Paragraph 5.5.39 — The fallacy of “centrality in the Borough” as an asset

Almost a cast-off ‘aside’, this short statement goes to the heart of why
the TAO is fundamentally “unsound”, making the whole Local Plan
“unsound” while the TAO text and SPG Policy AO1 remain.

This paragraph describes “Teynham” as “well situated at the heart of the
borough”. What is represented here as a key ‘strength’ for placement of
the TAO is, in fact, the embodiment of its greatest weaknesses and
vulnerability.

(a) The “Service Rate” of the A2 is already exceeded. The two
communities in Teynham Parish and Lynsted with Kingsdown Parish
(LKP) where they meet along the A2 (SBC shorthand “Teynham”) sits on
a stretch of the A2 from Teynham to Newington that present the most
concern for KCC Highways and Transport. It is their judgement that this
6.5 mile stretch is already operating beyond its “service rate”.

(b) “Teynham” is equidistant from the two principal service centres —
Sittingbourne and Faversham. “Centrality” in the Borough means
Teynham is equally isolated from access to the depth and range of
services, employment, retail, health, and so on.

I Unlike our two towns, Teynham is not a destination of choice to meet
the complex needs of rural households of today. Nor is Teynham a
destination for more distant towns and cities.

(d) Teynham not only sits at the heart of the Borough it sits at the
boundary of two Local Health Authorities. Consequently, “Teynham”
residents are as far away as it is possible to be in Swale from our main
hospitals. With more development and increased frequency and
duration of congestion, residents also lack direct public transport to ANY
of those hospitals. Teynham is the furthest it is possible to be from the
M2 and the major road network!

“Teynham” is a place currently that 14,000 vehicles pass through each
day largely to conduct business elsewhere. Under a combination of
existing “Bearing Fruits” allocations in Bapchild, Teynham and Ospringe
and the 1,100 additional allocated homes under TAO, the daily traffic
burden will rise to 22,500 vehicles daily. No amount of “active travel”
will dent that figure, buses will be equally congested and unreliable,
trains are a ‘minority sport’. The fact is that rural communities rely on



cars and vans to manage complex lives and demands on our time. A
bypass simply attracts up to 40% more traffic [CPRE Study], which will
spread a deeper and more widely spread cloud of harmful pollution
along the corridor of the A2. | attach a Report from CPRE that reveals
the figures used by Swale Borough Council are open to doubt and
degrees of pollution (NO2, PM2.5 and PM10) experienced at AQMAS are
experienced up to one kilometre distance from the A2.

SBC has negligently promoted an idea of TAO without traffic modelling,
without pollution modelling, without continuous monitoring of daily
fluctuations in severe pollution episodes, without involving KCC
Highways (especially with the pointless bypass) — see paragraph 5.5.40.
This nonsense is nothing short of negligence towards the health and
wellbeing of those trapped “at the heart of the Borough.” There is no
advantage to being “at the heart of the Borough” if the result is
‘dumping’ inhuman levels of traffic, congestion and pollution into rural
villages and communities and gateways to our local towns. SBC has no
business adding ANY new housing between Sittingbourne and
Ospringe if it is to achieve its direct and exclusive legal responsibilities
under National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Guidance to
avoid “cumulative impact” of new homes on existing AQMAs. What we
are talking about is a minimum of 50% uplift in traffic. SBC has
repeatedly buried its head in the sand when it comes to their legal
responsibilities under NPPF for cumulative pollution impacts in existing
AQMA:s.




