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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: Introduction

1. This Statement of Case is submitted by The Independent Group on Medway Council as a Rule 6 party
in opposition to the appeal (Reference 6002996) relating to application MC/23/1934.

2. This Statement addresses the following principal issues only:

(a) Housing Land Supply;

(b) Transport & Access;

(c) Active Travel;

(d) Environment & Ecology; and

(e) Landscape & Settlement Separation.

3. The case is that the appeal should be dismissed. Even if the appellant is correct that the tilted balance is
engaged, the proposal remains in conflict with the development plan and gives rise to adverse impacts that
significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits when assessed against the Framework as a whole. The
proposal is not sustainable development in the ordinary planning sense and should not be permitted.



4. In particular, this is not a case in which housing land supply can override the enduring concerns arising
from the site’s poor transport performance, weak active-travel offer, unresolved ecological sensitivity, and
harm to the open separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. Those concerns are now
reinforced by the made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2024, which forms part
of the statutory development plan.

Chapter 2: The Statutory and Policy Framework

5. The appeal must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. The NPPF confirms that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not
alter the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision-making, and that where an
application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan, including a neighbourhood plan, permission
should not usually be granted.

6. The development plan includes the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 and the Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2024. The Neighbourhood Plan expressly states that, once made, it
forms part of the statutory development plan and that planning applications must be determined in
accordance with it unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

7. The Neighbourhood Plan is especially significant because it is recent, area-specific, and directly addresses
the very matters that are central to this appeal: sustainable transport and active travel; landscape and
environmental protection; biodiversity; local character; and the need for development to proceed in a way
that is cohesive and sustainable. It does not allocate this site; rather, it seeks to shape growth through policy
requirements that are directly relevant to the present appeal.

8. The relevant national policy includes, in particular, NPPF paragraph 11(d) and footnote 8 on the tilted
balance; paragraphs 78 to 80 on five-year supply and the Housing Delivery Test; paragraphs 109 to 117 on
sustainable transport; paragraphs 135 and 139 on design; paragraph 187 on valued landscapes and the
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside; and paragraphs 193 to 195 on biodiversity, habitats sites
and the disapplication of the presumption where likely significant effects on habitats sites have not been
resolved. Existing development plan policies are not to be treated as out-of-date merely because of age;
weight depends on their consistency with the current Framework.

Chapter 3: Overview of Our Case

9. Our overall case is very straightforward. The appellant seeks permission for a substantial housing scheme
on land west of Hoo St Werburgh. The issue is not whether housing delivery is a benefit in the abstract. It
plainly is. The issue is whether this proposal, in this location, is acceptable when judged against the
development plan and the Framework taken as a whole.

10. The answer, in our submission, is no. The proposal would:

(i) attract materially reduced weight from housing land supply when compared with the refused adjacent
West of Hoo application (MC/14/3405) and dismissed appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) in 2016;

(i) fail to demonstrate that the site is, or can be made, sustainable in transport terms;



(i) fail to show a robust and secured active-travel and bus-access strategy, including any firm operator
commitment in respect of the relied-upon bus service improvements;

(iv) fail to demonstrate with sufficient certainty that the natural environment, designated sites and ecological
networks would be protected; and

(v) erode the open and locally valued separation between Hoo and Chattenden, harming Chattenden Valley
and contributing to urban sprawl and coalescence.

Chapter 4: Housing Land Supply

11. We accept that housing delivery is a material consideration in favour of the appeal. On the appellant’s
own current case, Medway Council still cannot demonstrate a full five-year housing land supply, and the
appellant says the tilted balance is engaged. The appeal material also records a 2023 Housing Delivery Test
result below 75%.

12. However, the question is not whether housing land supply carries some positive weight. It clearly does.
The real question is how much weight it should carry in the present case.

13. That question is powerfully informed by the adjacent West of Hoo appeal, where the Inspector recorded
that Medway Council’s five-year housing land supply lay between 2.21 and 2.79 years and that the appeal
proposal represented about 2.24% of the Council’s five-year requirement. Despite that markedly poorer
position, the Inspector still dismissed the appeal.

14. The Inspector’s reasoning is highly material. He treated the housing benefits as substantial, but also as
time-limited, because a new local plan could in due course identify an adequate supply (if found Sound by
the Inspector). He then contrasted those temporary benefits with the enduring harms arising from the
development and concluded that the proposal could not be said to be sustainable development. The appeal
was dismissed.

15. In the present appeal, the current five-year supply position is better than the 2.21-2.79 years position
considered by the Inspector in 2016. On the appellant’s own evidence, the present figure is 3.1 years as of
31 March 2024. That means the housing land supply shortfall, while still material, is materially less acute
than it was in the adjacent dismissed appeal.

16. The consequence is obvious: the housing supply benefit now cannot rationally be given more weight
than it carried in 2016. In out submission, it must carry less. If the adjacent proposal was not rendered
acceptable by housing need when Medway Council’s shortfall was materially worse, the present proposal
cannot properly be allowed by giving housing land supply decisive weight now.

17. The 2016 Inspector’s temporal reasoning is also if anything stronger today. The Neighbourhood Plan
now records that Medway Council is updating its Local Plan to 2040/41 and that the district-wide housing
requirement is significant. The point is not that the shortfall has disappeared; it plainly has not. The point is
that the shortfall is no longer as acute as it was in 2016, and the development plan context has become
stronger, not weaker.

18. It is also important that the earlier planning committee report and refusal notice did not ignore housing
supply. On the contrary, they expressly acknowledged it and still concluded that the proposal was
unsustainable and that housing benefits were not enough to outweigh the harms. That analysis was then
substantially upheld on appeal.



19. In short, housing land supply is a benefit, but a benefit of limited and reduced weight in this particular
case. It does not justify allowing the appeal.

Chapter 5: Transport & Access

20. Transport and Access are central to this appeal. The issue is not merely whether vehicles can enter and
leave the site, but whether this is a site that is, or can genuinely be made, sustainable in transport terms, and
whether safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users.

21. The development plan is clear. The Neighbourhood Plan records that transport infrastructure in the area
is deficient in important respects: pedestrian connectivity is poor; roads are unsafe for pedestrians and
cyclists because of traffic speeds, lack of pavements and pollution; public transport provision is a serious
impediment to sustainability; developments on the outskirts are disadvantaged by the distance to bus stops;
and the A228/Peninsula Way is already at capacity. It also records a severe lack of route connectivity and
says that improved public transport, improved footpath connections and cycleways are necessary to provide
balanced transport choices and more sustainable patterns of living.

22. Policy HOO11 then requires large developments to prioritise safe active travel and sustainable
movement over private car use, and to create convenient, safe and attractive pedestrian environments linking
to surrounding paths, community facilities and public transport. Policy HOO12 requires development not to
harm the safety or accessibility of public rights of way and to take opportunities to enhance them.

23. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 contains a consistent framework. Policy T3 requires attractive
and safe pedestrian access and routes linking homes to schools, workplaces, recreation areas and public
transport. Policy T4 requires cycle provision. Policies T5 and T6 require bus preference measures and
provision for public transport; the supporting text to T6 states that substantial new housing areas should
offer full access to buses and easier and more direct bus access than private cars where appropriate. Policy
T1 requires the network to cope with generated traffic taking account of alternatives to the private car.

24. National policy reinforces the same principles. NPPF paragraphs 115 and 117 require sustainable
transport modes to be prioritised, safe and suitable access to be achieved for all users, and development to
give priority first to pedestrians and cyclists and second to facilitating access to high quality public transport
through layouts that maximise bus catchment and provide appropriate facilities.

25. The most powerful comparator is again the adjacent West of Hoo appeal. There, the Inspector accepted
that Hoo village in general terms may be regarded as sustainable, but he drew a critical distinction: the
western edge of the village was relatively impermeable and the site’s juxtaposition with Hoo did not mean
that Hoo’s general sustainability simply transferred to the appeal land. He found that the site had little or no
connection with Hoo, that accessibility varied within the site, and that the development would not be made
adequately sustainable. The resulting high dependency on car travel was found to be significant.

26. That reasoning has direct force here. The present appeal site occupies the same western-side relationship
to Hoo. The current made Neighbourhood Plan strengthens the policy context by expressly identifying
transport deficiencies and requiring active travel and public transport linkage to be prioritised. In those
circumstances the appellant should have to demonstrate a genuinely robust, inclusive and deliverable access
strategy. In our submission, it has not done so.

27. It is no answer to say that such matters can be left to later detail. Access is for decision now. If the main
weaknesses in the proposal concern the adequacy of the external walking, cycling, bus and inclusive-access
strategy, those are not trivial matters capable of being safely deferred.



Chapter 6: Active Travel

28. The Active Travel issue is a distinct and important part of the transport case. The development plan and
the Framework do not merely ask whether the private car can be accommodated. They require active travel
and sustainable movement to be actively prioritised.

29. The local evidence base is especially strong on this point. The Neighbourhood Plan says public transport
is currently a serious impediment to sustainability in the villages; that developments on the outskirts are
disadvantaged by the distance to bus stops; that there is a severe lack of walking and cycling connectivity;
and that improved public transport, cycleways and links to footpaths are needed to secure balanced transport
choices.

30. Policy HOO11 translates that evidence into a clear requirement: large developments must prioritise safe
active travel and sustainable transport over private car use, and must create a convenient, safe and attractive

environment for pedestrians with differing mobility levels linking to surrounding paths, community facilities
and public transport.

31. The Medway Council Local Plan is equally clear. Policy T3 requires routes to public transport to be
attractive and safe. Policy T4 requires cycle facilities. Policy T5 supports bus priority and passenger
information systems. Policy T6 requires full access to buses for substantial new housing and facilities for
disabled users. The Local Plan also expressly notes that many socially necessary bus services are not
economic for operators to provide commercially and that public funding resources are strictly limited. It
therefore recognises the commercial fragility of bus provision.

32. That point is important because the appellant’s active-travel case appears to depend materially on
improved bus accessibility and the possible diversion of the Arriva 191 service. On the material we have
seen, there is no clear signed, binding and enforceable operator commitment specifying routeing, frequency,
commencement, duration, trigger points or fallback arrangements. In our submission, that makes the bus
element of the sustainability case speculative.

33. We also rely on the fact that the specialist consultee history (Active Travel England) has consistently
reflected concern as to whether the site’s active-travel strategy is sufficiently robust, including the need for
further information about how bus improvements would actually be secured and whether they are
deliverable in practice. That concern is well-founded for the simple reason that a road layout which could
accept buses is not the same thing as a bus service that is actually committed and deliverable.

34. The earlier West of Hoo appeal is again highly informative. That scheme had actual bus-related
mitigation: a contribution to improve Sunday services, public transport contributions for real-time
information, and a 24-week bus season ticket for each completed dwelling, alongside footway and cycleway
measures. Yet the Inspector still found that the site would not be made adequately sustainable, identifying
the absence of bus penetration through the site and the resulting high car dependency as significant.

35. That is a powerful point against the present appeal. If an adjacent scheme with concrete bus
contributions and ticketing incentives was still not made adequately sustainable, then a current scheme that
relies on uncertain bus arrangements and no demonstrated binding operator commitment is in a weaker
position, not a stronger one.

36. The appeal therefore fails, in our submission, to demonstrate a robust, site-wide and deliverable active-
travel strategy that complies with HOO11, T3-T6, and NPPF paragraphs 109-117.



Chapter 7: Environment & Ecology

37. The site lies within an environmentally sensitive part of the Hoo Peninsula. The Neighbourhood Plan
describes the area as attractive, distinctive estuarine, woodland and farmed countryside that holds a rich
diversity of wildlife. It identifies the Medway Estuary and Marshes as internationally important for birds
and other wildlife and records that the Hoo Peninsula contains habitats and fauna and flora of international
importance. It also identifies Chattenden Valley as a wildlife corridor.

38. Policy HOOS is therefore directly engaged. It requires development to enhance and avoid causing
significant harm to the area’s landscape character, flora and fauna and habitats, to avoid biodiversity loss
wherever possible, and to protect designated sites including Ramsar, SPA and SSSI designations. It also
requires landscape buffer zones where supported by evidence and retention of trees and other natural
features where feasible.

39. The Medway Council Local Plan provides a similarly rigorous ecology framework. Policy BNE35 gives
strong protection to international and national nature conservation sites and the supporting text states that
development in or close to a SPA or Ramsar site will be subject to the most rigorous examination. Policies
BNE37, BNE38 and BNE39 protect important wildlife habitats, wildlife corridors and stepping stones, and
protected species. The supporting text explains that the area’s wildlife resource is a “constant natural asset”
and that compensatory measures should normally be like-for-like and close to the affected site.

40. National policy is equally exacting. NPPF paragraph 193 says that if significant biodiversity harm
cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for, permission should be refused.
Paragraph 194 gives the same protection as habitats sites to listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and paragraph
195 states that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where a project is likely
to have a significant effect on a habitats site unless an appropriate assessment concludes that integrity will
not be adversely affected.

41. The adjacent West of Hoo material is highly instructive. The 2016 Inspector recorded that the earlier site
lay within 1.5km of the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA, SSSI and Ramsar site and that, had he not
dismissed the appeal for other reasons, consideration would have been needed as to whether an appropriate
assessment under the Habitats Regulations was required.

42. The earlier planning committee report is stronger still. It stated that on-site greenspace could not safely
be treated as enough to avoid recreational disturbance to nearby designated estuarine sites, because inland
open space does not replicate the character and attraction of those coastal and estuarine environments. It
recorded concerns from consultees that additional residential occupation would increase visits, disturbance
by people and pets, trampling, predation and associated pressure on the SPA/Ramsar sites. It concluded that
it would not be safe to issue approval without final details of mitigation and monitoring and how they would
be delivered.

43. Those points remain highly relevant here. The burden is on the appellant to show that the current
proposal can proceed without unacceptable harm to designated sites, protected species, farmland birds and
ecological networks. In a location of this sensitivity, that case must be clear and precautionary.

44. In addition, the adjacent-site ecology evidence shows that development in this western Hoo landscape
engages issues of farmland birds, including skylark, together with bats, reptiles, great crested newts,
lighting, hedgerow retention, construction impacts and long-term habitat management. Even where such
matters may be capable of mitigation in principle, they illustrate the ecological sensitivity of this landscape
and the importance of not granting permission on the basis of vague or overly deferred ecological control.



45. The appeal should therefore be approached on the basis that ecology is not a marginal issue here. It is a
central environmental constraint. The development plan and national policy require a precautionary and
evidence-based approach, and in our submission that standard is not met.

Chapter 8: Landscape & Settlement Separation

46. The landscape case against the appeal is strong and is materially stronger now than it was in 2016
because of the made Neighbourhood Plan.

47. The Neighbourhood Plan expressly identifies Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor
between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. It states that the valley forms a corridor for wildlife, maintains
the distinctive identity of the two settlements, and allows views of hills, woodlands, river, open farmland
and marshes. It adds that the parish should continue to operate as a green lung for the Medway Council area,
conserving rural views, landscape, wildlife sites and corridors, agricultural land and recreation opportunities.

48. Policy HOO8(7) is especially significant. It states that the open character of the landscape separation
between Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and this characteristic should be retained.
Development in this vicinity must be examined and mitigated by a Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment. The same policy also requires landscape transition zones where development creates a new
urban edge.

49. The Medway Council Local Plan points in the same direction. Its objectives include protecting
strategically and locally important gaps between settlements. Policy BNE25 protects the character, amenity
and functioning of the countryside. Policy BNE34 protects Areas of Local Landscape Importance and the
supporting text explains that such landscapes function as green lungs and buffers, as green corridors, and
as fringe land needing protection from urban sprawl. The Local Plan’s Chattenden strategy text warns that
development east of the barracks would raise fears of coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh and that future
development opportunity at Chattenden required a comprehensive rather than piecemeal response.

50. National policy is consistent. NPPF paragraph 187 requires planning decisions to protect and enhance
valued landscapes and recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. Paragraph 135
requires development to be sympathetic to local character and landscape setting and to establish or maintain
a strong sense of place, and paragraph 139 says development that is not well designed should be refused.

51. The earlier West of Hoo refusal notice and appeal decision are highly material. Medway Council refused
that scheme on the basis that it would cause significant landscape harm and coalescence between the
settlements of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.

52. The earlier planning committee report described the gap as an important buffer maintaining the separate
identity of Hoo and Chattenden and said that sports provision and planting could not outweigh the
significant reduction in the gap. It stressed that the issue was not only the linear distance between
settlements but the appreciable sense of separation between them. The officer report concluded that the
proposal’s poor relationship with Hoo, over-reliance on the car and landscape harm outweighed its benefits.

53. The 2016 Inspector also made findings that strongly assist the present case. He found that fields in the
corridor still provided a clear degree of separation, that landscaping would provide severance rather than
true separation, and that if the earlier proposal proceeded the sense of separation between Hoo and
Chattenden would be lost.

54. It is true that in the overall 2016 balance the Inspector regarded the coalescence element of harm as
relatively minor. But that was in a materially different policy context, before the made Neighbourhood Plan



expressly identified the Hoo-Chattenden separation and Chattenden Valley as being of significant local
value. The present appeal is therefore to be judged against a stronger local policy framework, not the weaker
framework that existed in 2016.

55. In our submission, the proposal would materially erode the open landscape role of Chattenden Valley,
weaken the distinct identity of Hoo and Chattenden, and contribute to precisely the sort of outward urban
sprawl and coalescence that the development plan seeks to resist. Buffer planting and internal open space do
not solve that problem. They may soften edges, but they do not recreate the open, meaningful settlement
separation that would be lost.

Chapter 9: The Planning Balance

56. The planning balance in this appeal is obvious.

57. On the appellant’s own case, Medway Council currently lacks a full five-year supply and the tilted
balance is said to be engaged. We do not dispute that this gives rise to weight in favour of housing delivery.
However, for the reasons set out above, that weight is materially constrained by the fact that the adjacent
West of Hoo scheme was refused and dismissed when Medway Council’s housing land supply position was
materially worse than it is now. The current housing benefit therefore attracts reduced weight.

58. Against that benefit must be set a combination of enduring and development-plan-based harms:
(a) failure to demonstrate that the site is or can be made adequately sustainable in transport terms;

(b) failure to demonstrate a robust, deliverable and site-wide active-travel and public-transport strategy,
including any firm bus operator commitment;

(c) unresolved or insufficiently demonstrated protection for the natural environment in a location close to
internationally important habitats and within a wider ecological network; and

(d) harm to the Chattenden Valley corridor and the open landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden,
with resulting erosion of settlement distinction.

59. These are not minor or temporary matters. They go to the basic question whether the proposal is
sustainable development in the round. The adjacent 2016 decision is highly persuasive because it shows that,
even under a materially worse housing land supply scenario, enduring harms in this locality were capable of
outweighing substantial housing benefits.

60. The present appeal comes forward in a stronger development-plan context because there is now a made
Neighbourhood Plan directly addressing transport, active travel, landscape separation and environmental
protection in this area. That materially strengthens the case for refusing permission.

61. In those circumstances, the adverse impacts of allowing the appeal significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits when assessed against the Framework as a whole. More fundamentally, the proposal is
not shown to be sustainable development in the ordinary planning sense and there is no sufficient basis for
departing from the development plan.

10



Chapter 10: Conclusion

62. For all of the reasons set out in this Statement of Case, we respectfully submit that the appeal should be
dismissed.

63. Housing land supply is a material benefit, but one of reduced weight in light of the adjacent West of
Hoo refusal and dismissal under materially worse supply circumstances.

64. The proposal fails to demonstrate that it is acceptable in relation to Transport & Access and Active
Travel, fails to provide confidence that the natural environment and nearby designated sites will be
protected, and would materially harm the open landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden.

65. The appeal therefore conflicts with the development plan and should be dismissed.

66. We reserve the right to elaborate on the matters raised in this Statement of Case in any further written
evidence and at the inquiry itself.

Chapter 11: Inquiry Witnesses and Advocacy

67. Clir. Michael Pearce (Group Planning Spokes) will appear at the inquiry as the advocate for the Rule 6
Party.

68. In that capacity, Clir. Pearce will present the Rule 6 Party’s case at the inquiry, including opening
submissions, the introduction of witness evidence, any questioning that the Rule 6 Party may undertake, and
closing submissions.

69. In support of the Rule 6 Party’s case, we intend to call four witnesses at the inquiry.

70. The purpose of this evidence is to assist the Inspector on the principal live issues arising from the appeal
and to ensure that the Rule 6 Party’s case is presented in a focused, structured and topic-specific way.

71. The four witnesses will address the following areas:

(a) the Development Plan, with particular emphasis on the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden
Neighbourhood Plan;

(b) Transport, with particular emphasis on public transport and bus provision;

(c) Active Travel, with particular emphasis on footpaths, walking routes and shared use
arrangements; and

(d) Ecology, with particular emphasis on wildlife impacts.
72. The evidence of those witnesses will support and expand upon the matters identified in this Statement of

Case and in the written representations/rebuttals already submitted on Housing Land Supply, Transport &
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Access, Active Travel, Environment & Ecology, and Landscape & Settlement Separation, insofar as those
matters fall within their respective topic areas.

73. The intention is not to duplicate unnecessarily the evidence of other parties, but to provide focused topic-
specific evidence on the matters which remain in dispute and which, in the Rule 6 Party’s submission, are
central to the proper determination of the appeal.

74. The first witness will address the Development Plan context, with particular reference to the status,
interpretation and weight of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan as part of the
statutory development plan. That evidence will address, among other things, the relationship between the
made Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging new Medway Council Local Plan; the relevance of the
Neighbourhood Plan to the appeal site; and the extent to which the proposal conflicts with the policies of the
made plan, including those concerning sustainable growth, local character, landscape, settlement separation,
ecology, transport and active travel.

75. The second witness will address Transport, with particular emphasis on public transport and bus
provision. That evidence will examine the extent to which the appeal proposal depends on future or
uncertain improvements to bus services; the current lack of firm and enforceable commitment in relation to
bus provision; the significance of the Arriva position; and whether the proposal can properly be regarded as
sustainable in transport terms if its public transport case depends on future arrangements that are not secured
at the time of decision.

76. The third witness will address Active Travel, with particular emphasis on footpaths, walking routes
and shared use arrangements. That evidence will consider the adequacy, directness, safety and inclusivity
of the pedestrian and cycle connections relied upon by the appellant; the condition and suitability of existing
routes; the extent to which the proposal depends on narrow, indirect or constrained links; and whether the
appeal proposal genuinely prioritises walking, wheeling and cycling in accordance with the development
plan and national policy.

77. The fourth witness will address Ecology, with particular emphasis on wildlife impacts. That evidence
will consider the likely effects of the proposal on habitats, ecological connectivity, designated sites, and
relevant species, together with the adequacy of the appellant’s ecological evidence base, the extent to which
material matters are said to be left to later surveys or later mitigation, and whether the Inspector can be
satisfied at this stage that the proposal would not give rise to unacceptable ecological harm.

78. Together, these four witnesses will address the principal areas of dispute on which the Rule 6 Party relies
in opposing the appeal.

79. As advocate for the Rule 6 Party, Clir. Pearce will be responsible for presenting and coordinating that
evidence at the inquiry.

80. We reserve the right to refine the scope of each witness’s evidence, and the extent to which each witness
is called, in the light of any further inquiry statements, proofs, rebuttal evidence, agreed statements,
procedural directions, or changes in the positions of the appellant or the local planning authority before the
inquiry. However, the broad subject areas identified above represent the witness structure that we presently
intend to adopt.

81. For the avoidance of doubt, the calling of these witnesses, and ClIr. Pearce's role as advocate for the
Rule 6 Party, do not alter the substance of our overall case, namely that the appeal proposal conflicts with
the development plan, that only limited weight should be given to the emerging new Medway Council Local
Plan, and that the proposal has not been shown to be acceptable in relation to the key issues of policy
compliance, sustainable transport, active travel, ecology, and the wider planning framework applying to the
site.
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Thank you for taking the time to read this Statement of Case.

13



THE
INDEPENDENT
GROUP
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Cllr. George Crozer (Ind) Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind)
Group Leader Deputy Group Leader
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

/204 Y Ma/f

Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind)
Group Member

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 ClIr. Ron
Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located.
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