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About The Independent Group (TIG)

 

The Independent Group (TIG) is a group of five Independent Councillors who sit on Medway Council.  We 

represent the following Medway Council Wards and the following rural villages on the Hoo Peninsula in 

Kent: 

Strood Rural Ward:  Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Frindsbury, Wainscott and Upnor. 

Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward:  Chattenden, Hoo St Werburgh, High Halstow and Kingsnorth. 

Cllr. Turpin and Cllr. Williams represent Strood Rural Ward (achieving over 52.5% of the vote at the 2023 

Local Election) and Cllr. Crozer (Group Leader), Cllr. Pearce (Deputy Group Leader) and Cllr. Sands 

(Group Whip) represent Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward (achieving over 70% of the vote at the 

2023 Local Election).  TIG represents a clear and significant majority of the electorate on the Hoo Peninsula 

- 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 existing development plan for the Hoo Peninsula includes two recently adopted Neighbourhood Plans:  

(1) Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan and (2) Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood 

Plan.   

TIG also supports the residents and Parish Councils of All Saints Ward:  Allhallows, St. Mary Hoo, Stoke 

and Grain. 

 

Executive Summary

 

This representation by TIG objects to the Design & Access Statement (DAS) submitted by Gladman 

Developments for MC/23/1934 (land off Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh). In summary, the DAS is 

founded on an out-of-date policy baseline, does not demonstrate compliance with the made Hoo St 

Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024), and fails to evidence conformity with the 

December 2024 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) tests for well-designed, sustainable, 

movement-led places. Determination must be in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise, and proposals that conflict with an up-to-date plan “should not usually be 

granted.”  

Why the DAS fails as decision-making evidence 

 Out-of-date national policy baseline. The DAS explicitly assesses against the July 2021 NPPF and 

quotes paragraph 126 (now renumbered and updated), rather than the December 2024 NPPF that 

applies to decision-taking “from the day of its publication.” This undermines the weight of its 

conclusions on design quality and policy compliance. 

 Failure to engage with the made Neighbourhood Plan design code expectations. The DAS leans 

on general tools (National Design Guide, BHL, MfS) but does not demonstrate a response to the 

locally-specific AECOM Design Codes that inform Neighbourhood Plan policy HOO6 and its 

interpretation. HOO6 requires locally distinctive design, active frontages, context-appropriate 
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boundary treatments (flint/brick walls and hedges), and high-quality public realm connected to 

surrounding paths. The DAS does not evidence measurable, code-based compliance with these 

criteria. 

 Conflict with NPPF’s design tests. The 2024 NPPF requires that plans and decisions secure 

beautiful, high-quality, sustainable places and that developments “are sympathetic to local character 

and history… while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change.” On the face of 

the material provided, the DAS does not translate these outcomes into binding, locally-anchored 

parameters or codes to secure quality at reserved matters.  

 Movement-first design is asserted, not secured. The outline scheme promotes a new access from 

Ratcliffe Highway and refers to a bus route/cycleway and upgraded links; however, it offers no 

enforceable mechanism, layout principles, or standards that prioritise sustainable modes in line with 

NPPF 115–117 (e.g., hierarchy giving priority first to walking and cycling; streets/parking designed 

to current national guidance) and Neighbourhood Plan policies HOO11/HOO12 on active travel and 

rights of way. 

 Green/blue infrastructure claims are broad but untested against local policy outcomes. 
Although the DAS cites 43% green infrastructure with a LEAP, community orchard and an 

attenuation pond, it does not show how these elements achieve HOO8 outcomes (habitat 

protection/BNG; landscape transition zones; retention and integration of trees/hedgerows; 

safeguarding settlement separation) or commit to native species palettes and buffers where required.  

 Housing standards and climate-positive design are unspecified. The DAS provides no binding 

commitments that would secure HOO5 requirements at outline stage (cycle storage, EV charging, 

screened refuse, access to private/shared amenity) or HOO6 expectations for carbon-reducing design 

measures and SuDS as integral place-shaping, to be enforced in later phases. 

Key conflicts with the development plan (Neighbourhood Plan, September 2024) 

 HOO6: Design. Proposals must deliver locally distinctive places, active frontages, context-

appropriate boundary treatments, connected public realm and climate-positive design. The DAS’ 

reliance on generic national guidance, without a place-specific code or secured design parameters, 

fails to demonstrate compliance with HOO6(2)–(3) and its interpretation.  

 HOO8: Landscape & Environment. Development should avoid significant harm to landscape 

character and habitats, retain trees/hedgerows, and include landscape transition zones where creating 

a new urban edge. The DAS does not evidence how its edge treatments, species selection, buffers, 

and SuDS will meet HOO8(4)–(7),(10).  

 HOO11: Sustainable Transport & Active Travel / HOO12: Paths. New development must 

prioritise walking/cycling, provide permeable, safe and attractive networks, and enhance PRoW 

where adjacent. The DAS’ high-level references to a “proposed bus route and cycle way” and PRoW 

“upgrade” lack the scheme-wide hierarchy, standards and frontages needed to satisfy HOO11 and 

HOO12. 

 HOO5: Housing Standards. All dwellings require cycle storage, EV charging, screened refuse, and 

access to amenity space; play/recreation should be within easy walking distance. These outcomes are 

not secured through outline controls or enforceable conditions offered in the DAS.  

Key conflicts with the NPPF (December 2024) 

 Decision-making primacy of the development plan. Planning law requires decisions be made “in 

accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” With a 

made Neighbourhood Plan forming part of the development plan, non-conforming proposals should 

be refused.  
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 Presumption and key policies. Where the presumption is engaged, decision-takers must have 

“particular regard to key policies for directing development to sustainable locations… securing well-

designed places.” Those key policies include 110 & 115 (transport) and 135 & 139 (design). The 

DAS does not show compliance with these anchors.  

 Sustainable transport first. NPPF 110 locates significant development where it limits the need to 

travel and offers a genuine choice of modes. NPPF 115 requires that sustainable modes are 

prioritised, with street/parking design reflecting current national guidance; NPPF 117(a) requires 

priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements. The DAS does not secure these outcomes across the 

layout.  

 Securing well-designed places. NPPF 131 states: “The creation of high quality, beautiful and 

sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process 

should achieve.” NPPF 135 expects developments to function well, be visually attractive with 

effective landscaping, and be “sympathetic to local character and history.” The DAS’ generic 

approach does not evidence delivery of these outcomes through binding, locally-derived codes.  

Material content issues within the DAS 

 The DAS presents “land for up to 240 new houses” with GI headlines (LEAP, orchard, attenuation 

pond) and a new vehicular access with a “proposed bus route and cycle way,” but these are not 

framed by enforceable design/movement codes or conditions that would guarantee policy outcomes 

at reserved matters.  

 While it asserts 43% green infrastructure and an upgraded PRoW, the document does not test 

settlement-edge effects, native species strategy, or quantify biodiversity net gain against local 

standards–matters central to HOO8.  

Conclusion and recommendation 

Given the identified conflicts with Neighbourhood Plan policies HOO5, HOO6, HOO8, HOO11 and 

HOO12, and the failure to demonstrate compliance with the design and transport principles of the December 

2024 NPPF (notably 110, 115, 131, 135), the DAS does not provide a robust basis for approving the scheme 

“in accordance with the development plan.” The proposal should be refused unless and until a revised, 

locally-coded and movement-led design package is submitted which demonstrably satisfies the 

Neighbourhood Plan and the 2024 NPPF.  

 

Chapter 1: Policy & Site Context

 

1.1 The development plan and the legal starting point 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires decisions to be taken in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. For Hoo St 

Werburgh & Chattenden, the development plan comprises the Medway Local Plan (2003) and the Hoo St 

Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (made September 2024). The NPPF confirms that made 

neighbourhood plans form part of the development plan (see Annex 2, definition of “development plan”).  

The Neighbourhood Plan also records that the 2003 Medway Local Plan is now “somewhat out-of-date”, 

hence the NP provides the up-to-date, locally specific design, landscape and movement requirements that 

carry statutory weight for decision-taking.  
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Implication: The DAS must demonstrate clear compliance with the NP’s detailed, made policies; generic 

references to national guidance are not sufficient. 

 

1.2 National policy baseline (NPPF, December 2024) 

Presumption & decision-taking. Paragraph 11 requires approving proposals that accord with an up-to-

date development plan “without delay”; and where policies are out-of-date, the tilted balance applies having 

“particular regard” among others to directing development to sustainable locations and securing well-

designed places.  

Sustainable transport. The NPPF requires a vision-led approach (para 109) and states: “Significant 

development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need 

to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes” (para 110). It also requires plans and decisions 

to prioritise sustainable transport modes, ensure safe and suitable access for all users, and ensure street and 

parking design reflects current national guidance, including the National Design Guide and National Model 

Design Code (para 115). Applications should “give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements … and 

second … to facilitating access to high quality public transport” (para 117).  

Design quality. The NPPF requires up-front design vision/codes (paras 132–134) and that decisions ensure 

development: functions well over its lifetime; is visually attractive with good architecture, layout and 

landscaping; is sympathetic to local character and history; establishes a strong sense of place; optimises site 

potential; and creates safe, inclusive and accessible places (para 135). The Framework also states: 

“Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design 

policies … such as design guides and codes.” (para 139).  

Implication: The proposal must evidence a neighbourhood-aligned design code response, prioritise 

walking/cycling and public transport in street layout and access, and show tangible delivery (not aspiration) 

of those outcomes. 

 

1.3 Neighbourhood policy baseline (made September 2024) 

HOO6: Design – requires locally distinctive design that complements Hoo’s historic and rural character, 

with use of local materials, careful boundary treatments and climate-positive, well-landscaped public realm, 

drawing on the AECOM Design Codes and National Model Design Code.  

HOO8: Landscape & Environment – expects robust landscape structure, settlement-edge mitigation and 

biodiversity-led green infrastructure that respects views and transitions to countryside.  

HOO11: Sustainable Transport & Active Travel – requires layouts that prioritise active and sustainable 

travel over private car use, provide secure cycle storage/EV charging, ensure streets are not dominated by 

parking, and create permeable, safe and attractive walking/cycling networks that connect to facilities and 

public transport.  

HOO12: Paths – development must not adversely affect PRoW safety or accessibility and should take 

opportunities to enhance safety, amenity and accessibility of PRoW, National Cycle Route and bridleways 

(including the Saxon Shore Way), e.g., by active frontages and surveillance.  

Implication: Compliance requires site-specific demonstration of edge treatments, materials, buffers, and 

movement networks that deliver NP outcomes on day one, secured by conditions/obligations and/or design 

codes. 
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1.4 The application and DAS baseline (what Gladman propose) 

The DAS supports up to 240 dwellings on a 12.0 ha site at the western edge of Hoo St Werburgh, with 6.85 

ha residential and 5.15 ha (claimed 43%) green infrastructure. Vehicular access is a new junction onto 

Ratcliffe Highway with an internal spine road that is intended to operate as a combined bus and cycle route 

linking to the village centre and adjacent land should it come forward. The scheme refers to an upgraded 

PRoW, a LEAP, an incidental play space, a community orchard, and an attenuation pond.  

Street hierarchy (“The Avenue”, “Village Streets”, “Green Lanes”) is described, with no garages and rear 

parking along The Avenue (higher density), and garages/side parking in lower-density edge streets. The 

DAS asserts streets will prioritise pedestrians/cyclists and that car parking “will not dominate”, but specifics 

and controls are deferred to later stages.  

The DAS was finalised August 2023 and explicitly anchors itself to NPPF (July 2021) and Manual for 

Streets (2007/2010); it even quotes former para 126 of the 2021 NPPF. That is now out-of-date for decision-

taking against the December 2024 Framework.  

 

1.5 Immediate policy tensions flagged for the decision-maker 

(A) Out-of-date national baseline in the DAS. By relying on the 2021 NPPF and dated transport manuals, 

the DAS does not evidence the tests now required by paras 109–117 and paras 132–139 of the December 

2024 NPPF–especially the duty to show that street/parking design reflects current national guidance and that 

sustainable modes are prioritised within a vision-led layout.  

(B) Speculative movement strategy. The claimed bus/cycle “spine” depends on adjacent land ‘should it 

come forward’ and a future operational route, rather than secured, within-red-line delivery. That is 

inconsistent with para 110 (focus significant development where it is or can be made sustainable), para 

115(a–c) (prioritise sustainable modes; ensure street/parking design reflects current national guidance), and 

para 117(a) (give priority first to pedestrian/cycle movements and second to high-quality public transport 

with layouts that maximise catchments). These outcomes must be delivered and secured at outline, not 

aspirational.  

(C) Neighbourhood Plan design & edge conditions. The DAS does not set out a site-specific design code 

or binding measures to secure: locally distinctive materials and boundary treatments; strong countryside 

transitions and buffers; or active frontages to paths – matters central to HOO6 and HOO8. A few generic 

statements about “quality materials”, hedges/brick/fencing, and a landscape-led approach do not 

demonstrate NP-compliant, codified delivery. Under NPPF paras 133–135 and 139, weight must be given 

to local design policies/codes and refusal considered where schemes fail to reflect them.  

(D) Public rights of way (HOO12) and accessibility. While upgrades are referenced, the DAS shows the 

northern GI without footways and provides limited detail on overlooked, safe PRoW corridors and 

connections to the wider network. HOO12 expects developments to enhance PRoW 

safety/amenity/accessibility – e.g., by active frontages and natural surveillance–not simply to avoid harm. 

The outline provides insufficient secured design controls to demonstrate that outcome.  

(E) Parking/street design and dominance. The Avenue’s rear parking and absence of garages, combined 

with higher densities on a bus corridor, risks parking overspill and car-dominated spaces unless stringent 

standards and layouts are fixed now. NP HOO11 seeks streets not dominated by parking and permeable, 

attractive pedestrian networks; NPPF 115(c) requires street/parking design to reflect current national 

guidance. The DAS defers these matters to reserved matters without a binding code, failing para 135’s 

expectation of clarity on how design expectations will be met.  
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1.6 What follows 

Chapters 2–4 interrogate the scheme against HOO6, HOO8, HOO11 & HOO12 and the December 2024 

NPPF in detail, identifying specific non-compliances and the consequences for decision-taking under para 

11(d) and para 139. 

 

Chapter 2: Design & Character

 

2.1 Policy requirements  

Neighbourhood Plan HOO6 (Design). Proposals must create sustainable and locally distinctive places that 

complement Hoo’s historic and rural character. They must: provide active frontages to public roads/spaces; 

use boundary treatments that complement traditional treatments (specifically low flint or brick walls and 

hedges); deliver a high-quality public realm with landscaping that supports movement, social interaction and 

biodiversity; and incorporate positive design features to reduce carbon use, water re-use, and support 

biodiversity, with SuDS forming an integral part of new open spaces. Materials must be high quality, with 

support for local/recycled/green materials; hard landscape should be permeable. The policy’s interpretation 

stresses that schemes must avoid the typical “highways/standard housetypes/left-over landscape” approach.  

NPPF (Dec 2024) – Achieving well-designed places. The Framework requires clear local design 

vision/codes (paras 132–134) and that decisions ensure developments function well, are visually attractive 

with effective landscaping, are sympathetic to local character and history, establish a strong sense of place, 

optimise site potential, and create safe, inclusive and accessible places (para 135). It also expects tree-lined 

streets and appropriate long-term maintenance (para 136), the use of recognised design tools/review (para 

138), and is explicit that development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to 

reflect local design policies such as guides and codes (para 139).  

Implication: Compliance here is evidenced by binding, locally specific design controls (e.g., a site design 

code aligned to the AECOM codes and HOO6), not generic aspirations. 

 

2.2 What the DAS says (and why it falls short) 

1. No binding, locally derived design code. The DAS states it “is not to be rigid or prescriptive” and 

offers a “sketchbook” of images to indicate possible appearance. That approach is the opposite of the 

NPPF’s requirement for clear design expectations/codes that carry weight in decision-making (paras 

132–134) and of HOO6’s locally distinctive outcomes. Without a site-specific code (materials 

palette, boundary typologies, street/parking typologies, edge treatments, minimum 

frontages/overlooking rules, SuDS/planting specifications), later reserved matters could drift away 

from the design claimed. Non-compliance: HOO6 and NPPF 132–135 & 139.  

2. Boundary treatments: generic and permissive, not HOO-specific. HOO6 requires boundary 

treatments that complement low flint/brick walls and hedges. The DAS merely says “boundary 

details will include hedgerow, brick and fencing” and defers specifics. Fencing as a standard frontage 

solution risks eroding local character and conflicts with the HOO6 expectation for traditional 

treatments (and the interpretation which highlights traditional hedges). Non-compliance: 

HOO6(2)(d) and interpretation.  
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3. Active frontages and public realm not secured. The DAS describes aspirations for “continuous 

built frontage”, vistas and nodes, and says front gardens will be 2–4 m (up to 8 m at edges). But it 

provides no binding frontage map, overlooking requirements, or prohibition of blank gables/parking 

facing streets. HOO6(2)(c) and HOO6(3) require active frontages and high-quality public realm; 

NPPF 135(d) requires a strong sense of place through streets/spaces/building types/materials. Non-

compliance: absence of enforceable controls.  

4. Parking/street design risks dominance and weak surveillance. “The Avenue” concentrates rear 

parking, with higher densities along the bus corridor, while edge streets include garages/side parking. 

Without a code fixing on-plot ratios, limits on rear courts, and rules for windows/doors to overlook 

spaces, there is a risk of car-dominated or poorly surveilled areas – contrary to HOO6(3)(c) (public 

realm quality) and NPPF 135(f) (safe, inclusive, well-overlooked places). The Neighbourhood Plan 

also expects streets not dominated by parking (HOO11 interpretation), which the DAS does not 

secure. Non-compliance: HOO6 & HOO11 design outcomes.  

5. Climate-positive design is deferred rather than embedded. HOO6(4) expects positive design 

features to reduce carbon and support biodiversity, with SuDS integral to open space. The DAS 

largely defers to Building Regulations and future reserved matters, listing generic “will explore” 

measures. That is insufficient: the NPPF (135) expects decisions to ensure outcomes; para 139 

supports refusal where local design policies (like HOO6’s climate and SuDS expectations) are not 

reflected. Non-compliance: HOO6(3)(c), HOO6(4), SuDS integration; NPPF 135, 139.  

6. Trees and green infrastructure: positive rhetoric, weak commitments. The DAS highlights a 

tree-lined avenue, a central green link, orchard, LEAP and attenuation pond; but there is no binding 

street tree strategy (species, pits/soil volumes, spacing, maintenance) or native species palette keyed 

to character areas and edges. NPPF 136 expects tree-lined streets with long-term maintenance 

secured; HOO6 expects high-quality public realm and native species per interpretation. Non-

compliance: lack of enforceable detail.  

7. Design governance and clarity for conditions are missing. NPPF 140 asks LPAs to tie 

permissions to clear, accurate plans and be clear about approved materials to guard against quality 

dilution between permission and completion. The outline package here lacks a site design code or 

sufficiently precise parameter plans for frontages, boundary typologies, materials, and 

SuDS/planting. That makes it hard for the LPA to frame NPPF-compliant conditions now. Non-

compliance risk: NPPF 140.  

 

2.3 Specific points of tension (HOO6 tests versus the DAS content) 

 Locally distinctive character (HOO6(1)). The DAS relies on generic references to “quality 

materials” and local cues while avoiding prescription. HOO6 expects a place-specific response; 

NPPF 133–134 requires locally grounded design guides/codes. Outcome not demonstrated.  

 Scale, massing, set-back & active frontages (HOO6(2)(a–c)). The DAS notes typical set-backs and 

“continuous frontage” principles, but provides no mandatory frontage plan nor rules against 

inactive/parking-fronted edges. Outcome not secured.  

 Boundary treatments (HOO6(2)(d)). The DAS includes fencing in the frontage mix; HOO6 points 

to low flint/brick walls and hedges as the complementary local typologies, reinforced by the 

interpretation’s emphasis on traditional hedges. Outcome not aligned.  

 Public realm quality, movement and biodiversity (HOO6(3)). Avenues, “Village Streets” and 

“Green Lanes” are indicative and the DAS concedes lane arrangements “may not be adopted.” There 

are no mandatory standards on footway widths, crossings, enclosure ratios, lighting, planting pits, or 

SuDS integration. Outcome not secured.  
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 Climate-positive design (HOO6(4) & interpretation). The DAS lists future exploration of 

fabric/energy/SuDS, rather than embedding these as place-shaping rules now (e.g., orientation, 

passive cooling, green roofs/walls, rainwater reuse, native species, hedges as boundaries). Outcome 

deferred.  

 

2.4 Why this matters for decision-taking 

Under NPPF 135, design quality outcomes are to be ensured through decisions. Under NPPF 139, schemes 

that are not well designed – particularly those failing to reflect local design policies/codes – should be 

refused. The made Neighbourhood Plan (HOO6) is part of the development plan and sets specific, locally 

distinctive expectations that the DAS does not secure. As submitted, the application therefore fails the 

HOO6 tests and the NPPF 132–136, 138–140 suite of design requirements.  

 

2.5 What compliance would need to look like (for completeness) 

To address the above, the applicant would need to submit a site-specific Design Code (neighbourhood-

aligned) that, at minimum, secures: 

 Frontage & surveillance rules: mandatory active frontages to all streets/PRoW; minimum 

window/door requirements; prohibition of blank/flank to public realm; corner-turning rules. 

(HOO6(2)(c); NPPF 135(d)).  

 Boundary typologies: plan-based distribution of low flint/brick walls and hedges as default front 

boundaries; clear limits on timber fencing visible to the street; native hedge species list. 

(HOO6(2)(d); interpretation).  

 Street & parking design: on-plot first, strict caps and surveillance rules for any rear courts; 

enclosure ratios; footway/cycleway widths; crossing types; street tree spacing/soil volumes; parking 

not to dominate. (HOO6(3); NPPF 135(b),(f), 136).  

 Climate-positive/SuDS integration: orientation and passive design standards; materials with low 

embodied carbon; rainwater capture/re-use; SuDS as public realm features with native planting; 

long-term maintenance plans. (HOO6(3)(c),(4); interpretation).  

 Materials palette: locally authentic brick/flint/tiles, permeability for hardscape, and control of 

colours/finishes – secured by condition tied to code sheets. (HOO6(5)–(6); NPPF 140).  

 

2.6 Conclusion (Chapter 2) 

On its face, and on its own terms, the DAS does not demonstrate compliance with HOO6 or the NPPF (Dec 

2024) design chapter. It is aspirational and non-prescriptive, lacks a site design code, allows inappropriate 

boundary treatments, defers climate-positive design, and fails to secure the public realm/active frontage 

outcomes that the Neighbourhood Plan requires. In line with NPPF 139, the proposal should be refused 

unless and until a neighbourhood-aligned design code is submitted that binds the scheme to HOO6 

outcomes and the Framework’s design tests.  

 

Chapter 3: Landscape, Edges & Green/Blue Infrastructure 
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3.1 Policy requirements 

Neighbourhood Plan (HOO8). The Neighbourhood Plan sets a clear design-and-landscape bar for all edge-

of-settlement growth at Hoo/Chattenden. In brief, it requires: (i) enhancement and avoidance of significant 

harm to landscape character and habitats with overall BNG sought; a clear mitigation hierarchy; protection 

of designated sites and woodlands; and buffer zones where warranted (HOO8(1)–(4)) ; (ii) retention and 

incorporation of trees and other natural features, with replacement where loss is unavoidable (HOO8(5)) ; 

(iii) landscape transition zones wherever a new urban edge is created, to avoid “hard edges” (HOO8(6)) ; 

(iv) retention of the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, 

with LVIA-led mitigation (HOO8(7)) ; (v) planting with local native species (HOO8(8)) ; and (vi) no 

significant adverse impact on–and proactive enhancement of–the open and green character, amenity, safety, 

accessibility and community value of green spaces and GI (HOO8(10)) . The Interpretation expands on 

transition zones (trees/hedges, native species), linking paths/green spaces, and using SuDS to augment 

landscape and biodiversity . 

NPPF (Dec 2024). The statutory national tests the scheme must meet include: 

 para 131 (design duties): “The creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and 

places is fundamental… Being clear about design expectations, and how these will be tested, is 

essential… So too is effective engagement…” . 

 para 135 (design outcomes): developments “are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, 

layout and appropriate and effective landscaping”; are “sympathetic to … landscape setting”; and 

“establish or maintain a strong sense of place” while optimising site potential and ensuring 

safety/amenity . 

 para 136 (trees): authorities must “ensure that new streets are tree-lined… [that] appropriate 

measures are in place to secure the long-term maintenance of newly-planted trees, and that existing 

trees are retained wherever possible.” . 

 para 139–para 140 (decision consequences): “Development that is not well designed should be 

refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies…” and conditions must “refer to 

clear and accurate plans… [and] the quality of approved development is not materially diminished 

between permission and completion.” . 

 para 12 (plan-led): where a proposal conflicts with an up-to-date development plan including a 

neighbourhood plan, “permission should not usually be granted.”. 

 

3.2 What the DAS says 

The DAS presents a landscape-led pitch with: a LEAP and “play on the way,” an attenuation basin with 

marginal planting, tree-lined primary routes, a community orchard, and a GI network the applicant says 

covers 43% of the site. It proposes to upgrade the existing PRoW, create a green link south, and (to “protect 

biodiversity”) keep the northern GI area free of footways. Management would be via a private company 

with a LEMP. It acknowledges long-distance views from the Saxon Shore Way/Cockham Farm Ridge and 

proposes structural planting/green corridors as mitigation. Key claims and diagrams are at DAS pp. 53–62 & 

55–57 (Features, GI plan, sections, GI objectives, visual), pp. 60–61 (GI components), p. 57 (43% headline; 

no paths through northern GI), p. 68 (native/local species), and pp. 19–20 (LVA summary and view 

locations) . It also emphasises that the DAS is “not… rigid or prescriptive” and only offers “guiding 

principles” on appearance and landscape . 
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3.3 Non-compliance with HOO8 (Landscape & Environment) 

A. No secured, dimensioned landscape transition zones at settlement edges (HOO8(6)). HOO8 requires 

purpose-designed transition zones to avoid “hard edges” . The DAS speaks positively about fronting 

development onto green space and “avoiding weak edges” via continuous built frontages and framed vistas , 

and adopts Medway LCA guidance that new development should front rather than back onto countryside . 

But “fronting” the countryside with continuous building lines is not the same as providing planted transition 

belts of defined width and native structure as envisaged by HOO8. No parameter plan secures measurable 

buffer widths, planting typologies, or long-section visual controls along the west/south edges. As submitted, 

the edge treatment risks reading as a hard, urban edge, contrary to HOO8(6) and its Interpretation expecting 

layered trees/hedges of local native species to mediate the settlement boundary. 

B. Risk to the open character of the Hoo–Chattenden separation (HOO8(7)). HOO8(7) requires 

retaining the open character of separation, with LVIA-led mitigation . The DAS itself records longer 

distance views from the Saxon Shore Way/Cockham Farm Ridge into the site (elevated, south-facing slope) 

and proposes planting to “break up the built form” . However, without quantified edge set-backs, 

height/roofline controls on the upper slope, and a fixed structural landscape cross-section 

(width/species/density) tied to view corridors, the scheme could perceptibly narrow the perceived gap and 

suburbanise the outward edge of Hoo. The policy’s “retained open character” test is not met by illustrative 

planting alone. 

C. Retention/replacement of trees and native species palette not demonstrably secured (HOO8(5),(8)). 
The DAS repeats intentions to retain wherever possible and to use native species , and notes valuable 

trees/hedgerows especially on the southern boundary . But HOO8(5) and (8) expect firm incorporation and 

replacement when loss is unavoidable, with a locally native palette . There is no arboricultural schedule/tree 

constraints plan with retention categories and no binding species list tied to character areas. As the DAS is 

“not… prescriptive,” these outcomes are left to later discretion, falling short of HOO8’s policy-led 

certainty. 

D. GI accessibility vs. biodiversity: “northern GI with no paths” undermines HOO8(10)’s accessibility 

& community value limb. HOO8(10) requires that development take opportunities to enhance the 

accessibility and community value of green spaces/GI . The DAS intentionally excludes all footways within 

the largest northern GI tract to favour biodiversity . While habitat creation is supported by HOO8, the policy 

balance is explicit: enhance accessibility/community value alongside nature. A sensitive perimeter 

path/seasonal routing/boardwalk or managed desire-lines could have reconciled both; the submitted 

approach forgoes that enhancement duty across a substantial proportion of GI. 

E. GI quantum vs. quality/structure. The flagged “43% of the Site as Green Infrastructure” is a quantum 

metric, but HOO8 focuses on quality: transition zones; native structure; connectivity; SuDS used to 

augment biodiversity; and linking new paths with existing corridors . Without fixed widths, species 

structure, and access/connectivity commitments on a parameter plan, the proposal under-delivers on the 

policy-specific content of HOO8 despite the headline percentage. 

Conclusion on HOO8: On the evidence in the DAS, the scheme fails HOO8(6), (7), and (10), and does not 

convincingly demonstrate compliance with HOO8(5) and (8). Under NPPF para 12, a conflict with an up-

to-date neighbourhood plan is a strong ground to withhold permission. 

 

3.4 Non-compliance with the NPPF (Dec 2024) 
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A. para 135 (b)–(d): effective landscaping; sympathy to landscape setting; strong sense of place. 

The DAS relies on illustrative green diagrams and a non-prescriptive stance . Absent fixed transition belts, 

sections and species, the appropriateness and effectiveness of landscaping (para 135(b)) is not assured; nor 

is sympathy to the landscape setting (the exposed, south-facing ridge) (para 135(c)). A strong sense of place 

(para 135(d)) depends on landscape structure being hard-wired, not illustrative. As drafted, compliance with 

para 135 is not secured . 

B. para 136 (trees): tree-lined streets and long-term maintenance. While the DAS labels tree-lined 

routes/orchard and gestures to a LEMP/private management company , para 136 expects authorities to 

ensure tree-lined streets, ensure maintenance, and retain existing trees where possible. With no street tree 

strategy (soil volumes, pits/guards, rooting zones, services offsets, adoption/commuted sums) or an agreed 

highway/arb interface, there is no enforceable pathway to the para 136 tests. The current soft commitments 

are insufficient to satisfy para 136’s ensure/retain wording. 

C. para 139–para 140 (refusal/condition clarity). Because the DAS explicitly avoids prescription and uses 

illustrative plans, it is not possible to impose “clear and accurate plans and drawings” on conditions (para 

140), nor to protect design/landscape quality from post-permission dilution. Under para 139, poor or non-

specific design that does not reflect local design policies (i.e., HOO8’s edge/transition framework) should 

be refused . 

D. para 131 (clarity about expectations and testing). Given the absence of measurable edge sections, 

widths, species palettes, or GI accessibility controls, the submission does not give the LPA or community 

the “clarity” about expectations and testing the NPPF envisages at para 131. 

 

3.5 What would be needed to even approach policy compliance 

The minimum rectifications would include: 

1. Edge & transition parameter plan (secured by condition/S106) showing minimum transition-zone 

widths by frontage, sectional drawings (finished levels), and a locally native layered structure 

(trees/hedges/scrub/meadow) with species lists keyed to character areas, delivering a visually 

permeable, planted edge rather than continuous built frontage alone (HOO8(6),(8); NPPF para 

135(b)(c)). 

2. Separation/Views strategy tying ridge-facing plot heights/rooflines, building set-backs, and 

vegetation heights/densities to specific sightlines from Saxon Shore Way/Cockham Farm Ridge, 

evidencing retention of an open separation character (HOO8(7)) with LVIA photowires updated at 

the parameter stage, not left illustrative. 

3. Tree Strategy to NPPF para 136 with street-by-street pit specifications, soil volumes, service 

offsets, SUDS/urban forestry integration, adoption and maintenance triggers, and retention schedule 

for all Category A/B trees/hedgerow segments, with like-for-like or better replacement ratios (para 

136). 

4. GI Accessibility Plan adding at least a low-impact perimeter path or seasonal access within the 

northern GI (boardwalk/edge path) to meet HOO8(10)’s accessibility & community value test, while 

safeguarding sensitive cores; link into the upgraded PRoW and green corridors (HOO8(10) and 

Interpretation). 

5. Binding species palette of local native plants, with nursery provenance and biosecurity, aligned to 

Medway character and climate resilience (HOO8(8)). 
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6. BNG & SuDS integration showing habitat units/conditions/strategic locations and SuDS used to 

augment biodiversity (NP Interpretation). 

7. Conditioning approach compliant with para 140: fix the above through clear and accurate 

plans/drawings to prevent post-approval dilution (para 140). 

 

3.6 Planning balance and recommendation on this chapter 

On the face of the submitted DAS, the proposal conflicts with HOO8 – particularly the transition zones, 

separation openness, native/retention detail, and GI accessibility/community value limbs – and fails to 

demonstrate compliance with NPPF para 135, para 136, para 139 and para 140. Under NPPF para 12, 

permission “should not usually be granted” where there is conflict with an up-to-date neighbourhood plan 

that forms part of the development plan . The appropriate outcome on the current evidence is refusal on 

landscape/green infrastructure grounds (with reasons referencing HOO8 and NPPF para 135, para 136, 

para 139–para 140), or at minimum deferral for a parameterised resubmission that secures the measures 

listed at para 3.5. 

 

Chapter 4: Sustainable Transport & Active Travel, Public Rights of 

Way and the NPPF

 

4.1 Policy requirements 

Neighbourhood Plan – HOO11 (Sustainable Transport & Active Travel). Layouts for large schemes 

must prioritise safe active and sustainable modes over private car use; provide covered/secure cycle storage 

and EV charging; create convenient, safe and attractive pedestrian environments that link to surrounding 

paths, facilities and public transport; and ensure adequate (but not visually dominant) parking. Streets and 

public realm should not be dominated by parking and networks should be permeable for walking and 

cycling.  

Neighbourhood Plan – HOO12 (Paths). Development must not adversely affect the safety or accessibility 

of PRoW/national cycle routes/bridleways (including the Saxon Shore Way) and should take opportunities 

to enhance their safety, amenity and accessibility–e.g., through high-quality landscaping and active 

frontages that provide natural surveillance.  

NPPF (Dec 2024) – Promoting sustainable transport (para para 109–118). Transport should be vision-

led and integral to design (para 109); significant development focused in locations that are or can be made 

sustainable with a genuine choice of modes (para 110); plans and decisions must prioritise sustainable 

modes, secure safe and suitable access for all users, and ensure street/parking design reflects current national 

guidance, including the National Design Guide and National Model Design Code (para 115); applications 

should “give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements… and second… to high quality public 

transport” with layouts that maximise public transport catchments (para 117); and significant movement 

proposals should provide a Travel Plan with a vision-led transport statement/assessment (para 118).  

Local context in the NP evidence. The A228 Peninsula Way is already at capacity, bus access is centred on 

the village core, and there is a severe lack of route connectivity for walking/cycling–hence the NP’s strong 

emphasis on active travel first.  
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4.2 What the DAS says (headline movement claims) 

 Spine road as bus + cycle route “linking the Site and adjacent land, should it come forward… to the 

village centre”; claim that this could facilitate improved bus services.  

 Vehicle access from a new junction on Ratcliffe Highway, with a new internal link road (The 

Avenue) and hierarchy of The Avenue / Village Streets / Green Lanes.  

 Active travel features: 3 m shared cycle/ped route on The Avenue + 2 m footway opposite; 

connected footpath/cycle networks; upgrade of the existing PRoW RS102 and new links (e.g., to 

Vidgeon Avenue and Hundred of Hoo).  

 Parking approach: higher density Avenue frontage with rear parking and no garages; “car parking 

will not dominate” but details deferred.  

 

4.3 Where the DAS conflicts with HOO11 

A. Priority for sustainable modes is asserted, not secured. While the DAS repeats that “pedestrians and 

cyclists [are] priority,” the movement hierarchy and cross-sections are illustrative and partly depend on 

adjacent land coming forward to complete the “bus route.” There is no binding parameter plan or design 

code that locks in pedestrian/cycle priority at junctions, crossings, or block structure–contrary to HOO11’s 

requirement that large schemes prioritise active travel in the layout itself.  

B. Cycle storage and EV charging are missing from the submission’s secured outcomes. HOO11 

requires covered/secure cycle storage and EV charging points. The DAS provides no binding commitment 

or minimum standards for either at outline. That fails the mandatory content of HOO11(2) and undermines 

active travel uptake.  

C. Risk of parking dominance and poor surveillance on the Avenue. The Avenue is the bus corridor with 

higher densities, no garages, and parking generally to the rear. Without code-level controls (on-plot ratios, 

small rear courts, frontage activation, windows onto routes), there is a real risk of parking 

dominance/overspill and weak natural surveillance, contrary to HOO11’s “not dominated by parking” aim 

and the NP’s preference for curtilage/overlooked parking.  

D. Permeability claims omit minimum standards. The DAS references a “connected pattern of streets and 

footpaths,” but omits minimum widths, gradients, priority crossings, trip-end cycle parking, and direct links 

to key destinations consistent with HOO11’s requirement to link to surrounding paths, facilities and public 

transport through permeable, attractive networks.  

Result: On its face, the DAS does not demonstrate compliance with the operative limbs of HOO11. 

 

4.4 Where the DAS conflicts with HOO12 (Paths) 

A. Enhancement duty vs. “no paths” in northern GI. HOO12 expects schemes not only to avoid harm 

but to enhance safety, amenity and accessibility of PRoW. The DAS proposes that the largest northern GI 

tract will have no footways, which removes an opportunity to create a low-impact, overlooked perimeter 

route that would improve accessibility, legibility and passive surveillance consistent with HOO12.  

B. PRoW RS102 treatment is illustrative and lacks active-frontage guarantees. Although an upgrade to 

RS102 and new links are referenced, no binding frontage plan or window/door rules are provided to avoid 

blank boundaries or high fences, which HOO12 identifies as adverse impacts on path safety/amenity.  
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Result: The proposal fails HOO12’s enhancement test and does not secure the detailed measures needed to 

protect users’ safety and accessibility. 

 

4.5 Non-compliance with the NPPF (Dec 2024) transport tests 

A. para 109–para 110 (vision-led + sustainable locations). A bus-ready spine road that only fully 

functions if/when adjacent land “comes forward” is speculative, not a secured, within-red-line solution. That 

falls short of a vision-led approach where transport is integral to the design and significant development is 

focused where it offers a genuine choice of modes now or by secured measures.  

B. para 115(a–c) (prioritise sustainable modes; safe & suitable access; streets/parking reflect current 

national guidance). The DAS does not lock in a movement hierarchy that prioritises active modes, nor does 

it evidence that street and parking design will reflect current national guidance through a design code–it 

relies on generic statements and the Kent Design Guide/older local standards, while the NPPF expressly 

expects alignment with current national guidance and codes.  

C. para 117(a) (priority first to walking/cycling, second to high-quality public transport). Rear-parked, 

high-density frontages on a bus corridor, with no secured controls on crossings/priority, do not evidence the 

required priority first to walking/cycling across the layout or that the layout maximises bus catchments (e.g., 

stop locations, walk-shed design).  

D. para 118 (Travel Plans and vision-led TA). For development generating significant movement, Travel 

Plans are required, supported by vision-led TA/TS. The DAS does not secure TP measures (e.g., residential 

travel packs, mode-share targets, monitoring, Car Club spaces) in the design controls, leaving the NPPF’s 

delivery tools uncertain at outline.  

 

4.6 What would be needed to even approach compliance 

The minimum transport/movement controls should be secured now by condition/S106 through a site-specific 

Movement & Street Design Code that includes: 

1. Hierarchy & cross-sections locking in priority for walking/cycling at junctions and crossings; 

minimum footway/cycleway widths, gradients, continuous footways across side streets, and street 

clutter controls. (HOO11; NPPF para 115(c), para 117(a)).  

2. Public transport integration: fixed bus stop locations, high-quality shelters, direct walk routes, and 

timed delivery independent of third-party sites, so the scheme is “made sustainable” within the red 

line. (NPPF para 110, para 117).  

3. Cycle/EV standards: per-home covered/secure cycle storage (minimum capacities) and EV charge 

points to satisfy HOO11(2), with visitor cycle parking at play/green spaces. (HOO11).  

4. Parking design rules to avoid dominance: on-plot first; tight caps and surveillance for any rear 

courts; maximum bay strings; and landscape buffers–aligned to the Avenue/Village/Green Lane 

typologies. (HOO11; NPPF para 115(c)).  

5. PRoW/paths enhancement plan: active frontage diagram (no blank fences to paths), lighting 

principles, sightlines, and, in the northern GI, a low-impact edge/perimeter route (or seasonal access) 

to reconcile biodiversity with HOO12’s accessibility/amenity enhancement duty. (HOO12).  

6. Travel Plan heads of terms (targets, measures, monitoring/penalties, Car Club bays, personalised 

travel planning) embedded at outline, with triggers linked to occupation. (NPPF para 118).  
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4.7 Conclusion on Chapter 4 

The DAS does not demonstrate compliance with HOO11 or HOO12: active modes are not secured as 

first priority, cycle/EV standards are uncommitted, parking risks dominating key streets, PRoW treatments 

lack binding enhancements, and a major GI area is proposed without paths, foregoing accessibility gains. 

The submission also fails the NPPF (Dec 2024) transport tests – notably para 109–110, 115, 117–118 – 

because sustainable transport outcomes are illustrative, contingent, or deferred, rather than secured through 

current-guidance-compliant design codes. In line with the plan-led approach and NPPF decision tests, the 

application should be refused on transport/PRoW grounds unless and until a movement-led, code-anchored 

resubmission remedies the above defects. 

 

Chapter 5: Housing Standards & Liveability vs the DAS, and 

relevant NPPF

 

5.1 Policy requirements 

Neighbourhood Plan – HOO5 (Housing Standards). New homes must (i) be flexible to changing needs, 

including home working; (ii) be well-designed and include positive design features to reduce carbon use 

(cross-ref HOO6); (iii) provide screened bin/recycling storage, covered and secure cycle storage (including 

e-bikes), and electric vehicle charging points; (iv) give access to external amenity space (private/shared 

garden, balcony, or surrounding/adjacent public open space); and (v) ensure adequate play and recreation 

within easy walking distance. The interpretation stresses adequate room sizes and storage, and points 

applicants to Fields in Trust guidance for play provision.  

NPPF (Dec 2024). Decisions should deliver healthy, inclusive and safe places, with legible walking/cycling 

routes and safe, accessible green infrastructure and sports/play that support healthy lives (Chapter 8). The 

Framework asks authorities to plan positively for community facilities and open space, and bases open-

space decisions on robust assessments; existing open space and formal play spaces should not be lost unless 

specific tests are met.  

Implication: Compliance with HOO5 is demonstrated by secured, dwelling-level standards (cycle/EV/bin), 

NDSS-level internal space and storage, committed amenity space, and a Fields in Trust-led play/access plan 

– all fixed at outline via conditions or a code. 

 

5.2 What the DAS says (relevant extracts) 

 Bins/recycling: states front garden depths will “allow for bins and recycling stores to be stored out 

of sight.”  

 Cycle storage / EV charging: the DAS promotes cycling conceptually but does not commit to 

covered, secure cycle storage at dwellings or EV charge points. (No binding standards found.)  

 Amenity space: describes a pattern of smaller frontages and larger private rear gardens as a 

“predominant theme,” especially away from The Avenue’s higher-density frontage. No minimum 

private garden/balcony standards are set.  
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 Play/green space: proposes a LEAP, “play on the way,” a community orchard, an attenuation basin, 

and claims 43% GI; the northern GI is intentionally without paths.  

 Liveability & flexibility: the DAS is non-prescriptive and defers many home-level features 

(sustainability/energy, storage, adaptability) to reserved matters. It references future compliance with 

Building Regs changes.  

 

5.3 Where the DAS fails HOO5 

A. No secured, dwelling-level cycle storage (including e-bikes). HOO5(3)(b) requires covered and secure 

cycle storage (explicitly “including electric cycles”). The DAS contains no binding standard or condition 

(e.g., minimum spaces per dwelling, security specification, charging-ready bike stores). Non-compliance 

with HOO5(3)(b).  

B. No commitment to EV charging points. HOO5(3)(c) requires EV charging points for all dwellings. The 

DAS provides no secured EV provision (type, power rating, on-plot/communal solutions, or phasing). Non-

compliance with HOO5(3)(c).  

C. Bin/recycling storage only loosely acknowledged. Although the DAS says front garden depths will 

allow bins to be “stored out of sight,” this is illustrative and not codified (no enclosure types, dimensions, 

collection drag distances, or refuse strategy plan). HOO5(3)(a) expects screened storage as a requirement. 

Outcome not secured.  

D. Amenity space access is unproven for higher-density streets and any apartments. HOO5(4) requires 

access to external amenity (garden, balcony or adjacent public open space). The DAS sets no minimum 

private garden sizes, gives no balcony strategy (if flats occur), and leaves the higher-density Avenue with 

smaller plots and rear parking – risking shortfalls. Outcome not demonstrated against HOO5(4).  

E. Play & recreation “within easy walking distance” not evidenced to Fields in Trust. HOO5(5) and its 

interpretation reference Fields in Trust guidance. The DAS maps a LEAP and incidental play but provides 

no walk-catchment isochrones, accessibility tests, or quality/size standards to show coverage for all homes 

(compounded by the no-paths stance in the northern GI). Outcome not demonstrated.  

F. Flexibility for home working, adequate room sizes & storage are not secured. HOO5(1) and the 

interpretation stress flexible layouts, adequate room sizes and storage; NP evidence cites the Nationally 

Described Space Standard (NDSS) as the benchmark. The DAS offers no NDSS compliance statement, no 

storage standards, and no typology schedule showing work-from-home accommodation in smaller units. 

Outcome not demonstrated.  

Conclusion on HOO5: On its face, the DAS fails multiple mandatory limbs of HOO5 – most starkly 

cycle/EV/amenity/play – and does not secure liveability and flexibility outcomes the NP requires. 

 

5.4 Consequent tensions with the NPPF (Dec 2024) 

 Healthy, inclusive and safe places (Chapter 8). Without secured cycle/EV at plot level, screened 

refuse, NDSS-level space/storage, and accessible play/GI for all homes, the proposal does not 

demonstrate that it will “enable and support healthy lives” via safe, accessible green infrastructure 

and layouts that encourage walking/cycling (para 96(c)), nor that it plans positively for community 

facilities/open space (para 98).  
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 Open space & recreation (paras 103–104). The submission lacks a robust assessment showing the 

quantity/quality/accessibility of play/open space provision against recognised standards for the new 

population. Policy compliance is unproven.  

 Design outcomes (para 135) and decision consequences (paras 139–140). Liveability features are 

illustrative/deferred, not ensured by conditions or a code. Under 135, decisions should ensure places 

are inclusive and function well; 139 supports refusal where local design policies are not reflected; 

140 expects permissions tied to clear, accurate plans so quality cannot be diluted.  

 

5.5 What would be needed to even approach compliance 

1. Housing Standards Schedule (secured by condition/S106): 

 NDSS compliance for every typology; built-in storage minima; home-working provision 

(e.g., dedicated study space in 2-bed units). (HOO5(1) + interpretation).  

2. Cycle/EV Implementation Plan (dwelling-level): 

 Covered, secure cycle stores to a set ratio (e.g., 2 per 1–2-bed house, 3–4 for larger; secure 

communal stores for flats), e-bike charging, and EV charge points to every dwelling/space 

with agreed specs and triggers. (HOO5(3)(b)(c)).  

3. Refuse & Recycling Strategy (coded): 

 Screened bin stores with dimensions, drag distances, collection points, and street-scene 

controls; integration with frontage/boundary typologies. (HOO5(3)(a)).  

4. Amenity Space Standards: 

 Minimum private garden areas by house size; balcony/roof-terrace standards (if flats); or 

explicit reliance on adjacent public open space within defined walk-time–secured on a 

parameter plan. (HOO5(4)).  

5. Play & Open Space Strategy (Fields in Trust-led): 

 LEAP/NEAP typologies, areas, equipment, and isochrone maps showing easy-walking-

distance coverage for all dwellings; inclusive access routes (addressing the northern GI no-

paths gap with low-impact paths or alternative accessible greens near homes). (HOO5(5)).  

6. Condition structure per NPPF 140: 

 Tie reserved matters to a Housing & Liveability Code that fixes the above, preventing post-

permission dilution. (NPPF 139–140).  

 

5.6 Chapter conclusion 

As submitted, the DAS does not demonstrate compliance with HOO5. It lacks secured dwelling-level 

cycle/EV/bin standards, demonstrable external amenity for all homes, NDSS-aligned liveability, and a 

Fields in Trust-based play/access plan. These shortfalls also place the proposal at odds with the NPPF’s 

healthy places and open-space requirements (Chapter 8), and with the design/decision provisions that require 

outcomes to be ensured and plans to be clear (paras 135, 139–140). The appropriate course is refusal on 

HOO5/NPPF grounds unless a revised, code-anchored submission secures the measures in para 5.5.  
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Chapter 6: Historic environment & local identity

 

6.1 What the DAS says (and doesn’t) 

The DAS acknowledges the presence of Mill House (Grade II) to the north-west and the former Windmill 

pub (now City Way Health) on Ratcliffe Highway, lists Mill House as a “constraint,” and proposes 

development set-backs and green infrastructure. However, it contains no heritage impact assessment, no 

description of significance or setting, no views analysis to or from the assets, and no design-led mitigation 

expressly tied to the historic environment. It also relies on the July 2021 NPPF and quotes “paragraph 126,” 

which is not the current (December 2024) framework and numbering, indicating the policy baseline applied 

is out of date.  

The scheme would urbanise the Ratcliffe Highway frontage with a new junction and “link road,” formal 

“Avenue” street, closer building set-backs, and additional lighting and street furniture, yet the DAS offers no 

assessment of effects on the listed Mill House or the former Windmill pub’s setting.  

 

6.2 Conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 

2024) 

Policy HOO7: Local Heritage requires development to “take opportunities to enhance and avoid significant 

harm to” Hoo’s industrial and military heritage (including the Hoo Stop Line) and to NDHAs including the 

Windmill former Pub (health centre) and Millers Cottage, and to their settings. It is underpinned by parish 

mapping that identifies Mill House (Grade II) and WWII assets across the parish.  

Non-compliance points 

 No setting analysis for Mill House (Grade II) despite proximity and the proposal to introduce a 

formal street pattern and new road connection on Ratcliffe Highway; there is no evidence that the 

layout, height, massing or landscape buffer has been tested against the asset’s significance or key 

views. This fails HOO7’s requirement to avoid significant harm and enhance where possible.  

 No assessment or enhancement strategy for the Windmill former Pub (NDHA) even though the 

main access/junction works and avenue frontage would materially change its setting and legibility on 

the historic approach into Hoo. Again, HOO7 expects protection of non-designated assets and their 

settings.  

 No reference to the Hoo Stop Line or war-related heritage in shaping edges, open space, 

interpretation, or view corridors, notwithstanding the plan’s explicit emphasis on this heritage 

resource and mapped assets.  

In addition, HOO6 (Design) expects boundary treatments that complement the local vernacular (e.g., low 

flint/brick walls and hedges) and street design sympathetic to local character; the DAS defaults to generic 

“hedgerow, brick and fencing” without a design-coded commitment aligned to local precedent on the 

Ratcliffe Highway approach, missing HOO6’s place-specific intent.  

Conclusion on the NP: The application does not demonstrate compliance with HOO7 (and parts of HOO6) 

because it provides no proportionate assessment of significance and setting, proposes urbanising works on 

Ratcliffe Highway with no heritage-led mitigation, and offers no clear enhancement of designated or non-

designated assets. 
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6.3 Conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) 

The DAS cites and quotes the 2021 NPPF, not the December 2024 version now in force. That is a 

procedural flaw in the policy baseline. Substantively, the proposal fails several current NPPF requirements 

for heritage: 

 Describe significance & use the HER / proportionate assessment. The NPPF requires applicants 

to assess significance using the historic environment record and, where relevant, submit a desk-based 

assessment and field evaluation. The DAS contains no such assessment. (Paraphrased from the 2024 

NPPF text directly preceding para 208.)  

 LPA duty and conflict minimisation. “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the 

particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal … to avoid or 

minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.” 

(NPPF 208). The applicant gives the LPA no robust basis to perform this test because the submission 

lacks a significance/setting assessment.  

 Great weight to conservation & clear and convincing justification. “When considering the 

impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 

should be given to the asset’s conservation …” (NPPF 212). “Any harm to, or loss of, the 

significance of a designated heritage asset … should require clear and convincing justification.” 

(NPPF 213). By urbanising the Ratcliffe Highway frontage and tightening set-backs without a 

setting-led design rationale, the scheme risks at least less-than-substantial harm to Mill House’s 

setting, yet provides no clear and convincing justification.  

 Decision tests for harm. Where harm is substantial, refusal is required unless the stringent NPPF 

214 tests/public benefits are met; where harm is less than substantial, it “should be weighed against 

the public benefits of the proposal” (NPPF 215). The DAS does not present a heritage-specific 

benefits case or calibrated mitigation to inform this balance.  

 Non-designated heritage assets. “The effect of an application on the significance of a non-

designated heritage asset should be taken into account … a balanced judgement will be required …” 

(NPPF 216). No balanced judgement is possible here because the scheme omits 

assessment/mitigation for the Windmill former Pub (NDHA).  

 Positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Authorities should take account of 

“the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness.” (NPPF 210(c)). A generic avenue typology and standard boundary palette on this 

historic approach do not evidence a distinctive, heritage-led response.  

Conclusion on the NPPF: As submitted, the DAS and parameters fail the heritage process and decision 

tests in NPPF 208, 210(c), 212–216 and rely on outdated national policy. 

 

6.4 Specific, necessary corrections (or reasons for refusal) 

To move toward compliance, the applicant should be required – before determination – to supply and secure 

(by parameter plans / design code conditions) the following. If not secured, refusal is justified under HOO7 

and NPPF 208, 212–216: 

1. Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) including: 
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 Proportionate significance and setting assessments for Mill House (Grade II) and the 

Windmill former Pub (NDHA) using the HER, with verified view analysis from/along 

Ratcliffe Highway, within the site, and key vantage points (e.g., Cockham Farm ridge).  

 A harm appraisal aligned to NPPF 212–216 and an enhancement strategy (interpretation, 

view corridors, setting-sensitive landscape).  

2. Setting-led design changes demonstrably tied to the HIA, for example: 

 Lower built form and increased set-back facing Ratcliffe Highway, with height caps and 

massing controls closest to Mill House, and preserved gaps/views that sustain legibility of the 

historic approach.  

 A heritage-coded edge: locally specific low flint/brick walls with hedging, and a restrained 

lighting/furniture strategy to avoid urbanising the frontage–consistent with HOO6.  

 Street/space hierarchy that avoids a boulevard-like “Avenue” immediately at the frontage if it 

would erode setting; explore a more informal grain and green verge treatment to read as a 

rural approach.  

3. NDHA protection (Windmill former Pub): 

 Evidence that the new junction/link road geometry, signals, signage and lighting will not 

harm its setting; redesign if necessary (e.g., softer geometry, reduced furniture, bespoke 

materials).  

4. Stop Line / military heritage: 

 A proportionate narrative and, if relevant, on-site interpretation and view management so the 

development enhances understanding of Hoo St Werburgh’s military heritage, per HOO7.  

 

Conclusion: The DAS’s treatment of heritage is insufficient and out-of-date. Absent a proper HIA and 

setting-led revisions, the scheme conflicts with HOO7 and NPPF 208, 210(c), 212–216 and should be 

refused or significantly redesigned and re-submitted with binding heritage safeguards.  

 

Chapter 7: Flood risk, drainage & climate resilience 

 

7.1 Policy requirements 

NPPF (Dec 2024). Planning should avoid putting development at flood risk and direct it to the lowest-risk 

areas (sequential approach). Where necessary, the exception test applies and must show wider sustainability 

benefits and safety for the scheme’s lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere (para 170, 172–180). 

For all relevant applications, authorities must ensure flood risk isn’t increased elsewhere, and (critically) 

schemes must incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) unless clear evidence shows they’d be 

inappropriate; development should also secure safe access/egress and manage residual risk (para 181). 

Major development must use SuDS that (a) take account of Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) advice, (b) 

have minimum operational standards, and (c) have maintenance arrangements for the lifetime of the 

development (para 182). Footnote 63 also makes clear a site-specific FRA is required for sites ≥1 ha even 

in Flood Zone 1.  
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Neighbourhood Plan (HOO6 & HOO8 + interpretation). HOO6 expects climate-positive design with 

SuDS integral to the landscape and permeable hardscape; the interpretation itemises rainwater capture/reuse 

and SuDS as part of place-making. HOO8 seeks overall biodiversity net gain and expects GI to link 

habitats, with SuDS used to augment landscape and biodiversity (interpretation). The Plan also flags water 

efficiency (110 l/person/day) and urges early engagement on SuDS adoption/maintenance.  

Implication: At outline, parameters or a site code must already lock in SuDS form, exceedance routing, 

water-quality treatment, adoption & maintenance, and climate allowances–not leave them to later 

“exploration”. 

 

7.2 What the DAS says 

 Promotes a single attenuation pond with marginal planting; says SuDS will be explored at reserved 

matters, and references permeable paving in places. It also claims a “sustainable system to manage 

drainage” as part of a “Building with Nature” approach.  

 Frames “sustainability” largely as future Building Regulations compliance and general energy/fabric 

measures; SuDS specifics, standards and duties are deferred.  

 Mentions a LEMP for green infrastructure management, but does not set out any SuDS adoption 

body, minimum operational standards, or lifetime maintenance regime.  

 

7.3 Non-compliance and risks 

A. SuDS delivery is aspirational, not secured (NPPF para 182; HOO6/HOO8). The DAS promises to 

“explore” SuDS later and shows an attenuation basin, but it does not: evidence LLFA engagement, define 

minimum operational standards, identify adoption/maintenance responsibilities for the lifetime of the 

scheme, or map exceedance routes. That fails the mandatory SuDS tests in para 182 and undermines 

HOO6/HOO8’s requirement that SuDS be integral to landscape and biodiversity outcomes rather than an 

afterthought.  

B. Flood-risk decision tests are not addressed in the DAS (NPPF para para 170–181). For a 12 ha site 

(≥1 ha), a site-specific FRA is required (Footnote 63). The DAS neither summarises FRA findings nor 

shows how the layout ensures safe access/egress, residual-risk management, or no increase in off-site flood 

risk. Even if a separate FRA exists, the DAS fails to translate its requirements into binding, design-led 

parameters at outline. That is contrary to para 181(a–e).  

C. Missed water-efficiency and multi-benefit opportunities (NP interpretation; NPPF para 182). 
HOO6’s interpretation expects rainwater capture/reuse, permeable surfaces and SuDS embedded in public 

realm; HOO8 interpretation expects SuDS to augment biodiversity and GI. The DAS provides no code-level 

requirements for raingardens, bioswales, tree-pit attenuation, rills/linear SuDS or treatment trains; nor does it 

reference 110 l/p/d efficiency or adoption routes. That under-delivers the NP and multi-functional SuDS 

benefits sought by para 182.  

D. Maintenance conflation (LEMP ≠ SuDS O&M) (NPPF para 182(c)). A LEMP for planting/amenity is 

not a substitute for a SuDS Operations & Maintenance plan with inspection schedules, performance 

standards, and funding. The DAS’ GI-management narrative omits SuDS O&M specifics required by para 

182(c).  

E. Layout lacks a drainage-first logic (NPPF para 181(c)). No plan fixes where the most vulnerable uses 

sit in the lowest flood-risk parts of the site, how finished floor levels respond to design events + climate 
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allowances, or how streets/greenspace shape overland flow and exceedance paths. para 181 requires these 

matters to be demonstrated in decision-making.  

 

7.4 What compliance would need to look like 

1. SuDS Parameter Plan & Code (secured at outline): 

 Primary SuDS network: swales/raingardens on all streets, bioretention tree pits, check-dams, 

and the pond(s) as end-of-line features; mapped exceedance routes to safe areas. 

 Treatment train to CIRIA principles with water-quality stages before discharge; climate-

change allowances and design storms set out. 

 Street cross-sections embedding SuDS within verges/kerb lines and public realm. (NPPF 

para 181(c), para 182; HOO6/HOO8).  

2. LLFA-endorsed standards & adoption/maintenance: 

 Statement of LLFA consultation, minimum operational standards, adopting body (e.g., 

sewerage undertaker/management company), commuted sums, and a lifetime O&M schedule 

with inspection triggers. (NPPF para 182(a–c)).  

3. Water efficiency & reuse: 

 110 l/p/d design target; RW harvesting/greywater in typologies most suited; align with NP 

guidance. (NP interpretation).  

4. Flood-risk translation into layout controls: 

 Confirm FRA outcomes, safe access/egress, FFLs, and locate the most vulnerable uses in the 

lowest-risk areas–fixed by parameter notes. (NPPF para 181(a–e)).  

5. Biodiversity-integrated SuDS: 

 Native species palettes for basins/swales/raingardens; seasonal water-level regimes; path 

interfaces that deliver amenity while protecting habitat. (HOO8 + interpretation; NPPF para 

182 multifunctionality).  

 

7.5 Chapter conclusion 

As submitted, the DAS does not demonstrate compliance with NPPF para 181–182 (SuDS incorporation, 

LLFA advice, minimum standards, lifetime maintenance, safe access/egress, residual-risk management) and 

under-delivers HOO6/HOO8’s requirement for SuDS-led place-making and water efficiency. The reliance 

on a future, non-binding exploration of drainage – with a single attenuation pond headline – falls short of the 

design-led, parameterised approach that national policy now requires for major development. The 

appropriate outcome is refusal on flood-risk/drainage grounds or deferral for a SuDS-coded resubmission 

that secures the measures in para 7.4.  

 

Chapter 8: Biodiversity, Habitats & Net Gain 
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8.1 Policy requirements 

Neighbourhood Plan – HOO8 (Landscape & Environment). Development must (i) enhance and avoid 

significant harm to landscape, flora/fauna and habitats and seek overall biodiversity net gain; apply the 

mitigation hierarchy; safeguard designated sites (SPA/SSSI/Ramsar) with buffer zones where evidenced; 

retain and incorporate valued trees/hedgerows (replace if loss is unavoidable); provide landscape transition 

zones on new settlement edges; retain the open character of the Hoo–Chattenden separation; and use local 

native species. Proposals should also enhance the amenity, safety, accessibility and community value of GI. 

The Interpretation gives practical ecology measures (nest/bat bricks, hedgehog gaps, pollinator-friendly 

planting, habitat connectivity) and encourages using SuDS to augment biodiversity.  

NPPF (Dec 2024) – Natural environment. 

 para 187: decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment, including 

net gains for biodiversity and ecological networks.  

 para 192: plans should safeguard ecological networks and pursue measurable net gains.  

 para 193: decision-making must apply the mitigation hierarchy; protect SSSIs; refuse 

loss/deterioration of irreplaceable habitats unless wholly exceptional reasons, and integrate 

opportunities to improve biodiversity (especially where this secures measurable net gains).  

 para 194–para 195: give the same protection to potential SPA/SAC and listed/proposed Ramsar 

sites; the presumption does not apply where likely significant effects on a habitats site are not ruled 

out (appropriate assessment required).  

Implication: For a major greenfield scheme at Hoo St Werburgh’s edge, the submission must evidence: 

baseline habitats; effects and avoidance/mitigation; measurable BNG with metric; buffers/transition zones; 

native species strategy; protected sites screening; and long-term habitat management – all secured at outline. 

 

8.2 What the DAS says 

The DAS claims a “Building with Nature”-informed GI providing 43% greenspace, a LEAP, community 

orchard, an attenuation pond with wetland planting, tree-lined routes, and a northern GI area deliberately 

without paths “to allow a rich environment for biodiversity.” It references a LEMP and speaks of “species-

rich wildflower grassland,” native scrub/hedgerow, and more trees for shading/soil structure. However, these 

are framed as principles; there is no quantified BNG or binding ecology parameters.  

 

8.3 Where the DAS conflicts with HOO8 

A. No measurable Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) commitment. HOO8 requires overall biodiversity net 

gain. The DAS contains no habitat baseline, no metric calculation, no target (e.g., ≥10%), no on/off-site 

split, and no secured delivery/management beyond a generic LEMP. A headline “43% GI” is not a proxy for 

measurable BNG. Non-compliance with HOO8(1) and Interpretation.  

B. Mitigation hierarchy is asserted, not evidenced. HOO8 adopts the avoid–minimise–restore–

compensate hierarchy. The DAS lists high-level planting and “retention where possible,” but lacks an 

ecological constraints plan, avoidable impact analysis, or restoration/compensation package. Non-

compliance with HOO8(2) and Interpretation.  
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C. Designated sites and buffer logic not addressed. The Plan highlights the Medway Estuary & Marshes 

SPA/SSSI/Ramsar context and calls for buffer zones where supported by evidence. The DAS does not 

present a screening/AA position, buffer widths, or disturbance controls (lighting/recreation/dogs). Non-

compliance with HOO8(3)–(4).  

D. Trees/hedgerows: retention and native palette not secured. HOO8(5) and (8) require 

retention/incorporation and local native species. The DAS mentions trees/natives, but offers no tree 

constraints schedule, no irreplaceable habitat check, and no binding species palette (proportions, 

provenance, biosecurity). Outcome not secured.  

E. Transition zones and functional ecology missing. Edge transition zones (HOO8(6)) should mediate 

settlement–countryside and support habitat connectivity. The DAS’ “continuous frontages” and illustrative 

greens lack fixed widths/sections and ecological function (corridor specs, canopy layers, nectar windows). 

Outcome not secured.  

F. GI accessibility vs biodiversity not proportionately evidenced. HOO8(10) expects enhancement of 

GI’s amenity/safety/accessibility while supporting nature. The no-paths stance in the largest northern GI 

may help biodiversity if supported by survey/management rationale; none is provided, and alternative low-

impact access is unexplored. Policy balance unaddressed.  

 

8.4 Where the DAS fails the NPPF (Dec 2024) tests 

A. para 187 & para 192 – net gains and ecological networks. The DAS does not translate its GI rhetoric 

into measurable net gains or secured ecological networks (habitat types, areas, conditions, connectivity), 

contrary to para 187(d) and para 192(b).  

B. para 193 – mitigation hierarchy, irreplaceable habitats, SSSIs. There is no demonstration that 

significant harm is avoided before mitigation/compensation; no position on irreplaceable habitats; and no 

SSSI impact logic. para 193 expects refusal where these tests fail.  

C. para 194–para 195 – habitats sites protection and presumption switch-off. The submission does not 

show that likely significant effects on habitats sites are excluded; without appropriate assessment concluding 

no adverse integrity effects, the presumption does not apply.  

 

8.5 Specific evidential gaps (decision-making consequences) 

1. No BNG Metric (Defra Statutory) and Habitat Map. 

 Absent baseline mapping, target % gain, and a delivery plan (on-site habitat creation, off-site 

units, or credits), decision-makers cannot conclude compliance with HOO8 or para 

187/para 192. 

2. No Protected Sites Screening/AA Route. 

 There is no HRA screening to locate the proposal in the SPA/SSSI/Ramsar context 

(recreation pressure, air/water pathways, lighting), nor buffers/mitigations to address these. 

This undermines para 194–para 195 compliance.  

3. No binding species palette, structure, or seasonal resource plan. 
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 Native species are referenced but not fixed; there is no successional structure or seasonal 

nectar/berry calendar to support priority species (the NP’s interpretation lists specific 

measures).  

4. LEMP ≠ BNG & Habitat Management Plan. 

 A general LEMP is not a substitute for a BNG Management & Monitoring Plan with 30-year 

commitments, triggers, and responsible bodies. 

5. Inadequate SuDS–biodiversity integration. 

 SuDS are presented as an attenuation pond; treatment trains, wetland habitat targets, and 

water-quality objectives (that deliver biodiversity uplift) are not secured–contrary to the 

Plan’s call to use SuDS to augment biodiversity.  

 

8.6 What would be needed to even approach compliance 

 BNG Strategy & Metric (secured at outline): 

 Habitat baseline map (UKHab), Defra Metric vX calculation; ≥10% BNG (or the up-to-date 

statutory minimum) with on-site habitat typologies, condition targets, timelines, monitoring, 

and 30-year management, plus any off-site units/credits and legal mechanism. (HOO8(1); 

NPPF para 187, para 192(b)).  

 HRA Screening & Protected Sites Package: 

 Screening for SPA/SSSI/Ramsar pathways; if LSE cannot be excluded, provide AA with 

measures (access management, signage, dog controls, path surfacing, lighting, air/water 

quality safeguards, and buffer zones where evidenced). (HOO8(3)-(4); NPPF para 194–para 

195).  

 Ecological Design Code (parameters): 

 Transition zone widths and habitat structure on edges; native species palette 

(provenance/biosecurity), nest/bat bricks, hedgehog highways, pollinator corridors, timber 

fencing limits on green edges; and year-round nectar/fruiting schedule. (HOO8(5)–(8) + 

Interpretation).  

 GI Access/Biodiversity Balance Plan: 

 For the northern GI, either evidence to justify no public access (sensitive habitat core) or 

deliver low-impact boardwalk/perimeter access with seasonal zoning, ensuring HOO8(10)’s 

amenity/access enhancement alongside habitat protection.  

 SuDS for Nature: 

 Street-scale bio-retention, swales, wetland planting specs, and water-quality objectives tied to 

habitat targets; integrate with BNG delivery and monitoring. (Plan Interpretation on SuDS 

for biodiversity).  

 

8.7 Chapter conclusion 
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On the evidence submitted, the DAS does not demonstrate compliance with HOO8 or the NPPF (Dec 2024) 

biodiversity duties. It lacks measurable BNG, mitigation hierarchy evidence, protected-site 

screening/buffers, native/retention specifics, and a habitat-led edge/transition strategy. Under NPPF para 

193–para 195, proposals that cannot show avoidance/mitigation (and, where required, appropriate 

assessment) should not benefit from the presumption; under para 187/para 192, measurable net gains are 

integral, not optional. The appropriate outcome is refusal on biodiversity grounds unless and until a BNG-

coded, habitat-led resubmission secures the measures set out in para 8.6. 

 

Chapter 9: Decision framework & reasons for refusal

 

9.1 Statutory and national decision framework 

 Plan-led system. Planning law and the NPPF require decisions to be made in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The NPPF reiterates this at 

paragraph 48 (decision-taking to accord with the plan) and confirms neighbourhood plans form part 

of the development plan (see also para 12 which states that where a proposal conflicts with an up-to-

date plan, permission should not usually be granted).  

 Presumption in favour of sustainable development (PFSD). For decision-taking, para 11(c) says 

proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan should be approved without delay. Para 

11(d) (the “tilted balance”) is engaged only where there are no relevant policies or the most 

important policies are out-of-date. Even then, harm can still outweigh benefits; habitats sites 

automatically disengage the PFSD unless appropriate assessment shows no adverse effect (para 

195).  

 Weight to neighbourhood plans. Para 12 explains that conflict with an up-to-date neighbourhood 

plan will usually justify refusal; para 14 adds that where 11(d) applies to housing, the adverse 

impact of allowing development that conflicts with a (recent) neighbourhood plan is likely to 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh benefits (subject to the para 14 criteria). The Hoo St 

Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2024) is recent and forms part of the plan.  

Implication: The correct approach is to assess first against the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and the rest of the 

development plan. Only if those policies are absent or out-of-date does any tilted balance arise. 

 

9.2 Key areas of non-compliance (summary) 

Drawing together the preceding chapters and evidence: 

1. Design quality not secured / poor design risk – the DAS is explicitly non-prescriptive, offers only 

“guiding principles,” and relies on generic references (and to the July 2021 NPPF) rather than a 

binding design code or enforceable parameter plans. That approach does not meet NPPF 

requirements to secure design quality through clear and accurate plans/parameters (paras 139–140) 

nor the well-designed places objectives (paras 131, 135, 136). It also under-delivers the NP’s design 

expectations in HOO6.  

2. Movement & active travel not prioritised nor evidenced – the DAS proposes a new bus/cycle 

spine link “should [adjacent land] come forward,” shared cycleway on the link road, and upgrades to 

a PRoW, but provides insufficient, secured detail for continuous, convenient and safe 

walking/cycling to key destinations and along Ratcliffe Highway. This conflicts with NPPF 110–
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111, 115–118 and NP HOO11 and HOO12 (permeable, direct, safe links; active frontages; inclusive 

streets).  

3. Landscape/settlement edge & character – the site is an elevated, open south-facing slope forming 

the settlement edge. The DAS relies on general future planting and “landscape-led” language, but 

does not secure the landscape buffers, edge conditions, or design responses needed to maintain rural 

setting and local distinctiveness, contrary to NP HOO6(2–3) and the NPPF design chapter (paras 

131, 135).  

4. Flood risk & SuDS – while an attenuation pond is shown illustratively, the application materials (as 

evidenced by the DAS) do not demonstrate compliance with NPPF 181–182 (sequential siting within 

the site, SuDS as default, long-term maintenance, management of residual risk) nor NP HOO6(8) 

requiring SuDS integrated with GI.  

5. Biodiversity / BNG & habitats – the DAS references “net gain” aspirationally but does not commit 

to measurable 10% BNG or demonstrate avoidance–mitigation–compensation per the mitigation 

hierarchy. In a Hoo Peninsula context (near international designations), the authority must also be 

satisfied under para 195 (PFSD disengaged unless no adverse effect on integrity). This conflicts with 

NPPF 187(d), 193(a–d), 195 and NP HOO8 (GI and biodiversity standards).  

 

9.3 Detailed reasons for refusal 

Reason 1 – Failure to accord with the development plan (design quality & distinctiveness). By reason 

of the outline submission and non-prescriptive Design & Access Statement, the proposal fails to secure high-

quality design and local distinctiveness. In particular, no binding design code/parameters are submitted to 

ensure outcomes consistent with Hoo’s historic and rural character, active frontages, coherent built form and 

a high-quality public realm. The proposal therefore conflicts with Neighbourhood Plan Policy HOO6 (1–3, 

4–7) and the NPPF (paras 131, 135, 136, 139–140), and is contrary to the plan-led approach in NPPF 

paras 12 and 48.  

Reason 2 – Inadequate prioritisation of sustainable transport; unsafe/inconvenient active travel 

network. Insufficient, secured provision is made for continuous, safe and direct pedestrian and cycle 

connections to local facilities and bus stops, and along Ratcliffe Highway and the wider network. Reliance 

on a contingent future bus/cycle spine (“should [adjacent land] come forward”) and shared cycleway on the 

link road does not demonstrate compliance at outline stage. The proposal therefore conflicts with NP 

HOO11 (sustainable transport and active travel) and HOO12 (paths and permeability), and the NPPF 

(paras 110–111, 115–118).  

Reason 3 – Harm to landscape character and weak settlement edge treatment. Given the site’s elevated 

and open edge, the submission fails to secure robust landscape parameters, edge conditions and 

building/landscape relationships needed to protect local character and views. Generalised planting 

aspirations and later “consideration” do not suffice at outline stage. The proposal conflicts with NP 

HOO6(2–3) and NPPF paras 131 and 135.  

Reason 4 – Flood risk and drainage not demonstrated to be acceptable. The application fails to show, 

with proportionate evidence and secured measures, that within-site layout will: (i) locate the most vulnerable 

development in areas of lowest risk, (ii) incorporate SuDS as the default, with long-term 

management/maintenance, and (iii) manage residual risk and ensure safe access/egress. The proposal 

therefore conflicts with NPPF paras 181–182 and NP HOO6(8).  

Reason 5 – Biodiversity net gain and mitigation hierarchy not secured; Habitats Regulations 

uncertainty. The submission does not secure measurable biodiversity net gain (minimum 10%), nor 

demonstrate that significant harm is avoided, mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated. In the absence of an 

appropriate assessment demonstrating no adverse effect on the integrity of habitats sites, the presumption in 
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favour does not apply (NPPF 195). The proposal therefore conflicts with NPPF 187(d), 193(a–d), 195 and 

NP HOO8.  

Reason 6 – Insufficient information to ensure streets/parking support a high-quality public realm. The 

DAS signals rear parking courts along the main Avenue and leaves critical street/parking typologies to later 

stages. This undermines active frontages, surveillance and street quality and fails to demonstrate a coherent 

movement and place hierarchy now. The proposal conflicts with NP HOO6(2–3) and NPPF paras 135–

136, 139–140.  

(If required by the LPA’s evidence base, a further reason may be added on highway safety/impact and air 

quality, having regard to NPPF 110–111, 198–200 and NP HOO10.)  

 

9.4 The appropriate planning balance 

 Development plan conflict: The proposal conflicts with multiple made NP policies (notably HOO6, 

HOO11, HOO12 and HOO8). Under NPPF 12 and 48, that points strongly to refusal.  

 If 11(d) were engaged: Even on a tilted-balance basis, the identified adverse impacts (design quality 

not secured; inadequate active-travel network; unresolved drainage/flood risk; BNG/ habitats 

uncertainty; landscape harm) would significantly and demonstrably outweigh generic benefits, when 

assessed against the Framework as a whole (with particular regard to the key policies flagged in 

footnote to para 11 – including 110, 115, 135, 139).  

 

9.5 Why conditions could not remedy these harms 

NPPF 56–57 allow conditions only where effects are made acceptable and the condition is necessary, 

relevant, enforceable, precise, reasonable. Here, the fundamental absence of binding 

design/landscape/streets parameters, uncertain bus strategy, and lack of evidenced SuDS/BNG cannot be 

cured by generic “details to be approved” conditions without re-writing the scheme. Conditions of such 

breadth would fail the precision and enforceability tests in para 57.  

 

9.6 What would be required to overcome refusal 

Any future resubmission would at minimum need to provide and secure: 

 A site-specific Design Code and Parameter Plans locking in street hierarchy, block structure, active 

frontages, parking typologies (avoiding rear-court dominated frontages on main routes), building 

heights/edges, materials palette and landscape edge treatments, to meet HOO6 and NPPF 139–140.  

 A Movement & AT strategy demonstrating continuous, safe, and direct walking/cycling links to the 

village centre, schools and bus stops (with committed delivery on the site frontage), consistent with 

HOO11/HOO12 and NPPF 110–118. Reliance on future third-party land (“should it come 

forward”) would not suffice.  

 A drainage/FRA & SuDS package meeting NPPF 181–182 with adoption/maintenance arrangements 

and integration with GI (HOO6(8)).  

 A BNG strategy showing ≥10% measurable BNG and mitigation hierarchy compliance, plus any 

HRA evidence needed to demonstrate no adverse effect (NPPF 187, 193, 195).  
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 A Landscape & Visual parameters plan securing buffers, edge treatments and tree-lined streets with 

management plans (NPPF 136, NP HOO6).  

 

9.7 Conclusion 

Applying the plan-led approach required by the NPPF, this proposal conflicts with the Hoo St Werburgh & 

Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (notably HOO6, HOO11, HOO12, HOO8) and with key NPPF policies 

on well-designed places (paras 131, 135, 136, 139–140), sustainable transport (110–118), flood risk/SuDS 

(181–182) and the natural environment/BNG & habitats (187, 193, 195). Under NPPF 12 and 48, 

permission should not usually be granted where there is such conflict; and even if the tilted balance at 11(d) 

were argued to apply, the harms identified significantly and demonstrably outweigh the claimed benefits. 

Accordingly, the application should be refused for the reasons set out at para 9.3. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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Written by Cllr. Michael Pearce. 

Please note:  this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and Cllr. John Williams - 

one of these Councillors will substitute for Cllr. Michael Pearce, who is a member of the Planning 

Committee, when the application is decided.  Cllr. George Crozer, Cllr. Michael Pearce and Cllr. Ron 

Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located. 


