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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 (Group Whip) and CllIr. Williams (Group Member) represent Strood Rural Ward (achieving
over 52.5% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election) and ClIr. Crozer (Group Leader), Clir. Pearce (Deputy
Group Leader) and CllIr. Sands (Group Member) 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.

Chapter 1. Executive Summary

1. We object to the appeal on Housing Land Supply grounds.

2. More precisely, this representation addresses the weight properly attributable to housing land supply
and housing delivery benefits in the planning balance. It does not deny that housing delivery is a material
benefit. Rather, it submits that the weight to be given to that benefit is materially reduced in the present
appeal when compared with the earlier adjacent West of Hoo proposal.

3. That comparison is important because the earlier adjacent proposal, application MC/14/3405, was refused
by Medway Council and then dismissed on appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) by the Inspector on 6
September 2016.

4. In that 2016 appeal, the Inspector recorded Medway Council’s five-year housing land supply as lying
between 2.21 and 2.79 years. He also recorded that the appeal proposal represented only about 2.24% of
the Council’s five-year requirement.

5. Despite that markedly poorer housing land supply position, the Inspector still dismissed the appeal. He
accepted that the housing benefits were substantial, but held that they were time-limited, whereas the harms
would endure, and concluded that the development could not be regarded as sustainable development.



6. In the present appeal, the current housing land supply position is better than the 2016 figure. On the
current appeal evidence, Medway Council’s latest assessed five-year housing land supply is 3.1 years as of
31 March 2024, which is materially better than the 2.21-2.79 years figure recorded by the Inspector in the
2016 West of Hoo appeal.

7. In our submission, that comparison has an obvious consequence: if the adjacent West of Hoo scheme was
not made acceptable by housing land supply benefits when the shortfall was materially worse, then the
housing land supply position now cannot rationally attract greater weight in favour of the present appeal.

8. The effect is not that housing need becomes irrelevant. It remains a material consideration. But its weight
is reduced compared with the earlier appeal, and it is insufficient to outweigh conflict with the development
plan and other identified harms.

9. For that reason, the appeal should not be allowed by relying on housing land supply as a decisive or near-
decisive benefit.

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

10. This representation is confined to Housing Land Supply only.

11. Itis important to be precise about what that means. Housing land supply is not, in itself, a freestanding
“harm” in the way that traffic, ecology or landscape harm may be. Rather, it is a matter that affects the
policy context and the planning balance, including the weight to be given to the social benefits of
delivering housing.

12. Accordingly, this objection is directed to the proposition that the present appeal should be given
substantial positive weight because Medway Council cannot demonstrate a full five-year housing land
supply. Our submission is that, even if the tilted balance is engaged, the weight to be attributed to housing
supply in this case is materially less than in the adjacent 2016 appeal and cannot justify allowing the
proposal.

Chapter 3: Policy Context

13. The statutory starting point remains the development plan. The NPPF does not displace that principle. It
states that planning applications must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise, and that the presumption in favour of sustainable development
does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision-making.

14. For housing proposals, NPPF paragraph 11(d) and footnote 8 are relevant. Where the most important
policies are out-of-date, including because the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year
supply of deliverable housing sites or because the Housing Delivery Test result is below 75%, permission
should be granted unless the adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
assessed against the Framework as a whole.

15. NPPF paragraph 78 requires local planning authorities to identify and update annually a supply of
specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing, with the relevant



buffer. Paragraphs 79 and 80 then set out the policy consequences of under-delivery under the Housing
Delivery Test.

16. At the same time, the NPPF makes clear that the existence of a housing shortfall does not mean every
scheme must be approved. The exercise remains one of planning judgment, having regard to the
development plan, the actual sustainability of the proposal, and whether adverse impacts significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

17. That is also reflected in Annex 1 paragraph 232, which confirms that existing policies are not to be
treated as out-of-date simply because they pre-date the latest Framework, and that weight depends on their
consistency with it.

18. The Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan is also important. It acknowledges that, as at
2023, Medway Council had a shortfall in five-year housing land supply, but it does not suggest that this
removes the requirement for development to be sustainable or policy-compliant. On the contrary, it
recognises that recent sporadic housing growth has produced separate communities because of poor
connectivity and that future development must have cohesion and connectivity.

Chapter 4: The Present Housing Land Supply Position

19. We accept that the current appeal is taking place in a context where Medway Council still cannot
demonstrate a full five-year housing land supply.

20. We also accept that, because of that continuing shortfall, housing delivery carries material weight in
favour of the appeal.

21. However, the crucial point for present purposes is not whether there is still a shortfall. The crucial point
is that the current shortfall is less severe than the one before the Inspector in the earlier adjacent West of
Hoo appeal.

22. On the current appeal evidence, Medway Council's latest assessed five-year housing land supply is 3.1
years as of 31 March 2024, which is materially better than the 2.21-2.79 years figure recorded by the
Inspector in the 2016 West of Hoo appeal. The current appeal material therefore presents a better supply
position than the earlier appeal.

23. That matters because planning weight is not all-or-nothing. The fact that an authority still lacks five
years’ supply does not mean the weight to housing delivery remains constant regardless of whether supply
stands at 2.2 years, 3.1 years or 4.4 years. The severity of the shortfall is plainly relevant to the weight that
should be given to housing supply benefits.

24. The NPPF itself supports that common-sense approach. It distinguishes between different degrees of
under-delivery and their consequences, and it treats housing land supply as part of a structured planning
judgment rather than an automatic override.

Chapter 5: The Importance of the 2016 West of Hoo Appeal




25. The earlier West of Hoo appeal is directly relevant because it concerned adjacent land in the same broad
location and raised the same essential question: how much weight should be given to housing delivery where
Medway Council cannot show a five-year supply, but the scheme causes enduring planning harm.

26. The previous proposal was refused by Medway Council and then dismissed on appeal.

27. In that appeal decision, the Inspector recorded that both parties agreed the Council could not identify a
five-year housing land supply, and he expressly found that Medway Council's supply could be taken as
between 2.21 and 2.79 years.

28. He also stated that the appeal scheme represented about 37% of one year’s supply and approximately
2.24% of the Council’s five-year requirement. That quantified the significance of the housing benefit.

29. The Inspector then went on to hold that the benefits were substantial, but crucially he said they were
time-limited, because a new local plan could be expected in due course to identify an adequate five-year

supply.

30. He contrasted that temporary housing supply advantage with the enduring nature of the harms, which
would last for the lifetime of the development. He concluded that the combination of harms outweighed the
temporal advantages of bringing forward housing at that time.

31. His overall conclusion was unequivocal: the proposal could not be said to be sustainable development;
the presumption in favour of sustainable development therefore could not apply; and there were insufficient
material considerations to warrant a decision other than in accordance with the development plan. The
appeal was dismissed.

Chapter 6: Why the Earlier Appeal Is So Damaging to the
Appellant’s Housing Case Now

32. In our submission, the earlier appeal is highly material for a simple reason: it demonstrates that even
when Medway Council's housing land supply position was materially worse than today, housing delivery
benefits were still not enough to overcome the planning harms of development west of Hoo.

33. That is the decisive comparison. In 2016, the Inspector was dealing with a supply position as low as 2.21
years. Today, the current appeal evidence shows a better position than that - Medway Council's latest
assessed five-year housing land supply is 3.1 years as of 31 March 2024.

34. If a proposal on adjacent land was not rendered acceptable by housing need when the shortfall was
materially more acute, then the present appellant cannot reasonably contend that housing land supply now
carries determinative weight in favour of this appeal.

35. Put another way, the benchmark has already been set by the Inspector. He has already demonstrated, on
materially worse housing supply figures, that the West of Hoo location is not automatically released for
development simply because Medway Council lacks a five-year supply.

36. The earlier appeal is therefore not merely background. It is strong comparative evidence as to the proper
planning weight of housing supply in this location.



Chapter 7: The Housing Benefit Is Weaker Now Than It Was Then

37. The planning logic follows directly from the comparison.

38. In 2016, the Inspector was prepared to treat the housing benefits as substantial because the shortfall was
very serious. Even then, he regarded those benefits as time-limited and ultimately insufficient.

39. In the present appeal, the shortfall is still real but it is less severe. The housing supply benefit is therefore
correspondingly weaker.

40. That does not mean it attracts no weight. It plainly does attract weight. But it cannot attract more weight
than in 2016, and in our submission it must attract less.

41. This is especially so when one recalls that the earlier scheme’s contribution to supply was expressly
quantified by the Inspector and still found insufficient in the balance.

42. The Inspector’s temporal reasoning is also even stronger now. He said in 2016 that the housing benefit
was substantial but time-limited because a new local plan could in due course identify an adequate five-year
supply. The Hoo and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan now records that Medway Council is indeed in the
process of updating its Local Plan to 2040.

43. In those circumstances, the justification for giving extraordinary weight to short-term housing supply
benefits is weaker, not stronger.

Chapter 8: Housing Land Supply Does Not Override the Need for
Sustainable Development

44. The earlier Medway Council refusal is also instructive because it shows how the Council approached the
matter at the time. The officer report expressly acknowledged the housing supply issue and accepted that
weight had to be given to the benefits of housing delivery. Yet it still concluded that the development was
unsustainable and that the benefits were not sufficient to outweigh the harms.

45. The refusal notice stated the same point in clear terms: the application was an unsustainable form of
development, the presumption in favour of sustainable development did not apply, and the benefits arising
from housing delivery were not sufficient to outweigh the harm.

46. That analysis was then substantially endorsed by the Inspector in dismissing the appeal.

47. This matters because it shows that housing land supply was already fully in play in the earlier case. It
was not overlooked. It was considered, given weight, and still found insufficient.

48. Accordingly, the present appellant cannot validly present housing land supply as though it were a new or
exceptional circumstance compelling approval in this location. That argument has effectively already been
tested on worse figures and has failed.



Chapter 9: The Neighbourhood Plan Further Reduces the Force of
the Housing Case

49. A further material difference from 2016 is that there is now a made Neighbourhood Plan for Hoo St
Werburgh and Chattenden.

50. The NPPF makes clear that, in housing cases where the tilted balance applies, the adverse impact of
allowing development that conflicts with a neighbourhood plan is likely to significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, provided the neighbourhood plan is recent and contains policies and allocations to
meet its identified housing requirement.

51. The Neighbourhood Plan now forms part of the statutory development plan and expressly addresses
housing, growth and the need for sustainable locations. It also recognises that recent sporadic house building
has produced separate communities because of poor connectivity and that future development must have
cohesion and connectivity.

52. That is relevant here because it further undermines any suggestion that a continuing housing shortfall
should be allowed to dominate the planning balance. The development plan context is now stronger than it
was in 2016, not weaker.

Chapter 10: Overall Planning Conclusion on Housing Land Supply

53. Drawing the position together, we accept that Medway Council still lacks a full five-year supply of
deliverable housing sites and that this gives rise to material weight in favour of housing delivery.

54. However, the adjacent West of Hoo appeal establishes three critical propositions.

55. First, in 2016 the Inspector was dealing with a materially worse housing land supply position, namely
2.21 to 2.79 years, compared with 3.1 years as of 31 March 2024.

56. Second, even in that much poorer policy context, he still concluded that the housing benefits were only
time-limited and were outweighed by enduring harms.

57. Third, he dismissed the appeal and held that there were insufficient material considerations to justify
departing from the development plan.

58. In the present appeal, the housing land supply position is better than it was then. It follows that the
housing land supply benefit now carries less weight, not more.

59. In our submission, that is fatal to any suggestion that housing supply considerations should tip the
balance in favour of this appeal. The comparative evidence points firmly the other way.

60. Housing land supply is therefore not a persuasive reason to allow the appeal. At most, it is a material
benefit of reduced weight.



Chapter 11: Formal Conclusion and Request

61. For the reasons set out above, we object to the appeal on Housing Land Supply grounds.

62. The earlier adjacent West of Hoo proposal was refused and dismissed when Medway Council's housing
land supply position was materially worse than it is now.

63. The Inspector in that case accepted the housing benefits, but treated them as time-limited and insufficient
to outweigh enduring harms.

64. Since the present housing land supply position is better than the one before the Inspector in 2016, the
weight to be given to housing supply and housing delivery benefits in the current appeal must be lower.

65. Housing land supply therefore does not provide a sound basis for allowing this appeal.

66. Accordingly, the appeal should be dismissed.

Appendix: List of Core Housing Land Supply Documents Relied
Upon

1. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) - in particular paragraph 11(d) and
footnote 8, paragraphs 78-80, and Annex 1 paragraph 232, concerning five-year housing land
supply, the Housing Delivery Test, the tilted balance, and the weight to be given to development plan
policies.

2. MC/23/1934 - Statement of Case / Statement of Common Ground - in particular paragraph 2.12,
recording that Medway Council's latest assessed five-year housing land supply is 3.1 years as of 31
March 2024, paragraph 2.13 recording the 2023 Housing Delivery Test result of 72%, and
paragraph 2.15 confirming that the tilted balance is said to be engaged.

3. MC/23/1934 - Planning Statement (CD1.16) - in particular the section on Housing Land Supply,
recording the appellant’s reliance on Medway Council's housing shortfall and the earlier figure of 3.4
years as of 31 March 2022, together with the appellant’s case on housing need and under-delivery.

4. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular
Chapter 5 (Housing), including the statement that as at 2023 Medway Council had a shortfall in its
required five-year land supply, and the planning background text explaining that sporadic housing
growth has produced separate communities due to poor connectivity and that future development
must have cohesion and connectivity.

5. MC/14/3405 - Decision Notice (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - refusal notice dated 2 April
2015, including the refusal reasons and the Council’s conclusion that the proposal was unsustainable
notwithstanding the housing supply position.

6. MC/14/3405 - Committee Report (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - in particular the section on
Housing Supply Position and the discussion of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, together with the officer’s conclusion that weight should be given to housing delivery
benefits but that the proposal was still unsustainable.



7. Appeal Decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, Land West of Hoo St Werburgh, decision dated 6
September 2016 - in particular paragraphs 72—-76 and 82-85, recording that Medway Council's five-
year housing land supply was taken as between 2.21 and 2.79 years, that the proposal represented
approximately 2.24% of the Council’s five-year requirement, and that the housing benefits were
substantial but time-limited and ultimately outweighed by enduring harms.

8. Official Medway Council planning material published in December 2025 - confirming that

Medway Council's five-year housing land supply stood at 3.1 years as of 31 March 2024.
(democracy.medway.gov.uk)

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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https://democracy.medway.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=83071&utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Hoo & High Halstow Ward

Written by ClIr. Michael Pearce (Group Planning Spokes).

Please note: this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and ClIr. 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.

11



