations. 

Paragraph 5.11 – 2,000 homes to meet Gravesham’s needs  

The Duty to Cooperate was introduced by the Localism Act 2011 and is set out in section 33A of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

(2023) confirms that local planning authorities are under a duty to cooperate with each other on 

strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries (Paragraph 24) and identify relevant strategic 

matters that need to be addressed in their plans (Paragraph 24). Paragraph 26 confirms that: 

“Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making authorities and relevant 

bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint 

working should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary, and whether 

development needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere.” 

Richborough is of the view that it is imperative that Medway Council undertake discussions with 

neighbouring authorities at the earliest possible stage. This is particularly the case with Gravesham 

given the extent of Green Belt within the Borough. 

Richborough expects further information to be published in this respect as discussions with 

neighbouring authorities continue, although it is prudent at this early stage of Local Plan preparation 

to accommodate and make allowances for the potential 2,000 additional homes that may be 

required to meet Gravesham’s needs.  

Paragraph 5.13 – Sources of Housing Supply (Figure 2) 

Richborough is of the view that the figures included in the sources of supply at Figure 2 and 

paragraph 5.13 remain to be adequately evidenced.  

A pipeline of sites with planning permission for over 7,500 homes is referenced in paragraph 5.13 

of the Consultation Document. However, it has not been possible to find any detail or evidence of 

this pipeline in the documents supporting the current consultation. Paragraph 68 of the NPPF 

requires strategic policy-making authorities to have a clear understanding of the land available in 



 

their area through the preparation of a Land Availability Assessment (LAA). This should take 

account of the availability, suitability and likely economic viability of sites and specify those that are 

‘deliverable’ in years 1-5 and ‘developable’ in years 6-15. 

Richborough understands that a LAA is being prepared but detailed evidence of the pipeline of sites 

should be made available as soon as possible, given that this information already exists, in order 

to ensure that the supply is deliverable and developable. 

Figure 2 identifies a projected windfall allowance of 3,000 homes up to 2040.  

Windfall development is defined in the Glossary of the NPPF as “sites not specifically identified in 

the development plan”. Paragraph 70 also provides background to windfall development and sets 

out the following guidance on when an allowance might be appropriate: 

“Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be 

compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be 

realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability assessment, historic windfall 

delivery rates and expected future trends.” 

Furthermore, in order to be justified and avoid double counting with sites included as commitments 

within the supply, any annual windfall allowance can only be factored in three years after the base 

date. It has been assumed that the current base date of the supply is 1 April 2023, and therefore a 

windfall allowance can only be included from the year 2026/2027. However, if the Local Plan is 

ultimately not adopted until 2026, which seems likely, then the windfall allowance should only be 

added from 2029/2030.  

Therefore, given the requirement of NPPF Paragraph 22 for Local Plans to look ahead fifteen years 

on adoption, it has been assumed that the windfall allowance can only be applied for twelve years 

of any plan period, at the most. 

On this basis, the proposed windfall figure of 3,000 dwelling equates to a likely annual allowance 

of 250 dwellings per annum.  

Whilst historic levels of windfall development may have exceeded that figure in the recent past this 

is likely to be a result of the fact that there hasn’t been an up to date Local Plan for over ten years 

and for much of that time the authority has not been able to demonstrate a five year supply of 

deliverable sites. Richborough is of the view that any assessment of historic windfall development 

should be cognisant of such matters and should only include an allowance where it is possible to 

demonstrate that windfall will continue to be a reliance source of supply in the future.  

Richborough consider the Council has failed to recognise the effect on housing delivery of a newly 

adopted Local Plan with deliverable residential allocations. The change in the strategic Policy 

position on adoption of a new Local Plan in Medway will radically increase the level of investment 

into the Borough’s housing market and increase the number of houses being built with support 

provided by an allocation. The result of this is that there should be a smaller windfall allowance. 

The previous trends in respect of windfall delivery relate primarily due to the datedness of the 

current Plan and the failure of Medway to progress a replacement. 



 

Figure 2 also identifies that there is a requirement to identify residential allocations totalling 19,173 

dwellings. Together with the figures for the pipeline of sites with permission and the windfall 

allowance, both of which Richborough have requested further evidence in order to justify, the overall 

supply totals just 29,756 dwellings. This exceeds the housing need figure of 28,500 dwellings by 

just 1,256 dwellings, which provides flexibility of less than 5% for non-delivery of the pipeline, 

windfall or allocations. This excludes the potential requirement to meet the needs of Gravesham. 

As previously referenced, the historic under-delivery of housing in Medway has been well below the 

relevant annual requirement, which confirms that the current supply of housing land is not flexible 

enough to ensure that land is brought forward at sufficient pace. This has led to issues in respect 

of affordability of housing and Richborough considers the need for additional flexibility be built into 

the emerging land supply to ensure the timely delivery of housing across the Borough throughout 

the Plan Period. Given the level of infrastructure which is required to deliver the future allocations 

combined with the track record of the supply trajectory, Richborough is of the view that the supply 

resilience buffer should be at least 10%, and potentially as high as 15%. 

This is in addition to a non-implementation discount which should be considered for sites in the 

urban area and those on the Hoo Peninsula, which are constrained by viability and the need for 

significant levels of infrastructure. 

Given the long term lack of housing delivery, Richborough is also of the view that the emerging 

Local Plan should make provision for a stand-alone policy which relates to the monitoring of housing 

delivery. This should include provision for identified ‘contingencies’, where it is apparent that 

delivery rates are falling short of what is anticipated. This will formalise a positively prepared 

approach to monitoring housing delivery and stimulating action where necessary. 

Granting planning permission for additional new homes is likely to be the most effective way to 

address any delivery of housing and the contingencies should therefore include the release of 

previously identified ‘reserve’ sites.   

Richborough is therefore of the view that Medway Council should allocate additional sites and 

reserve sites in the Plan that could be released if monitoring continued to show under delivery.  This 

would enable the issue to be addressed promptly, without the need for a full or partial review of the 

Plan.  

Richborough is of the view that the monitoring policy should clearly establish that if monitoring 

shows that the Plan is not delivering housing as required, then Medway will grant permissions for 

additional housing; release reserve sites; and undertake other actions to help bring schemes 

forward, in that order. The Policy wording should also set strict deadlines for publication of 

monitoring each year and failure to do so would trigger the contingencies. The end of the calendar 

year is a reasonable time frame for monitoring data to be collected and published and should be 

identified as the deadline within the Policy. It is important for any under-delivery of housing to be 

addressed as soon as possible. 

Paragraph 5.15  

Richborough supports the clear intention to transform the Borough’s poor track record on housing 

delivery by seeking to meet identified needs and the acknowledgment that this will lead to “the 



 

transformation of urban centre and waterfront areas and large-scale development in suburban and 

rural areas”. 

Richborough supports the strategic approach to the distribution of development referred to in this 

statement, which recognises that the scale of housing need will have transformational impacts 

across the entire Borough. Richborough is of the view that the identified needs can only be met if 

development is allocated across a range of areas, including those where development is most 

viable and not solely focusing on the Hoo peninsula and urban locations. This is particularly the 

case since the withdrawal of the HIF funding. 

The paragraph refers to the Land Availability Assessment identifying a capacity for 38,200 homes 

which will proceed to the next stage of detailed assessment. Richborough supports the intention to 

assess these sites rigorously and agrees that given the Borough-wide constraints in regard to 

environmental considerations, infrastructure requirements and viability, many of these sites will not 

be found to be suitable, available or achievable.  

Richborough is also of the view that rigorous viability work needs to be provided that tests all 

modified development management policies, including changes to Building Regulations and likely 

changes to the NPPF, so as to clearly evidence that they do not result in onerous requirements that 

would prohibit much needed sustainable development being brought forward. 

Urban Regeneration 

Paragraph 5.25 – Issues and Constraints  

Richborough acknowledges the reference to the requirement for new development to be sensitive 

to the designated historic features in the urban area of Chatham. It is critical to the protection of the 

local historic character that new development is of a high quality and sensitively designed to 

complement the historic features in situ. The holistic development of the urban area will be critical 

to achieving this and will inevitably impact on the lead in times and delivery rates of new dwellings 

within this area. 

Richborough notes that the urban area is also affected by the Marine Conservation Zone and 

includes the historically politically sensitive Chatham Waterfront. It is critical that the emerging Local 

Plan rigorously assesses the suitability of sites in this area and whether they can be developed 

sustainably and viably, as well as deliver the typology of housing for which there is a need.  

Paragraph 5.26 – Issues and Constraints associated with viability  

Richborough agrees with the assertion that sites in the urban core area are likely to have greater 

viability constraints due to costs associated with demolition and site remediation as well as the 

usual obligations relating to the provision of affordable housing and infrastructure requirements. A 

Viability Assessment which considers the whole plan, including the ability of sites to meet 

requirements in respect of sustainable construction, accessibility and dwellings standards should 

be undertaken. 

Whilst urban regeneration schemes help deliver housing in sustainable locations and at higher 

densities, the lead-in times for urban sites where there are technical or ownership challenges to 



 

overcome can impact the rate of housing delivery. Too much reliance on urban sites in the Local 

Plan trajectory should be avoided, as much needed housing may be slow to be delivered.  

Richborough also questions the suggested capacity of sites in the urban area given the Council’s 

clarification that 109 of the housing sites in this area have not been proposed by landowners or 

promoters and cannot therefore be classed as available (paragraph 3.1.5 of the LAA Interim 

Report). These sites have most likely been available for several years without development coming 

forward despite Development Briefs being prepared and rising house prices in the areas generally. 

Many of these sites also currently appear to be in alternative uses with no certainty they will come 

forward at all. There does not appear to have been any consideration of implications for current 

uses. The Stage 2 Assessment will clearly need to rigorously assess the urban sites given the 

breadth of constraints in respect of suitability, availability and viability concerns. 

Paragraph 5.27  

Whilst Richborough agrees that residential development in urban areas presents opportunities for 

regeneration, the quantitative and qualitative needs for housing in Medway cannot be met only in 

these areas.  

The PPG provides guidance (paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 3-018-20190722) on assessing the 

suitability of sites and highlights the following factors for consideration:  

• appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development proposed; 

• contribution to regeneration priority areas;  

• environmental/amenity impacts experienced by would be occupiers and neighbouring 

areas. 

Urban core developments are typically high density apartment-led schemes, which deliver smaller 

homes with limited private amenity space. 

Table 6.1 of the Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) (October 2021) provides the overall 

annual dwelling type and tenure mix recommendations and shows that 15-20% of new housing is 

recommended to be 1 bedroom flats and 20-25% 2 or more bedroom flats. While this shows that 

there is an identified need for smaller flatted development in Medway, the majority of the need 

remains for larger houses. These typologies clearly do not accord with town centre locations. 

Paragraph 5.11 of the LHNA confirms that the expected housing choice for 65.3% of older 

households is to downsize. The stakeholder engagement summary provided at paragraph E9 

suggests this is a desire to downsize to bungalows or small units in “community-based” 

developments. These identified needs do not necessarily align with significant urban area growth 

and would more likely be met through suburban development. 

In respect of affordable housing need, Table C9 of the LHNA provides a comparison of existing 

affordable housing stock against annual need by bedroom numbers and it is clear that there is a 

particular shortfall of 4 or more bedroom affordable dwellings. Given the high density nature of 

residential developments in urban locations, due to land availability and viability pressures, it is 



 

unlikely that this shortfall in qualitative affordable housing need is going to be met in urban areas. 

Richborough is also concerned about the potential for such schemes to deliver any affordable 

housing at all given the possible viability issues. Further work is needed to be able to demonstrate 

that the affordable housing need can viably be met at both a Borough-wide level, but particularly on 

sites in the urban area. If affordable housing cannot viably be delivered in these areas, additional 

residential allocations will be required in more viable suburban or rural areas to ensure the 

Borough’s qualitative housing needs are met. 

With regard to the delivery estimations for land in the urban area, such as Chatham Waterfront for 

example, there are inherent risks associated with relying on new residential markets to emerge in 

town centres in order to meet a Borough’s housing requirement. This approach places significant 

burden on these locations given the context of them not being established residential locations with 

appropriate services and amenities and being reliant on developers providing or contributing to new 

residential markets from a standing start. It would therefore be prudent for the emerging Local Plan 

to progress with conservative estimations on delivery in these unproven locations so that if delivery 

falls short this does not undermine the delivery of the Borough-wide housing requirement. It is for 

these reasons that Richborough has suggested applying a non-implementation discount to sites in 

the urban area. For instance, the Submission Version Local Plan for Dover District Council has 

included a 5% non-implementation discount on sites in certain areas within the housing trajectory. 

The urban areas have acknowledged availability and viability challenges and an out of date Local 

Plan that has relied too much on residential development in this location has failed to address the 

market attractiveness of the claimed supply. Richborough are therefore promoting a mixed spatial 

strategy for residential development, with growth being appropriately spread across the Borough to 

urban, suburban and rural locations. 

Suburban Expansion 

Paragraph 5.30 

Richborough supports and agrees with the statement that greenfield suburban sites can be 

developed quickly and respond to market demand, particularly where landowners have confirmed 

the land is available and being promoted for development. Typically, greenfield sites are not 

restricted by viability and are capable of meeting the aims and policies of Local Plans in respect of 

contributions to infrastructure, the delivery of affordable housing and meeting technical 

requirements in respect of sustainable construction and dwelling standards. 

Paragraph 5.31 

Richborough supports the point that suburban residential development can provide opportunities to 

enhance sustainable travel options as well as provide for local services. Such development can 

viably sustain and justify financial contributions which significantly enhance walking and cycling 

connections to major services and/or public transport options. This could include improvements to 

be identified in the Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan. 



 

Paragraph 5.32 - Issues and constraints   

As previously referenced, the suburban areas to the south and east of the District are fairly heavily 

constrained by the Kent Downs AONB, as well as the ecological designations associated with the 

Medway Estuary (Special Protection Area, Ramsar Site and Site of Special Scientific Interest) and 

the Capstone and Riverside Country Parks. The ability to deliver significant levels of residential 

development sustainably alongside these important designations will need to be evidenced. 

Richborough is of the view that the second stage of the LAA will need to evidence how the 

residential development of each site can viably protect against the erosion of these features. 

Richborough is also of the view that Medway Council should look to develop a site selection 

methodology which prioritises sites which minimise impact on these key ecological designations.                                                                                                               

Paragraph 5.34  

Richborough notes that there are concerns over the availability of amenities and services in existing 

towns and neighbourhoods in the southern and eastern suburban areas. It should be ensured that 

any emerging residential allocation can appropriately and viably mitigate for additional pressures 

on existing services, such as schools and doctors. The cost of providing new schools and doctors 

services is likely to require financial contributions from a significant number of residential 

developments; Richborough is of the view that the ability of the unconstrained land in the suburban 

area to generate sufficient funds for these required amenities should be assessed. 

Paragraph 5.35 

The image provided at Map 2, titled “overview of potential sites for Suburban Expansion” shows 

that the identified sites are located in the south east and southern parts of the Borough. Paragraph 

5.35 identifies that: 

“Land in this area lies close to Medway's boundary with neighbouring authorities, particularly Swale 

and Maidstone. Development in these locations would potentially have a cross-border impact. 

Development to the east of Rainham would erode the strategic gap between Rainham and 

Newington and add further to the congestion and pollution issues on the A2. Development to the 

south around the Capstone Valley would potentially adjoin the development of the proposed 

'Lidsing Garden Community' in Maidstone. The landowner is promoting a cross-border masterplan. 

There are a number of potential impacts, including transport, infrastructure and the natural 

environment.”  

In respect of the transport impacts, Richborough consider that there are likely to be substantial 

issues with the proposal to locate significant expansion in the southern parts of the Borough, 

including the ‘Lidsing Garden Community'. Development south of the authority boundary will not 

count towards meeting the housing requirement for Medway, but the resulting traffic will significantly 

impact M2 Junction 4 and the M2 corridor around the south of the Borough. This will potentially limit 

the opportunities available for sites identified within Medway to deliver effective mitigation. 



 

Rural Development 

Paragraph 5.36 – Rural Development Sites 

Richborough are promoting a Rural Development Site for a mixed use residential-led development 

of around 800-900 dwellings, a local centre and new primary school. The Site is Land off Lower 

Rochester Road and has been given the Site Reference SR17 in the Land Availability Assessment 

(LAA). The Site is shown on Map 3 – overview of potential sites for Rural Development. However, it 

should be noted that the Stage 1 Land Availability Assessment proforma for Site SR17 classifies it 

in the ‘Suburban’ Group. 

Richborough submitted the site to Medway Council as part of the Call for Sites consultation in 2023, 

and included a Vision Document with the submission which presented a technical assessment of 

the site, a review of constraints and opportunities and also an Emerging Concept Plan. 

The Site comprises approximately 48.3ha of land to the north of Wainscott and predominantly 

comprises agricultural land. Blacklands Farm lies in the south eastern corner with a residential 

dwelling and six farm buildings. There are Polytunnel structures situated in the eastern extent of 

the Site. Agricultural buildings and hardstanding associated with Sole Street Farm lie within the 

south western corner of the Site.  

The Site is bound to the: 

• North west entirely by Dillywood Lane  

• North east and east by Higham Road / Bunters Hill Road and rear gardens of 

properties along Higham Road 

• South by the A289 Hasted Road, residential properties and a tree belt 

• West by the B2000 Lower Rochester Road, residential properties (Springfield 

Cottages) and agricultural land 

Beyond the A289 Hasted Road to the south is the settlement of Wainscott, whilst to the north, east 

and west is agricultural land with scattered residential dwellings and farms. The Site lies close to 

the boundary with Gravesham Borough Council. The boundary with Gravesham also forms the 

Green Belt boundary to the north, with a small section of Green Belt within the Medway Council 

authority area, to the west of the Site. 

There are existing amenities and services nearby which can be reached on foot, bike or public 

transport, although the scale of the proposed development ensures the Site is relatively self-

sufficient with provision made for a local centre and school. 

The Site is also located close to existing public transport links to Wainscott, Chatham and Strood, 

although there is an opportunity to introduce a bus service through the development; this will most 

likely take the form of a circular service connecting the Site with Wainscott, Strood Railway Station 

and Strood Town Centre, with a 30-minute frequency considered to be viable.  



 

There are two railway stations close to the site, Higham and Strood, both stations have regular 

services to London St Pancras, Luton Airport, Gravesend, Ebbsfleet Maidstone and Chatham. The 

Site is clearly sustainably located. 

The Consultation Document highlights that much of the Hoo peninsula is the subject of statutory 

designations and highlights its national importance in respect of ecology. The Site promoted by 

Richborough is not affected by any statutory ecological designations such as SSSI’s, SPA’s or 

Ramsar sites. 

Paragraph 5.37 – BMV 

There is reference to the large extent of Best and Most Versatile land for agriculture. Given the level 

of housing need across the Borough, including the potential to plan for 2,000 homes from 

Gravesham’s need, Richborough is of the view that there will be a need to allow some loss of BMV 

land to meet the housing needs in full. 

Paragraph 5.40 – Hoo Peninsula 

The opportunities identified in respect of Rural Development appear to relate primarily to land on 

the periphery of the peninsula or around the settlement of Hoo. The assertion in respect of the ability 

of Hoo to deliver planned growth without the HIF funding programme will need to be fully evidenced 

and justified as the Local Plan preparation progresses. 

Richborough contend that Hoo can accommodate a level of residential growth but any 

transformational change of this area of the Borough will be severely hampered by highway and 

accessibility constraints as well as the need to provide additional services and amenities. The 

existing highway capacity issues will need to be comprehensively addressed, including those at the 

Four Elms Roundabout, as part of any Local Plan that seeks to allocate a strategic level of growth 

at Hoo.  

There is a high dependence on private vehicles for most residents on the Hoo Peninsula given its 

relative poor access to public transport and the capacity constraints of junctions on the existing 

nearby road network. Future evidence base documents will need to clearly demonstrate how these 

constraints are to be overcome.  

There are a handful of Rural Development sites that are less constrained by existing highway issues 

given their location closer to Wainscott and Strood. The Site promoted by Richborough is included 

in this tranche of sites and is also located close to the existing services and amenities of Wainscott, 

south of the A289. While the categorisation of sites in the Consultation Document does not comprise 

a spatial strategy for the distribution of growth, Richborough would question how the categorisation 

has been made. It can be argued, based on the Opportunities presented in the Consultation 

Document, that the SR17 Site is more closely aligned to the matters of relevance to the Suburban 

Development sites, rather than the highway focussed Rural Development site matters.   

Richborough welcome further consultation with Medway Council and the Local Highway Authority 

on the access strategy for Site SR17, although a technical assessment of the local highway network 

has shown that the development of the Site for 800 dwellings can be safely accommodated within 

the highway network with the primary point of access being from Lower Rochester Road. The 



 

Emerging Concept Plan provided within the submitted Vision Document indicates a proposed new 

roundabout on this stretch of road. The Vision Document also refers to improvements to the Four 

Elms Roundabout, including an integrated left turn lane to ease congestion at this key pinch point. 

This work was originally due to be funded by HIF but is now proposed to be funded and provided 

by promoters of SR17, which is a major benefit of the proposals.   

Richborough are aware of wider highway improvement schemes under consideration (some of 

which were reliant on the former HIF funding programme) and considers junction improvements 

proposed as part of proposed development at Site SR17 will help realise the aim of reducing 

congestion levels at Four Elms Roundabout and increasing capacity towards the Hoo peninsula.  

Paragraph 5.45 

As previously referenced, the development of Site SR17 could include the provision of a new 30-

minute circular bus route, thus linking the site to Wainscott, Chatham and Strood. Further 

improvements to cycle links, including connecting into the national cycle network are also being 

considered and could potentially be included within the Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure 

Plan. National Cycle Network (NCN) Route 1 passes along the northeastern frontage of the site on 

Higham Road and Bunters Hill Road, providing a cycle connection to Higham Railway Station to 

the northwest of the site, which takes less than 15 minutes. There are fewer highway constraints 

associated with Site SR17 than a transformative scale of development at Hoo and the site can be 

delivered without external funding.  

Site SR17 can also link more easily to the existing services and amenities to the south of the site 

at Wainscott and Strood. There is therefore less reliance on developer contributions or funding 

streams to deliver new amenities and services required to make development deliverable than is 

required at Hoo. Developer contributions from Site SR17 can contribute to the improvement of 

existing services and amenities. 

Green Belt Release 

Paragraph 5.52 

The NPPF states that the Government attaches great importance to the Green Belt and its 

fundamental aim is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Whilst the Green 

Belt is not an environmental designation, it is a strategic planning tool which was introduced to 

manage the growth of urban areas. It is therefore wholly appropriate to revisit Green Belt boundaries 

when development requirements justify this.  

Richborough do not consider it necessary for an authority such as Medway, with only 5% of its land 

as Green Belt, to propose the removal of Breen Belt parcels for residential development as 

exceptional circumstances are unlikely to be demonstrated. While Medway is also constrained by 

ecological designations, the Green Belt in Medway plays an important role in maintaining the 

strategic gap between local settlements, including Strood and Higham, Cuxton and Meopham and 

Snodland and Rochester.  

The possible cross authority development sites and emerging allocations on the boundary of 

Medway are coming forward in the context of Gravesham, Maidstone and Tonbridge and Malling 



 

being heavily constrained by Green Belt. The Green Belt sites in Medway, as referenced in the 

Consultation Document, also include significant swathes of the Kent Downs AONB. These 

designations are afforded national policy protection, and the loss of these sites are to be avoided 

wherever possible. Paragraph 176 of the NPPF states “Great weight should be given to conserving 

and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty which have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues…” 

There is sufficient land outside the Green Belt in Medway, brownfield and greenfield land, to meet 

housing needs. Richborough do not consider the possibility of providing a cross authority 

development an exceptional circumstance to justify Green Belt loss when suitable sites, such as 

Site SR17, are available. Paragraph 141 of the NPPF confirms before concluding that exceptional 

circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making 

authority should be able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for 

meeting its identified need for development.  
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