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Representation in response to MC/24/2022  


Dear Local Planning Authority,

This representation OBJECTS to Taylor Wimpey’s planning application MC/24/2022 (to build 450 dwellings on land west of Hoo) on fundamental legal and planning grounds.  Read against the development plan and other material considerations, the scheme conflicts with the development plan, including the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024), the Medway Council Local Plan (2003), and key provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024).  


Landscape character and settlement separation objections:

· The applicant’s own LVIA baseline acknowledges the very limited remaining separation (approximately 250m physical separation, limited perceptual separation, and no visual separation due to intervisibility). Developing the remaining open land within this gap would inevitably erode what little separation remains.

· The attempt to downplay coalescence (e.g., “little perceived coalescence”) is not robust when set against (a) the LVIA baseline admissions and (b) the strengthened Development Plan position, including the made neighbourhood plan protections for the Chattenden Valley and settlement separation. 

· The applicant’s own appended landscape evidence identifies the parcels as performing a “valuable anti-coalescent role” and calls for a “substantial swathe of open countryside” to be retained as a strong green buffer. The proposal does not deliver that strategic requirement at the necessary scale. 

· “Mitigation-by-maturation” (planting over time) does not resolve the principal policy harm: the land use changes permanently from open countryside valley to built development and the settlement gap function is permanently reduced. 

· Where previous refusal/appeal reasoning related to landscape character, appearance and the countryside gap function, the current outline scheme still fails to demonstrate that the fundamental harm has been overcome, especially against the now-adopted neighbourhood plan protections. 


Environment and ecology objections:

· National policy requires refusal where significant harm to biodiversity cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or (as a last resort) compensated. The representation concludes the applicant has not demonstrated that the mitigation hierarchy is met in the correct legal/policy sequence. 

· The baseline ecological value is sensitive (including red-listed and Section 41 species), so a genuinely precautionary approach is required rather than optimistic assumptions.

· Nightingales are a central constraint: territories have been recorded and the site is close to a nationally important breeding area (including Lodge Hill SSSI / Chattenden Woods context). Disturbance and predation pathways are not convincingly resolved at outline stage. 

· Mitigation is argued to be overly reliant on future conditions, monitoring and behavioural measures, despite concerns that key risks (cats/dogs, disturbance, stream integrity) may be unenforceable or ineffective and could lead to irreversible impacts before adaptive responses can occur. 

· Habitats Regulations compliance is not “finished” by strategic mitigation (e.g., SAMMS) alone: the evidence cited states that additional site-specific mitigation may still be required and the Council must be satisfied the legal integrity test is met. 

· Water environment/drainage issues are material and increasingly standards-driven (including 2025 National SuDS Standards expectations, runoff volume management, FEH22 rainfall inputs, construction controls and lifetime maintenance/ownership). These are linked directly to ecological receptor sensitivity (Hoo Stream / water vole habitat). 

· The representation also raises concerns about BNG additionality and the risk of “double counting” mitigation as net gain, and the need for long-term funded management/monitoring with measurable success criteria. 


Active travel and bus provision objections:

· ATE’s Deferral is material: ATE states it is not currently in a position to support the application and requests further assessment/evidence/revisions/dialogue. This is a red flag for a major housing proposal whose acceptability depends on substantial mode shift away from the private car. 

· ATE states that all-day multi-modal trip generation for active travel is missing from the submitted Transport Assessment and Travel Plan; peak-only analysis provides “very little basis” for an effective healthy/inclusive strategy. 

· ATE expects LTN 1/20-compliant walking/cycling routes (width, surface, lighting) and indicates that for a development of this scale shared-use on the spine road is not appropriate; segregated provision is expected. 

· ATE highlights hostile junction environments (including the access roundabout) and that it was not possible to ascertain exactly how all proposed links connect into the existing network; key active travel access points and connections should be defined and secured at outline stage, not deferred. 

· The bus strategy depends heavily on diverting the Arriva 191 through the development; the representation argues this risks harming existing users by pulling service away from where demand is concentrated in Hoo village centre and undermining reliability/viability. 

· The applicant’s own documents are cited as evidencing deliverability/viability concerns (funding uncertainty, potential frequency reduction, little slack in the timetable, and the possibility that a longer route would require an extra bus). This undermines confidence in claimed bus mode share and the overall sustainability case. 


Transport and access objections:

· The representation relies on the previous refusal/appeal dismissal findings that the location generates high car dependency and that Hoo relies largely on a constrained connection via the A228 / Four Elms, with peak-hour overloading identified. It argues the structural reasons for that dismissal remain relevant. 

· The applicant’s own transport evidence is cited as identifying significant adverse effects at critical junctions before mitigation, and the mitigation case is argued not to be sufficiently certain/deliverable at outline stage to safely conclude residual impacts will not be severe. 

· The transport rebuttal explicitly links uncertainty in bus delivery (Arriva) and active travel delivery (ATE Deferral) to likely higher car mode share, higher network stress and worsening junction impacts. 

· The Council’s Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment is cited as independent evidence identifying over-capacity performance at key junctions (including A228/Main Road Hoo), supporting the objection that the baseline network is constrained and additional demand increases the risk of severe impacts unless mitigation is extensive, deliverable and timely. 

· The applicant acknowledges the withdrawal of the £170m Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) scheme, which is presented as a material change undermining the wider mitigation context and increasing uncertainty that strategic mitigation will come forward in time (or at all). 

· The representation also cites concerns raised in the school context (Hundred of Hoo / Leigh Academies Trust) about peak-time traffic and safety and how school movements overlap with commuter peaks. 


The application should therefore be REFUSED.
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