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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. This representation is submitted in objection to the appeal on Housing Land Supply grounds only. Its
focus is narrow but important: the previous application and appeal on this site were refused and dismissed at
a time when Medway Council’s five-year housing land supply position was materially worse than it is
now, yet the Council and the Inspector still concluded that the housing benefits did not justify permission.

2. The essential submission is not that Medway Council now has a five-year housing land supply. It does
not. Medway Council’s official published position is that its five-year supply stood at 3.1 years as of 31
March 2024, and its latest published Housing Delivery Test result is 72%, so the presumption in favour of
sustainable development still applies in decision-taking terms. But that is still a materially better position
than the position before the previous Inspector, when Medway Council’s five-year supply was taken as
being between 2.21 and 2.79 years.

3. That comparative fact matters. The appellant cannot reasonably argue that the housing-land-supply
circumstances now justify allowing this appeal when the previous Inspector dismissed substantially the same
proposition at a time of deeper shortage. The weight to be given to housing supply as a benefit may still be
real, but it is plainly less compelling now than it was then.

4. The previous appeal decision is especially important because the Inspector fully understood the severity
of Medway Council’s earlier shortfall, treated the housing benefits as substantial, and still concluded that

3



there were insufficient material considerations to warrant a decision other than in accordance with the
development plan. The Inspector expressly recorded the five-year supply as between 2.21 and 2.79 years,
noted that the proposal represented about 37% of one year’s supply and about 2.24% of the Council’s
five-year requirement, and then still dismissed the appeal.

5. The earlier committee report points the same way. Officers accepted that, because of housing land supply,
relevant housing-supply policies were likely to be treated as out-of-date and that weight had to be given to
the benefits of housing delivery. Yet the Council still recommended refusal because the proposal was not
sustainable development and because the housing benefits were not sufficient to outweigh the identified
harm. The formal refusal reason said exactly that.

6. That historical sequence is the heart of this objection. The appeal now before the Inspector cannot draw
stronger support from housing land supply than the earlier proposal did, because the earlier proposal was
considered against a worse housing land supply backdrop and still failed. If the site was not justified then
despite more acute shortage, it is even harder to justify now on housing-land-supply grounds.

7. The current policy framework reinforces that conclusion. The NPPF 2024 still requires annual
identification of a five-year supply and still applies consequences where that cannot be shown or where
delivery is below 75%. But it also makes clear 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.
It remains a balancing exercise, not an automatic permission.

8. The made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 20232040 also supports a
cautious approach. It expressly acknowledges that Medway Council had a five-year housing land supply
shortfall in 2023 and that, in the absence of such a supply, the planning balance is tipped in favour of
developments that can be shown to be sustainable. But the same Plan does not allocate this site, does not
suggest that shortfall alone justifies development here, and instead states that future housing growth must
occur in sustainable locations and with proper cohesion and connectivity.

9. The statutory-consultee history also helps explain why housing land supply cannot carry decisive weight
here. In the previous application, some statutory consultees either withdrew objection or raised no objection
on their specific matters after further information, yet the application was still refused and the appeal was
still dismissed. That demonstrates that even when consultees were not presenting a collective barrier to the
scheme, the worse housing land supply position still did not make the proposal acceptable.

10. For those reasons, the Inspector is respectfully requested to conclude that the appellant cannot derive
determinative support from housing land supply in this appeal, and that the appeal should be dismissed on
Housing Land Supply grounds.

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

11. This representation is intentionally confined to Housing Land Supply grounds only. It is not a general
merits case on transport, landscape, ecology, heritage or infrastructure, except insofar as the previous refusal
and dismissal demonstrate how the housing-land-supply issue was weighed in the planning balance.

12. The focus is therefore comparative and historical. The issue is not whether Medway Council currently
has a full five-year supply. It does not. The issue is whether the current shortfall is of such force that it now
justifies allowing an appeal on a site where a previous proposal was refused and dismissed when the
shortfall was worse. In our submission, it does not.



13. This representation also does not argue that housing need is irrelevant. It plainly remains a material
consideration. The argument is narrower and more defensible: the weight to be given to the housing-supply
benefit in this appeal is materially less than the weight that was available to the previous proposal, because
the Council’s housing land supply position is materially better now than the 2015/2016 position considered
by the earlier Inspector.

Chapter 3: The Current Housing Land Supply Position

14. Medway Council’s official current published five-year housing land supply position states that, as of 31
March 2024, the authority had 3.1 years of supply. The same official page sets out a five-year requirement
of 7,970 dwellings, rising to 9,564 dwellings once the 20% buffer is applied, and a total supply of 5,936
dwellings, producing a deficit of 3,628 dwellings.

15. The same official Medway Council webpage also records that the local housing need figure as of 31
March 2025 had risen to 1,636 dwellings per annum, and that a further five-year land supply calculation
would be made through the 2025 AMR. That confirms that Medway Council still faces housing supply
pressure, but it does not alter the currently published five-year supply figure of 3.1 years that the Council
was still using in later 2025 committee reporting.

16. Medway Council’s latest official Housing Delivery Test position is also clear. The Council’s published
Housing Delivery Test Action Plan states that the latest HDT results were published in December 2024 and
that Medway Council scored 72% of delivery compared with the defined housing requirement. The
associated cabinet report explains that because the result is below 75%, a 20% buffer applies and the
presumption in favour of sustainable development continues to apply until superseded by the next result.

17. I therefore fully acknowledge that Medway Council remains in housing supply deficit and that current
policy consequences still apply. This objection does not depend on pretending otherwise. The point is that,
on the Council’s own current published figures, it’s position is better than the position before the
previous Inspector.

Chapter 4: The Previous Housing Land Supply Position Was Worse

18. The previous committee report provides the starting point for understanding how serious the earlier
position was. Officers recorded that the 2013/14 AMR had previously suggested 5.4 years of supply, but
that the position had been undermined by two major factors: the call-in and likely delay at Lodge Hill, and
updated household projections indicating a higher housing requirement. The report said that, pending full
review, it should not be assumed that the Council would be able to demonstrate a five-year supply if
challenged at appeal.

19. By the time of the 2016 appeal, the position had hardened considerably. The Inspector recorded that
both parties agreed the Council could not identify a five-year housing land supply, and that the real dispute
was over the scale of the shortfall rather than its existence. The Inspector then recorded that Medway
Council’s current five-year housing land supply could be taken as between 2.21 and 2.79 years.

20. That is a very important figure for present purposes. A supply of 2.21 to 2.79 years is materially worse
than the current official published position of 3.1 years. Whatever precise approach is taken to the current



calculation, it is beyond real dispute that the earlier Inspector was dealing with a deeper and more acute
shortage than the Council’s current published position.

21. The previous Inspector also recorded that both parties agreed a 20% buffer was required because of
persistent under-delivery. That mirrors the current position under the HDT action plan, where the sub-75%
result also produces a 20% buffer and presumption consequences. The point of comparison is therefore not
distorted by one period carrying a buffer and the other not: the earlier and current positions are both shortage
positions, but the earlier one was the worse of the two.

Chapter 5: What the Council Did With That Worse Position

22. The 2015 committee report is important because it shows the Council did not ignore the housing
shortage. Officers expressly recognised the implications of paragraphs 14 and 49 of the then-current NPPF,
accepted that relevant housing-supply policies would likely be out-of-date, and said that weight had to be
given to the benefits of the supply of housing, both social and economic.

23. The committee report also expressly accepted that the site lay outside the village boundary and outside
the type of minor development envisaged by Policy H11, but that given the five-year housing supply
position, that fact alone was not sufficient to warrant refusal. That is important because it shows the
Council did not refuse the scheme by mechanically relying on out-of-date housing restraint policies. Officers
instead went on to assess whether the proposal was genuinely sustainable development in the round.

24. The Council’s ultimate conclusion was that the scheme was not sustainable development and that the
housing benefits did not outweigh the harms. That conclusion was formalised in refusal reason 1, which
stated that the presumption in favour of sustainable development did not apply and that the benefits arising
from the delivery of housing would not be sufficient to outweigh the identified failings.

25. That historical judgment is central to the present objection. The Council fully recognised the severity of
the earlier housing shortfall and still refused permission. The refusal was not because the Council thought
housing supply did not matter; it was because the Council thought the proposal was not justified even given
that serious shortage.

Chapter 6: What the Inspector Did With That Worse Position

26. The 2016 appeal decision is even more important, because it shows how an Inspector weighed the earlier
and worse housing shortfall.

27. The Inspector recorded that the proposal would represent about 37% of one year’s supply, or - because
construction would be spread over time - about 2.24% of the Council’s five-year requirement. In other
words, the Inspector expressly quantified the housing benefit and treated it as a real and substantial social
and economic benefit.

28. The Inspector also accepted that the development plan was dated and that relevant policies for the supply
of housing were not up-to-date because of the lack of a five-year supply. The Inspector therefore approached
the case with full understanding of the tilted-balance implications then applicable under the earlier NPPF.



29. Yet the Inspector still dismissed the appeal. The critical concluding passage is highly material: the
Inspector said that the proposal could not be said to be sustainable development, and that, notwithstanding
the consequences of the lack of a five-year housing land supply, there were insufficient material
considerations to warrant a decision other than in accordance with the development plan.

30. That is exactly the point the current appellant has to overcome, and in our submission cannot. The
previous Inspector had before him a worse housing land supply position than exists now, accepted the
resulting housing benefit, and still concluded that the site should not be permitted.

Chapter 7: Why the Housing Benefit Carries Less Weight Today

31. The present housing-land-supply context still attracts weight in favour of housing. But the proper
planning question is comparative weight, not abstract weight.

32. In 2016, the Council’s supply was between 2.21 and 2.79 years. Today, the Council’s official published
position is 3.1 years as of 31 March 2024. That is still below five years, but it is an improvement over the
position before the previous Inspector.

33. That means the supply-side benefit of allowing additional housing on this site is less acute now than it
was then. Whatever weight the Inspector attached to housing delivery in 2016, the current appellant cannot
logically claim a greater weight from a less severe shortfall.

34. The current HDT position does not alter that conclusion. It is true that Medway Council’s latest
published HDT result is 72%, so the presumption consequences still apply. But the cabinet report also says
that delivery rates have grown considerably from earlier very low levels, and that housing delivery has
increased significantly in recent years. That is consistent with the narrower point made here: current housing
need pressure remains significant, but the comparative position is still better than the one faced in the
earlier appeal.

35. In short, the current shortage may still justify giving weight to housing delivery, but it cannot plausibly
justify giving more weight than was available to the previous proposal. The appellant’s housing-land-supply
case is therefore weaker, not stronger, than the case rejected in 2016.

Chapter 8: The Current NPPF 2024 Does Not Rescue the
Appellant’s Case

36. The current NPPF 2024 maintains the same essential structure on housing land supply. Paragraph 78
requires local planning authorities to identify and update annually a five-year supply of deliverable sites,
with the appropriate buffer. Paragraphs 79 and 80 set out HDT consequences, including the action plan, 20%
buffer and, where delivery is below 75%, the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

37. Paragraph 11(d) and footnote 8 then explain that, for housing applications, policies are out-of-date where
the authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply or where HDT delivery is below 75%. That is the
current equivalent of the position the earlier Inspector addressed under the previous Framework.

38. But the NPPF 2024 is equally clear 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. That is
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stated in paragraph 12. The consequence of housing shortfall is therefore not automatic permission. It
remains a matter of planning judgment as to whether the relevant harms significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits.

39. That is precisely why the historical comparison matters so much. The earlier Inspector already carried
out that balancing exercise in materially worse housing-supply circumstances and still concluded that the
proposal should not be allowed. The current NPPF provides no principled reason for reversing that logic on
a site where the housing-supply imperative is now less severe.

Chapter 9: The Neighbourhood Plan Supports a More, Not Less,
Cautious Approach

40. The made Neighbourhood Plan’s housing chapter is revealing. It expressly acknowledges that, as of
2023, Medway Council had a shortfall in the required five-year land supply and that, in the absence of a
five-year supply, the planning balance is tipped in favour of developments that can be shown to be
sustainable even if they were not identified in the adopted Local Plan.

41. But that same chapter does not treat the shortfall as a reason to support every speculative housing
proposal. Instead, it says that future development needs to have cohesion and connectivity, that sporadic
housebuilding has produced separate communities due to poor connectivity, and that the Plan does not make
additional site allocations but instead makes provision for housing growth in sustainable locations through
its policies.

42. That is important because it shows the local community prepared the Neighbourhood Plan in full
knowledge of Medway Council’s housing shortfall, yet did not endorse a free-standing argument that
shortfall should drive permission on this site irrespective of other planning considerations. Quite the
opposite: the Plan assumes that housing growth must still be sustainable and guided by the development
plan.

43. The existence of the Neighbourhood Plan is also a further reason why the Inspector should be cautious
about giving exceptional weight to housing land supply alone. The plan-led system has moved on since
2016. There is now a recent statutory neighbourhood plan prepared in the context of acknowledged shortfall,
and it does not identify this appeal site as a necessary or justified release to address land supply.

Chapter 10: The Statutory Consultee Context Does Not Strengthen
the Housing Supply Case

44. In the housing-land-supply context, the relevance of Statutory Consultees is indirect but still important.

45. The previous committee report shows that, by the time members determined the earlier application, some
key statutory consultees had either withdrawn objection or raised no objection on their own subject matter
after further information. For example, Natural England withdrew its objection after additional material and
the Environment Agency raised no objection subject to conditions. Yet the Council still recommended
refusal.



46. The appeal decision itself then records that many infrastructure and service matters had been addressed
through the section 106 agreement and could otherwise be dealt with by conditions or normal statutory
processes, and that they were therefore not outstanding issues requiring further reporting in the decision.
In other words, the earlier appeal was not dismissed because of some temporary consultee stand-off that
deprived the scheme of housing weight. It was dismissed even after many of those ancillary matters had
been neutralised or managed.

47. That supports the present objection. The earlier proposal enjoyed the benefit of a much worse housing
land supply context and a position in which a number of statutory-consultee or infrastructure matters had

already been reduced or addressed. Yet that still did not justify permission. The appellant cannot plausibly
argue that housing supply now requires a different outcome when the shortage is less acute.

Chapter 11: The Previous Refusal Reason Is Directly Relevant

48. The wording of refusal reason 1 in the 2015 decision notice is itself highly material. It said that the
application was an unsustainable form of development, poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on the
private car, and that the presumption in favour of sustainable development therefore did not apply and the
benefits arising from the delivery of housing were not sufficient to outweigh the harms.

49. That is a powerful statement because it shows that the Council had already carried out exactly the
balancing exercise the appellant is likely to invite now. It did so under materially worse housing-supply
conditions and still came down against the scheme.

50. The previous Inspector then endorsed that outcome in substance. The appeal decision accepted the
housing supply shortfall, accepted the resulting benefits, but still found the proposal not to be sustainable
development and found insufficient material considerations to depart from the development plan.

Chapter 12: The Current Appeal Cannot Draw Stronger Support
From Housing Land Supply Than the Previous One

51. The current appellant may still rely on the tilted balance, the absence of a five-year supply, and Medway
Council’s poor HDT result. Those are real material considerations. But they do not answer the specific
historical point made here.

52. The site has already been before an Inspector in circumstances where Medway Council’s supply position
was materially worse than it is today. The Inspector fully appreciated that position and still dismissed the
appeal. That means the present appellant cannot sensibly argue that housing land supply alone now tips the
balance decisively in favour of permission.

53. Put another way, if a supply position of 2.21 to 2.79 years was not enough to justify this site, then a
current published position of 3.1 years cannot logically be treated as creating a stronger imperative to allow
it.

54. The previous Inspector’s quantification of the benefit is also important. He treated the earlier scheme as
contributing about 37% of one year’s supply and about 2.24% of the Council’s five-year requirement.
That was not dismissed as trivial; it was recognised as substantial. Yet it still did not justify permission.



55. That makes the present housing-land-supply argument materially weaker. Unless the appellant can show
that the housing-supply benefit is now somehow more compelling than it was in 2016, the previous
dismissal remains a strong indicator that this site should not succeed on land-supply grounds. On the
comparative evidence, the opposite is true.

Chapter 13: Overall Planning Judgment on Housing Land Supply

56. The proper planning judgment on this issue is therefore not that housing land supply has ceased to
matter. It plainly still matters.

57. The correct judgment is that the present housing land supply position is insufficiently pressing to justify
a different outcome on this appeal from the one reached in 2016, because the earlier decision was made
against a worse supply backdrop and still resulted in dismissal.

58. The current NPPF 2024 does not compel a different result. It preserves the tilted balance in shortage
cases, but it also preserves the plan-led starting point and requires a judgment whether harms significantly
and demonstrably outweigh benefits. The earlier Inspector already carried out that judgment on a more acute
shortage.

59. The Neighbourhood Plan does not compel a different result either. It recognises the shortfall, but it does
not endorse ad hoc permission on this site; instead it expects sustainable, cohesive and plan-led growth.

60. The previous refusal reason, committee report and appeal decision together show that the housing
benefit was fully understood, fully weighed and still found insufficient. The reduction in the severity of
Medway Council’s current published shortfall only strengthens that conclusion.

Chapter 14: Conclusion

61. For all of the reasons set out above, the Inspector is respectfully requested to conclude that the appellant
cannot derive determinative support from housing land supply in this appeal.

62. The previous application and appeal were refused and dismissed when Medway Council’s housing land
supply position was materially worse than it is now. The current official published position of 3.1 years
remains deficient, but it is better than the 2.21 to 2.79 years considered by the previous Inspector.

63. The previous Inspector already treated the housing benefits as substantial and still dismissed the appeal.
The current appellant therefore cannot plausibly say that housing land supply now provides a stronger
reason to permit development on this site than it did in 2016.

64. The appeal should therefore be dismissed on Housing Land Supply grounds.

Appendix 1: List of Core Housing Land Supply Documents Relied
Upon
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Al1.1 This Appendix identifies the principal Housing Land Supply documents relied upon in the
representation, with particular emphasis on the comparative position between the previous application /
appeal and the current Medway Council housing land supply position. It includes national and
development plan policy documents, Medway Council’s current official housing land supply publications,
and the historic site-specific refusal and appeal documents that demonstrate the earlier proposal was refused
and dismissed when Medway Council’s housing land supply position was materially worse than it is today.

A. National and Development Plan Policy Documents

Al1.2 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2024, in particular the sections and paragraphs
dealing with:

the presumption in favour of sustainable development;

five-year housing land supply;

Housing Delivery Test consequences;

the status of out-of-date policies in decision-taking;

the continuing primacy of the development plan as the starting point for determination.

Al1.3 Medway Council Local Plan, adopted 14 May 2003, insofar as relevant to:

the settlement strategy;
housing restraint and countryside policies applied in the earlier refusal / appeal;

the wider development plan context against which the earlier Inspector weighed the housing land
supply shortfall.

Al.4 Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (Final Referendum Version,
September 2024), in particular:

the housing chapter and planning background;
the passages acknowledging Medway Council’s housing land supply shortfall;

the Plan’s statement that, even in the absence of a five-year supply, development still needs to be
shown to be sustainable;

the Plan’s emphasis on cohesion, connectivity and sustainable locations for future growth.

B. Current Official Medway Council Housing Land Supply Documents

Al1.5 Medway Council official Five Year Housing Land Supply position statement / monitoring page,
including:

the published position of 3.1 years supply as at 31 March 2024;
the stated five-year requirement and 20% buffer;
the stated total deliverable supply and resulting deficit;

the note that the local housing need figure as at 31 March 2025 had increased and that the next five-
year calculation would be prepared through the 2025 AMR.

Al.6 Medway Council Housing Delivery Test Action Plan / associated cabinet reporting, including:
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the published Housing Delivery Test result of 72%;
confirmation that the result is below 75%o;



« confirmation that a 20% buffer applies and that the presumption in favour of sustainable
development continues to apply.

C. Historic Site-Specific Application / Appeal Documents
Al1.7 MC/14/3405 Decision Notice, including:

o refusal reason 1;

e the Council’s conclusion that the proposal was an unsustainable form of development and that the
benefits arising from housing delivery were not sufficient to outweigh the identified harms.

Al1.8 MC/14/3405 Committee Report, including the sections dealing with:

e the Council’s earlier five-year housing land supply position;

« the effect of the then-current housing shortage on the policy balance;

« the officer conclusion that relevant housing-supply policies were likely to be regarded as out-of-date;
« the recognition that housing delivery benefits carried weight;

 the overall recommendation that those benefits were still insufficient to justify permission.

A1.9 MC/14/3405 Appeal Decision (Appeal Ref. APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, dated 6 September 2016),
including the sections dealing with:

 the agreed absence of a five-year housing land supply;
 the Inspector’s finding that Medway Council’s supply position was between 2.21 and 2.79 years;
o the 20% buffer;

 the Inspector’s quantification of the proposal as approximately 37% of one year’s supply and
approximately 2.24% of the five-year requirement;

o the Inspector’s conclusion that, notwithstanding the housing shortfall, there were insufficient
material considerations to justify allowing the appeal contrary to the development plan.

D. Statutory Consultee Context Documents

A1.10 MC/14/3405 Committee Report, insofar as it records the position of statutory consultees at the time
of determination, including the fact that some consultees had withdrawn objection or raised no objection on
their own subject matter after further information, yet the Council still recommended refusal
notwithstanding the severe housing land supply shortfall.

Al1.11 MC/14/3405 Appeal Decision, insofar as it records that many infrastructure and technical matters
had been addressed through obligations, conditions or normal statutory processes, and were not the reason
the appeal ultimately failed, thereby reinforcing that the appeal was dismissed despite the worse housing
land supply context.

E. Comparative Housing Land Supply Material
Al1.12 The comparison between:

« the previous appeal-era housing land supply position of 2.21 to 2.79 years; and

« the current official Medway published position of 3.1 years as at 31 March 2024,
as the core evidential basis for the submission that the housing-land-supply benefit now carries
materially less weight than it did before the previous Inspector.
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Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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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.
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