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The Independent Group (on Medway Council)
C/0 17 Grandsire Gardens
THE Hoo
Hoo Peninsula
INDEPENDENT T
GROUP Kent
ON MEDWAY COUNCIL ME3 9LH
Tuesday 29t July 2025.
Dave Harris

Chief Planning Officer

Local Planning Authority (Medway Council)
Gun Wharf, Dock Road

Chatham, Kent

ME4 4TR

CC: Catherine Smith (Head of Planning Policy), Richard Hicks (Chief Executive), Bhupinder Gill
(Monitoring Officer), Medway Councillors, Sue Groves MBE (Disability Access, Inclusion and Awareness
Campaigner), The Planning Inspectorate and Disability Rights UK.

Dear Dave Harris (Chief Planning Officer),

Re: Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan consultation - Planning
Inspectorate Model Representation Form (PINS).

We write to you as The Independent Group (TIG) on Medway Council, representing the communities of
Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Wainscott, Frindsbury, Upnor, Chattenden, Hoo and High Halstow on the
Hoo Peninsula.

This letter concerns the publishing of the Planning Inspectorate Model Representation Form (PINS) on
Medway Council’s website on Monday 28t July, and therefore the requirement for a four-week
extension to the Regulation 19 consultation. This letter is also being copied to The Planning
Inspectorate, and a copy will be provided to the Independent Inspector during the Examination of the
Local Plan.

Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan consultation began on Monday 30t
June, and is due to end on Monday 11t August 2025. On Friday 25 July, an email titled “Medway
Local Plan e-bulletin: Edition 5 (Summer 2025)” was sent to recipients, including Medway Councillors.
This communication stated the following:

“If you choose to provide feedback via email or post as an alternative to providing feedback via our
online consultation portal, we recommend using our model representation form. This is a short form
which ensures your feedback is legally compliant with the responses we require from you for the
Regulation 19 consultation. This includes answering whether the draft Local Plan is : - Legally
compliant, - Legally sound, - Complies with the duty to co-operate. The form can be downloaded from
our Local Plan website over the next few days.”

This is the first time such a form has been mentioned during the six-week consultation period. The
communication makes clear the form ensures feedback is legally compliant, and therefore, it will be
accepted by Medway Council and passed to the Independent Inspector. On Monday 28t July, Medway
Council published the form called “Planning Inspectorate Model Representation Form” on the Council’'s
website, along with the following explanatory wording:

“You can also submit your comments by completing the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) Model
Representation Form. You can then send your comments by email or post:

email: planning.policy@medway.gov.uk
post: Planning Service, Medway Council, Gun Wharf, Chatham, Kent, ME4 4TR.”
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This wording makes clear that any representations and comments will only be accepted with a
completed Planning Inspectorate Model Representation Form - a form published four-weeks into the six-
week consultation period. TIG is very concerned about the representations and comments submitted
between Monday 30t June and Monday 28t July not being accepted by the Local Planning Authority,
and as a result these representations and comments not being passed onto the Independent Inspector.

Furthermore, Medway Council admits (on the Council’s website) “The Planning Inspecorate (PINS)
Model Representation Form has accessibility issues” and “If you need information on this website in a
different format like accessible PDF, large print, easy read, audio recording or braille you can fill in our
online form... We’ll consider your request and get back to you in 20 working days.” This means those
who require accessible formats, including an accessible format of the Planning Inspectorate Model
Representation Form, won’t receive one until after the consultation deadline of Monday 11t August.

This is clearly an unacceptable situation which calls into question the present lawfulness of the
Regulation 19 consultation. The only reasonable course of action, to ensure the consultation complies
with the Gunning Principles and other relevant legislation (such as the Equality Act), is for the Local
Planning Authority to extend the consultation deadline by four-weeks. Meaning the new consultation
deadline would be Monday 8t September 2025.

This would ensure a legitimate and full six-week consultation is carried out, with the public (including
those with accessibility requirements) having access to all documents or information needed to make
comments or representations.

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you.

George Croger Michael Pearce  RowSands

Councillor George Crozer (Ind) Councillor Michael Pearce (Ind) Councillor Ron Sands (Ind)
Leader Deputy Leader Group Whip
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

tligabetiv Twpinv  Johww Williams
Councillor Elizabeth Turpin (Ind)  Councillor John Williams (Ind)
Strood Rural Ward Strood Rural Ward
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The Independent Group (on Medway Council)
C/0 17 Grandsire Gardens

THE Hoo

Hoo Peninsula

INDEPENDENT Rochester
GROUP Kent

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL M E3 9LH

Wednesday 6t August 2025.

Dave Harris

Chief Planning Officer

Local Planning Authority (Medway Council)
Gun Wharf, Dock Road

Chatham, Kent

ME4 4TR

CC: Catherine Smith (Head of Planning Policy), Richard Hicks (Chief Executive), Bhupinder Gill
(Monitoring Officer), Medway Councillors and The Planning Inspectorate.

Dear Dave Harris (Chief Planning Officer),

Re: Medway Council’'s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan consultation - consultation period
extension due to amended/updated evidence base documents.

We write to you as The Independent Group (TIG) on Medway Council, representing the communities of
Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Wainscott, Frindsbury, Upnor, Chattenden, Hoo and High Halstow on the
Hoo Peninsula.

This letter concerns the requirement for a consultation period extension due to amended/updated
evidence base documents being published approximately halfway through the Regulation 19
consultation. This letter is also being copied to The Planning Inspectorate, and a copy will be provided
to the Independent Inspector during the Examination of the Local Plan.

Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan consultation began on Monday 30t
June, and is due to end on Monday 11t August 2025. An evidence base document called “Medway LP
Regulation 19 - Proportionality Assessment” was published at the start of the consultation (this
document was created on Friday 27t June 2025). The proportionality assessment forms part of the
Strategic Transport Assessment - crucial for the plan’s evidence base.

On Tuesday 15% July, Medway Council published a revised version of this evidence base document, with
the changes explained as: “Updated values in Table 4-1. Addition of the interim junction mitigation
analysis (Section 3)” within the document itself and: “Revision 2 - added Section 3 and updated values
in Table 4-1.” on the consultation platform. As well as making changes to tables and introducing three
new ones, the revision has included a very large and entirely new additional section called “Junction
Mitigation Analysis”, which is broken down into: “Models Used”, “Temporal Assessment Methodology”,
“Interim Junction Performance Assessment” and “Summary”. None of this was present in the
previous/original version.

These changes are not minor amendments to the evidence base, they are significant and fundamental -
particularly because the document forms part of the Strategic Transport Assessment - a key
sustainability concern with the proposed development in the plan. The original document published on
Monday 30t June contained 14 pages, but this new revised version published on Tuesday 15t July
contains 523 pages - an increase of 509 pages.

This revised evidence base has been published more than two weeks into the six-week consultation
period, based on the date of the revision stated in the Strategic Transport Assessment document
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concerned. However, it’s difficult to determine when the revised document was actually published into
the public domain by Medway Council.

To ensure procedural fairness and a lawful Regulation 19 consultation based on the Gunning Principles
and other relevant legislation, the only reasonable course of action is for the Local Planning Authority
(Medway Council) to extend the consultation period to take account of this significant revision to the
evidence base. The six-week consultation needs to effectively restart from the point the revised
“Medway LP Regulation 19 - Proportionality Assessment” was published into the public domain.
Assuming a date of Tuesday 15% July, this means the new end date for the Regulation 19 consultation
must be Tuesday 26t August 2025.

This would ensure a legitimate, lawful and full six-week consultation is carried out, with the public
having access to all documents or information needed to make comments or representations.

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you.

George Croger Michael Pearcee  RonwSands

Councillor George Crozer (Ind) Councillor Michael Pearce (Ind) Councillor Ron Sands (Ind)
Leader Deputy Leader Group Whip
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

Eligabethv Twpinv  JohwmWilliams
Councillor Elizabeth Turpin (Ind)  Councillor John Williams (Ind)
Strood Rural Ward Strood Rural Ward
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The Independent Group (on Medway Council)

C/0 17 Grandsire Gardens

THE Hoo

Hoo Peninsula

INDEPENDENT Rochester
GROUP Kent

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL ME3 9|_H
Friday 1st August 2025.

Local Planning Authority
Medway Council

Gun Wharf, Dock Road
Chatham, Kent

ME4 4TR

CC: Dave Harris (Chief Planning Officer), Catherine Smith (Head of Planning Policy), Hoo Peninsula
Parish Councils, Medway Councillors, Natural England, RSPB, Kent Wildlife Trust, Buglife and CPRE
Kent.

Dear Local Planning Authority (LPA),
Re: Medway Council’s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan consultation - NPPF para 11b.

We write to you as The Independent Group (TIG) on Medway Council, representing the communities of
Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Wainscott, Frindsbury, Upnor, Chattenden, Hoo and High Halstow on the
Hoo Peninsula.

This representation concerns Medway Council’'s Regulation 19 pre-submission draft Local Plan
consultation, specifically the objectively assessed housing need figure (based on the standard method
housing target) and paragraph 11b of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). We believe the
Local Plan is not legally compliant or “sound” and it does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Because these matters and issues can’t be rectified with main modifications, we therefore oppose the
plan and recommend its immediate withdrawal. Please pass this representation to the Independent
Inspector for the Examination of the plan (Regulation 20).

1. Overview of the Hoo Peninsula.

1.1 The Hoo Peninsula is a unique rural community consisting of the best and most versatile
agricultural land (predominately Grade 1) and internationally and nationally protected habitats
(RAMSAR, SPA, SAC, SSSI, NNR etc.). Notable species and habitats include the largest national heronry
(the Grey Heron) at Northward Hill and the best national site for Nightingale at Lodge Hill. Over 300,000
migratory birds depend on the habitats of the Hoo Peninsula for their survival, and these wetlands and
marshes form part of the East Coast Wetlands proposal for a Natural World Heritage Site (supported by
the RSPB and Government).

2. Objectively assessed housing need:
2.1 The LPA’s Local Plan document states the following:

6.1.2. “A primary purpose of the new Local Plan is to meet the needs of Medway’s communities for
housing. The Council is using the government’s Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need.
As of May 2025, this is defined as 1,636 homes a year. There is a need for 24,540 homes over the
plan period to 2041. The development strategy set out in this plan provides for

meeting full housing needs in Medway.”
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2.2 The Medway Council area is within the top 40% of most densely populated local authority areas in
England (2021 census), and is also one of the most densely populated areas in the South East. The
scale of development proposed in the Local Plan is significant - building 1,636 houses a year is
equivalent to building a settlement the size of Rochester Riverside, or a settlement twice the size of
High Halstow village on the Hoo Peninsula. The impact from this scale of development will have a
significant adverse effect on designated habitats and wildlife.

3. Interim Habitats Regulations Assessment:
3.1 The LPA’s Interim Habitats Regulation Assessment states the following:

E11. “This HRA report has however not been able to reach a conclusion regarding potential adverse air
quality impacts upon the site integrity of the North Kent Marshes European sites or the North Downs
Woodlands SAC, or recreational impacts upon the North Kent Marshes European sites. Further air
quality modelling work, to be commissioned by the Council, and the final Hoo Peninsula Strategic
Environmental Programme, will be evaluated to further inform the appropriate assessment. Once the
results of the air quality modelling and the Hoo Peninsula Strategic Environmental Programme and
have been evaluated, this HRA report can be updated and finalised.”

“8.3.8. Other mitigation strategies across the UK have excluded development within a 400m zone
where urbanisation effects are likely. The bird disturbance research undertaken on behalf of the North
Kent Environmental Planning Group looked at the possibility of including an exclusion zone within the
SAMMS Bird Wise scheme (see Section 7.2 for more details on the Bird Wise scheme). This concluded
that a ‘sterile’ zone of no development around the North Kent SPAs would encompass ports, town
centres, very built-up residential areas and contaminated brownfield sites and therefore development
would potentially be halted or pushed to greenfield sites and prevent the regeneration of urban
centres159. As such, a coastwide 400m exclusion zone was not considered further as part of the
SAMMS. As noted in paragraph 3.8.3, a 400m buffer zone may also not be appropriate given the
nature of the Hoo Peninsula which is open and rural and also the qualifying avian species which are
coastal rather than heathland / woodland birds.”

3.2 Concerningly, the Interim Habitats Regulations Assessment confirms there are potential adverse
effects on habitats from the scale of development proposed in the plan area, particularly on the Hoo
Peninsula. This is clearly unacceptable and does not constitute sustainable development. From the
outset, the plan is not justified or consistent with national policy - therefore the plan is “unsafe” to
proceed.

3.3 The LPA’s opposition to a 400m no-development buffer zone (designed to protect habitats) is based
on outdated evidence from a report produced in 2014 called “Liley, D. & Underhill-Day, J. (2013).
Thames, Medway and Swale Estuaries - Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy.
Unpublished report by Footprint Ecology.” The nationwide mitigation strategies referred to, including the
400m+ buffer zones, have been introduced post 2014 and post this report. The LPA’s position on this
matter is completely untenable and unjustified. In fact, the LPA had previously proposed various sized
buffer zones, including the 2013 Lodge Hill Core Strategy and the now withdrawn 2021 draft Local Plan
(a minimum 150m buffer).

3.4 The LPA does not currently have a signed Duty to Cooperate statement with Natural England. This
is not legally complaint and only compounds the significant risk of adverse harm to habitat sites from
the proposed allocations and development in the Local Plan.

4. Sustainability Appraisal:

4.1 Volume 1 of 3 of the LPA’s Sustainability Appraisal (Non-technical Summary) states the following:

N35. “At the time of writing, the HRA process has not been able to reach a conclusion regarding air
quality and recreational impacts on the SPA and Ramsar sites. Further air quality modelling work and a
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final Hoo Peninsula Strategic Environmental Programme will be evaluated to inform the final HRA. The
effect of the MLP on European sites is currently uncertain.”

N46. “The worst performing SDO is the Hoo Peninsula, ranking the lowest against a number of SA
Objectives, with potential adverse effects associated with the introduction of a large quantum of growth
in small settlements and in proximity to sensitive ecological receptors.”

4.2 Similar to the Interim Habitats Regulations Assessment, the Sustainability Appraisal also confirms
there are potential adverse effects on the Hoo Peninsula’s habitats from the scale of development
proposed, and that the situation is currently uncertain. The Hoo Peninsula is the worst performing
Spatial Development Option (SDO), with alternative options such as the urban centre and suburban
locations performing the best (particularly concerning ecological impacts). The LPA’s spatial strategy is
irrational and is in clear conflict with the evidence base and supporting documentation.

5. Paragraph 11b of the NPPF:

5.1 The NPPF outlines key tests and fundamental safeguards to protect areas or assets of particular
importance, including habitats. Paragraph 11b is crucial with regards to plan-making and the LPA’s
approach, especially considering the highly sensitive and constrained plan-area. Notwithstanding the
objectively assessed housing need, based on the standard method housing target, the LPA must avoid
adverse impacts on habitats by reducing the scale, type and distribution of development within the plan
area.

“11. Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development.
For plan-making this means 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, unless:

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance
provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan

area, or

ii. 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.”

5.2 Based on the published Habitats Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal, and
applying paragraph 11b of the NPPF, the LPA must significantly reduce the development allocations
adjacent to, or near to, protected habitats within the plan area. This means removing the development
allocations around Chattenden, Hoo St. Werburgh, High Halstow and Kingsnorth on the environmentally
sensitive Hoo Peninsula. The LPA can justify this approach because of the exceptional circumstances.

6. Conclusion:

6.1 The NPPF provides a tangible and legally defendable basis for the LPA to reduce the overall scale,
type and distribution of development within the plan area - including reducing residential allocations
within a very environmentally sensitive and already very densely populated location. The adverse
impacts on areas or assets of particular importance, particularly internationally and nationally protected
habitat sites, would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the development - when
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.
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6.2 It appears to us the Local Plan is instead “developer led” because considerations concerning
habitats, and other sustainability matters, are an afterthought by the LPA, when they should be at the
forefront of the plan and decision making. This is contrary to the principles or purpose of the NPPF and
the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Because the proposed development in the plan
does not meet the key tests of sustainability, the presumption is not engaged. The plan is not legally
compliant, justified or consistent with national policy, and is therefore “unsound”.

6.3 The LPA’s approach does not follow the avoid, mitigate and compensate hierarchy - the LPA is
“putting the cart before the horse” and allocating significant development, particularly on the Hoo
Peninsula, without safeguards and conclusions being in place to avoid adverse harm. The modifications
required to make the Local Plan “sound” are significant - therefore, the only reasonable course of action
is for the plan to be withdrawn by the LPA.

Thank you and kind regards.

George Croger Michael Pearces  RowSands

Councillor George Crozer (Ind) Councillor Michael Pearce (Ind) Councillor Ron Sands (Ind)
Leader Deputy Leader Group Whip
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

tligabethv Twrpinvv  Johmw Williaums
Councillor Elizabeth Turpin (Ind)  Councillor John Williams (Ind)
Strood Rural Ward Strood Rural Ward
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