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Post or hand deliver this representation to: 
 

AR-6002996 

John Legg 

The Planning Inspectorate 

C/O QUADIENT 

69 Buckingham Avenue 

Slough 

SL1 4PN 
 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Representation in response to AR-6002996   
 

 

Dear Local Planning Authority and Planning Inspector, 
 

This representation OBJECTS to Gladman’s planning application MC/23/1934 and appeal AR-6002996 (to build 240 

dwellings on land off Ratcliffe Highway, 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 & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (2024), the Medway Council Local Plan (2003), and key provisions of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024).   
 

I write as a local resident who knows the site and surrounding roads, paths, landscape and local services.  My 

objection is based on my own knowledge of the area and on the planning issues raised by this proposal.  I understand 

that the Inspector will consider all material planning considerations, but in my view this proposal is not sustainable 

development and conflicts with the development plan. 
 

 

My main concerns are as follows. 
 

 

 First, although housing delivery is a material consideration, housing land supply should not be given decisive 

weight in favour of this appeal.  The appellant relies heavily on Medway Council’s current housing land 

supply position.  However, the previous West of Hoo proposal (MC/14/3405) on adjacent land was refused by 

Medway Council and then dismissed on appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) at a time when the council’s 

housing land supply position was worse than it is now.  In other words, even when housing land supply 

carried greater weight than it does today, the Inspector still concluded that the harms outweighed the benefits.  

In my view that is highly relevant.  Housing need is a material consideration, but it is not a reason to allow 

unsuitable development in the wrong place.   
 

 Second, too much reliance is being placed by the appellant on the emerging new Local Plan.  That plan has 

not yet been adopted, has not yet been found sound through examination, and does not form part of the 

statutory development plan.  It should therefore carry only limited weight at this stage.  By contrast, the Hoo 

& Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan is made, up to date, and already forms part of the development plan.  In 

my view the Inspector should give greater weight to the made Neighbourhood Plan than to an emerging new 

plan that is still under examination and subject to objection.   
 

 Third, the proposal conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan.  The Neighbourhood Plan is important because it 

reflects recent local evidence about the area and contains clear policies on sustainable transport, active travel, 

landscape, ecology and local character.  It recognises existing problems with poor connectivity, weak public 

transport, poor pedestrian links, and the need to protect the open landscape separation between Hoo and 

Chattenden.  In my view the proposal does not satisfy those policies and should not be treated as if it does.   
 

 Fourth, I object on Transport and Access grounds.  This site is not shown to be genuinely sustainable in 

transport terms.  It is on the edge of the settlement and remains heavily reliant on the private car.  The 

proposal does not show that safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users, especially pedestrians, 

cyclists, children, older people and disabled people.  The area already suffers from constrained roads, pressure 

on the A228 corridor, and poor walking and cycling connectivity.  I do not consider the appeal has 

demonstrated that residents would be able to make day-to-day journeys safely and conveniently without 

relying on cars.   
 

 Fifth, I object on Active Travel grounds.  The proposal does not convincingly show that walking, wheeling 

and cycling would be properly prioritised.  In particular, the public transport case appears to depend on future 

bus improvements that are not firmly secured.  There does not appear to be a binding commitment from 

Arriva, or any other operator, guaranteeing the level of bus service that the sustainability case seems to rely 
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on.  In my view that makes the bus benefits speculative.  A development of this scale should not be approved 

on the assumption that a better bus service may appear later.  If the bus service is not secured, the site will 

remain highly car-dependent.   
 

 Sixth, I object on Environment and Ecology grounds.  This is a sensitive area close to important habitats and 

wildlife sites.  The Hoo Peninsula is well known for its ecological value, including designated sites and 

important bird habitat.  I am concerned that the appeal has not demonstrated with sufficient certainty that there 

would be no unacceptable effects on designated sites, wildlife, habitat connectivity and the wider natural 

environment.  In my view these are not matters that should simply be left to later detail.  The ecological case 

needs to be clear and robust before permission is granted, and I do not believe that standard has been met.   
 

 Seventh, I object on Landscape and Settlement Separation grounds.  This is one of my strongest concerns.  

The open land between Hoo and Chattenden plays an important role in keeping the two settlements separate.  

The Chattenden Valley is an important green corridor and part of the local landscape setting.  The 

Neighbourhood Plan recognises that the open character of the separation between Hoo and Chattenden is of 

significant local value and should be retained.  In my view this proposal would erode that separation, weaken 

the distinct identity of the two settlements, and contribute to urban sprawl and coalescence.  Landscaping and 

open space within a development are not the same as preserving real open countryside separation. 
 

 Eighth, the earlier West of Hoo refusal and appeal decision should be treated as a highly material 

consideration.  That earlier case concerned adjacent land in the same broad location.  It is relevant not only to 

housing land supply, but also to sustainability, car dependence, settlement separation and the relationship of 

development west of Hoo to the existing village.  In my view it shows that this western side of Hoo has 

already been carefully tested and found wanting, and that should weigh significantly against the present 

appeal. 
 

 

My own experience as a resident is that roads are already busy, crossing points feel unsafe, buses are limited or 

unreliable, local footpaths are poor or indirect, the gap between Hoo and Chattenden is clearly visible and important, 

the area feels rural and separate, and wildlife is regularly seen in or around the site.  These local observations reinforce 

my view that the proposal is not suitable in this location.   
 

I am especially concerned because:   
 

 

 I regularly use the local roads / bus stops / footpaths and do not believe the site is well connected. 
 

 I have personal experience of limited bus services or poor reliability. 
 

 I regularly walk, cycle or drive through this area and consider it unsafe or unsuitable for additional traffic. 
 

 I value the existing open gap between Hoo and Chattenden and believe it is important to retain. 
 

 I am concerned about harm to the rural character, open views and landscape of the Chattenden Valley. 
 

 I am concerned about wildlife, birds, habitats and the effect of more residents on nearby protected areas. 
 

 I consider that the appellant places too much weight on the emerging new Local Plan and not enough on the 

made Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 I consider that the earlier West of Hoo appeal decision is highly relevant and should be given substantial 

weight. 
 

 

The application should therefore be REFUSED and the appeal DISMISSED. 
 

 

Thank you and kind regards, 
 

 

 

Name:        Telephone: 

 

 

Address:       Email: 

 

 

Date: 


