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3. Summary of Economic, Social and Housing Benefits Proof 
 
3.1 This proof addresses the economic, social and housing benefits relied upon in support of the proposed development of up to 240 

dwellings on land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh. It is submitted on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG). I do not 
present this evidence as an economic modelling exercise. I present it as planning evidence on the weight that should be attached to the 
claimed benefits. 

 
3.2 TIG does not dispute that the proposal would deliver benefits. It would deliver market housing, affordable housing and some 

construction and resident-spending activity. The issue is the weight that should be attached to those benefits in this appeal, taking 
account of the agreed 3.1-year housing land supply position, the outline nature of the scheme, the likely delivery process, the generic 
nature of the economic claims, and the relevant appeal decisions. 

 
3.3 My main conclusion is that the provision of market housing should attract significant weight, not very substantial weight. The 

Council and Appellant rely heavily on the housing land supply shortfall and the emerging Local Plan allocation. However, all parties agree 
a current housing land supply of 3.1 years. That is a shortfall, but it is materially less acute than the West of Hoo appeal position, where 
supply was between 2.21 and 2.79 years and the Inspector described the benefits as substantial but time-limited. 

 
3.4 Affordable housing is also a material benefit. If the obligation secures 25% affordable housing, that would be up to 60 affordable 

homes; if a higher figure is ultimately secured, the benefit would increase accordingly. However, in either case, TIG’s position is that the 
affordable housing benefit should attract significant weight, not very substantial weight. 
 

3.5 The claimed economic benefits are largely generic benefits of residential development. The Appellant refers to approximately 
£32.06m construction spend, 273 direct FTE construction jobs, 298 indirect FTE jobs, £8.8m annual resident expenditure, £1.3m New 

Homes Bonus and £4.7m Council Tax over 10 years. Those figures do not show particular local additionality, local procurement, local 
employment guarantees, or net new expenditure in Hoo St Werburgh. Council Tax and Section 106 payments should not be treated as 

free-standing benefits because they respond to the additional demands generated by development. 
 
3.6 Recent dismissed Gladman appeals provide a useful cross-check. In the Long Shoot decision for up to 500 dwellings, the Inspector 

gave economic benefits moderate weight. In the Weddington Road decision for up to 700 dwellings, the Inspector also gave economic 
benefits moderate weight and gave Council Tax little weight and New Homes Bonus no weight. In the Bailrigg Lane decision for up to 644 

dwellings, with a 2.4-year housing land supply and 193 affordable homes, the Inspector gave economic benefits moderate weight. 
 
3.7 For those reasons, I invite the Inspector to treat the market and affordable housing benefits as significant, the economic and wider 

social benefits as limited, or at most moderate if the Inspector considers a higher weighting justified, and the Section 106, Council Tax 
and infrastructure contributions as neutral or mitigation rather than additional benefits. 
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4. Proof of Evidence 
 
 

5. Introduction and scope of evidence 
 

5.1 My name is Cllr. Michael Pearce. I give this proof on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG), a Rule 6 Party to the appeal. The 
appeal concerns land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh, for outline permission for up to 240 dwellings, affordable housing, a 
new vehicular access from Ratcliffe Highway, open space, landscaping and associated works. 

 
5.2 This proof is limited to economic, social and housing benefits. I address the weight to be attached to market housing, affordable 

housing, general economic benefits and associated social benefits. I do not address the full planning balance, landscape, ecology, 
highways, active travel or Section 106 adequacy except where those matters are directly relevant to whether a claimed benefit should be 
treated as a benefit or as mitigation. 

 
5.3 The main documents I rely on are the Appellant’s Socio-Economic Benefits Statement (CD1.14), the Appellant’s Statement of Case 

(CD12.1), the Case Officer Report (CD6.2), the all-party Statement of Common Ground between the Appellant, Medway Council and TIG 
(CD15.5), the Medway five-year housing land supply evidence (CD6.15), the West of Hoo appeal decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141 
(CD11.3), the Long Shoot appeal decision APP/W3710/W/23/3327049 (CD11.14), the Weddington Road appeal decision 

APP/W3710/W/23/3330615 (CD11.15), and the Bailrigg Lane appeal decision APP/A2335/W/24/3345416 (CD11.13).   
 

 

6. Main conclusions 
 
6.1 My conclusions are these. First, I accept that the appeal proposal would provide market housing and affordable housing, and that 
both are material benefits in the planning balance. 

 
6.2 Secondly, I do not accept that the market housing and affordable housing benefits should attract very substantial weight. TIG’s 

position is that each should attract significant weight. That is a fair calibration in circumstances where the agreed housing land supply is 
3.1 years, the proposal is for up to 240 dwellings, the application is outline, and the Appellant is a land promoter rather than the 
housebuilder that would deliver the reserved matters and construct the scheme. 

 
6.3 Thirdly, I do not dispute that construction spend, construction employment and resident expenditure are positive considerations. 

However, the Appellant has not demonstrated particular local additionality. The evidence does not show that the jobs would be taken by 
local workers, that construction expenditure would be retained in Hoo St Werburgh or the Medway Council area, or that resident 
expenditure would be net additional to the local economy. 

 
6.4 Fourthly, Council Tax, New Homes Bonus and Section 106 payments should not materially increase the weight given to the scheme. 

Council Tax is used to fund services for the additional population. Section 106 obligations are required to make the development 
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acceptable in planning terms. They are mitigation, not a bonus. New Homes Bonus has not been linked to any specific local project or 
identified public benefit. 

 
6.5 Fifthly, the appeal decisions relied upon by TIG support a restrained approach. Even materially larger schemes have generally 

attracted no more than moderate weight for economic benefits. The directly relevant West of Hoo decision also confirms that 
infrastructure contributions do no more than ameliorate development impacts and that housing benefits are time-limited when attached to 
a housing supply shortfall. 

 
 

7. Evidence base and agreed position 
 

7.1 The Appellant’s Socio-Economic Benefits Statement identifies a construction spend of approximately £32.06m, delivery of 240 
homes including 25% affordable housing, up to 588 residents, 376 working-age residents, 318 employed residents, £8.8m annual gross 
resident expenditure, 273 direct FTE construction jobs and 298 indirect FTE jobs over a five-year build-out period, £1.3m New Homes 

Bonus and approximately £4.7m Council Tax over ten years. 
 

7.2 The Appellant’s Statement of Case similarly relies on up to 240 dwellings, up to 60 affordable homes, green infrastructure and open 
space, biodiversity net gain, construction spend of about £32.06m, approximately 273 FTE construction jobs and approximately £4.7m 
Council Tax over ten years. 

 
7.3 The Case Officer Report gives moderate positive weight to the general economic benefits of new residents, local service demand 

and construction jobs. It gives very substantial positive weight to the provision of market and affordable housing. It gives neutral weight 
to Section 106 contributions and Council Tax receipts because they respond to the effects of the development and the additional demand 
on services. 

 
7.4 The all-party SoCG records TIG’s position. TIG agrees that the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and accepts 

that the tilted balance may be engaged. The parties now agree that the current housing land supply figure is 3.1 years. TIG does not 
agree that this makes very substantial weight appropriate for market or affordable housing, or that generic economic benefits should 
carry more than limited weight. 

 
 

8. Approach to weight 
 

8.1 Weight is a matter of planning judgment. There is no automatic rule that a housing land supply shortfall requires every housing 
proposal to receive very substantial weight. The scale of the shortfall is relevant, but so are the size of the proposal, deliverability, timing, 
the type of homes proposed, the extent of affordable housing, the degree of policy conflict, and the extent to which claimed benefits are 

additional rather than ordinary consequences of residential development. 
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8.2 In this case, the accepted 3.1-year supply position is serious, but it is not as acute as the 2.21 to 2.79-year position considered in 
the 2016 West of Hoo appeal. That decision concerned up to 475 dwellings, also on the Hoo Peninsula, and the Inspector described the 

benefits as substantial but time-limited. The current appeal is materially smaller at up to 240 dwellings and the agreed housing land 
supply position is materially better. 

 
8.3 It is also relevant that the development is outline. The Appellant’s evidence assumes a five-year build-out period. However, before 
delivery can occur, reserved matters must be prepared and approved, conditions discharged, infrastructure secured, and a housebuilder 

must bring the site forward. The full 240 dwellings should not therefore be treated as an immediate or certain five-year contribution. 
 

8.4 The Council’s very substantial weighting also appears to depend materially on the emerging Local Plan allocation. TIG’s position, 
addressed in other evidence and recorded in the SoCG, is that the emerging Local Plan should receive no more than limited weight. It is 
not adopted, has not been found sound, is subject to unresolved objections and examination issues, and is not yet part of the 

development plan. 
 

8.5 The proposal is for up to 240 dwellings. On the agreed housing land supply position of 3.1 years, that number would be a helpful 
contribution, but it would represent only a limited proportion of one year’s housing need and would not materially remedy the shortfall or 
secure a five-year supply. It is therefore different from a genuinely strategic housing intervention capable of changing the supply position 

in a substantial way. 
 

8.6 The outline status of the appeal proposal is also important. The Appellant is a land promoter, not the housebuilder that would 
necessarily deliver the dwellings. Before completions can occur, a developer would need to take the site forward, reserved matters would 

need to be prepared and approved, pre-commencement conditions would need to be discharged, and infrastructure and site works would 
need to be undertaken. Those steps do not remove the benefit, but they temper the weight to be attached to it. 
 

8.7 The same applies to reliance on the emerging Local Plan allocation. If the Inspector gives the emerging Local Plan limited weight, 
as TIG invites, the draft allocation cannot be used to elevate the benefit to very substantial weight. If, alternatively, the Inspector gives 

the emerging Local Plan more weight, then the correct question remains whether this appeal scheme should be permitted ahead of the 
plan-led masterplanning, infrastructure and phasing decisions which the emerging strategy itself envisages. 
 

8.8 For those reasons, significant weight is a robust and proportionate assessment. It recognises the agreed shortfall and the benefit of 
additional homes, but avoids treating a 240-dwelling outline proposal as if it were a decisive solution to Medway Council’s housing supply 

position. 
 
 

9. Market housing 
 

9.1 The provision of up to 240 dwellings would make a positive contribution to housing supply. I give that benefit significant weight. 
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9.2 I do not give the market housing benefit very substantial weight. The scheme is not of a scale that would materially resolve the 
five-year housing land supply shortfall. It would be delivered over time and, even if delivered in full, would make only a limited 

contribution to the overall supply deficit. In the West of Hoo decision, a materially larger scheme of up to 475 dwellings was considered in 
the context of a more acute housing land supply position of between 2.21 and 2.79 years. The present appeal scheme is smaller and 

arises in the context of an improved agreed supply position of 3.1 years. 
 
9.3 Nor should the market housing benefit be elevated because the site is identified in the emerging plan. If the Inspector gives the 

emerging plan limited weight, the draft allocation cannot materially enhance the weight given to the market housing benefit. If the 
Inspector gives the emerging plan some weight, the question remains whether this particular appeal proposal would deliver housing in a 

sustainable way, at the right time, and with the necessary mitigation. That is not answered simply by the existence of a draft allocation. 
 
9.4 Accordingly, my planning judgment is that significant weight is the appropriate calibration for the market housing benefit. 

 
 

10. Affordable housing 
 

10.1 Affordable housing is an important benefit. The application material and Appellant’s evidence refer to 25% affordable housing, 
which would equate to up to 60 affordable homes. The Case Officer Report heads of terms refer to a minimum 30% affordable homes. For 
the purposes of this proof, my evidence is that affordable housing is a material benefit whether the final secured figure is 25% or a higher 

figure. 
 

10.2 The affordable housing benefit should be secured by clear Section 106 obligations identifying tenure, mix, distribution, delivery 
triggers, phasing and retention. Unless and until those matters are fixed, the Inspector should be cautious about assuming the maximum 
affordable housing benefit will be delivered at the point when it is needed. 

 
10.3 I give the affordable housing benefit significant weight. I do not give it very substantial weight. The scale of the affordable housing 

contribution is material to that judgment. On the Appellant’s 25% figure, the appeal would provide up to 60 affordable homes. That is 
beneficial, but materially smaller than the affordable housing contributions in the recent Gladman appeal decisions relied upon by TIG, 
including up to 115 affordable homes at Long Shoot, up to 165 at Weddington Road and up to 193 at Bailrigg Lane. 

 
10.4 Those decisions also show that weight is not automatic. At Weddington Road, notwithstanding a substantial affordable housing 

need, an identified affordable housing need of 391 dwellings per annum and a significant increase in the housing register, the Inspector 
gave the affordable housing benefit significant weight. At Bailrigg Lane, substantial weight was given to market and affordable housing 

together in the context of a 2.4-year supply and an affordable housing shortfall of 2,300 homes. This appeal is materially smaller and 
arises in the context of an agreed 3.1-year supply. 
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10.5 I do not minimise the importance of affordable housing need. The provision of affordable housing is a real public benefit. However, 
very substantial weight would only be justified if the evidence showed an exceptional affordable housing context, a materially larger 

affordable housing contribution, or a degree of certainty and immediacy that is not present here. 
 

10.6 The affordable housing benefit is therefore real and important, but it does not override the need to assess whether this location, 
access arrangements, infrastructure and environmental effects are acceptable. It should be weighed as a significant benefit within the 
overall planning balance, not treated as a determinative factor in its own right. 

 
 

11. Economic and social benefits 
 

11.1 The Appellant’s economic figures are estimates. They are not site-specific commitments. The £32.06m construction spend is not 
evidence of retained local value. It does not show how much would be spent with Medway Council area businesses, how much would be 
spent in Hoo, or what proportion would represent net additional value rather than expenditure that would occur on another housing site. 

 
11.2 The same applies to employment. The Appellant refers to 273 direct FTE construction jobs and 298 indirect FTE jobs over the five-

year build-out period. Those jobs are described as available for local workers, but availability is not the same as a commitment. There is 
no local labour agreement, apprenticeship obligation, local procurement strategy or enforceable mechanism in the evidence before the 
Inquiry that would secure those jobs for local people. 

 
11.3 The claimed £8.8m annual resident expenditure should also be treated cautiously. New residents will spend money, but the 

evidence does not show that this is net additional expenditure for Hoo St Werburgh or the Medway Council area. Some residents may 
move from within the Medway Council area. Some expenditure may be displaced from other local centres. Some may take place outside 
Hoo, particularly given TIG’s wider evidence about limited local employment, limited local facilities and reliance on travel beyond the 

village. 
 

11.4 The claimed Council Tax benefit should attract neutral weight. The Case Officer Report reaches that conclusion because Council Tax 
is collected to meet the service demands generated by the new homes. That is consistent with recent appeal reasoning, including the 
Weddington Road decision, where Council Tax attracted little weight. 

 
11.5 The claimed New Homes Bonus should not materially affect the balance. The Appellant’s own statement accepts there may be no 

specific scheme identified. Without a clear link to a specific local project or identified public benefit, it should not be treated as a material 
benefit of weight. 

 
11.6 Section 106 contributions should also be treated as neutral unless they demonstrably go beyond mitigation. The obligations are 
required to make the development acceptable. They respond to education, health, open space, transport, environmental and other 

demands created by the development. The West of Hoo decision is directly relevant: the Inspector stated that infrastructure 
improvements do no more than ameliorate impacts and neutralise harm rather than add benefit. 
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11.7 Some social benefits are relied upon, including open space, play, green infrastructure, home working potential and connections. 

These are positive features to the extent they are secured, but they primarily serve the future occupiers and are required to make the 
development acceptable. The Case Officer Report itself gives only limited weight to home working and open space benefits where they 

mainly benefit future residents or operate as mitigation. 
 
11.8 For those reasons, I give the general economic and wider social benefits limited weight. If the Inspector considers that generic 

construction and resident expenditure should attract more than limited weight, I consider that the appropriate ceiling is moderate weight, 
consistent with the recent Gladman appeal decisions addressed below. 

 
 

12. Appeal decision cross-check 
 
12.1 I rely on the appeal decisions as a cross-check on the calibration of weight. I do not suggest they determine this appeal. Each case 

turns on its own facts. However, they are useful because they show how Inspectors have recently treated similar benefit claims, including 
in larger Gladman residential appeals.  

 
12.2 For ease of reference, the following table summarises the principal appeal-decision cross-checks relied upon in this proof. 
 

Decision 
Scale and housing 

context 
Weight given to benefits Relevance to this appeal 

West of Hoo, 
APP/A2280/W/15/3132141 

(CD11.3) 

Up to 475 dwellings on the 
Hoo Peninsula. Housing 

land supply recorded as 
between 2.21 and 2.79 

years. Build-out identified 
over 7-10 years. 

Benefits described as substantial 
but time-limited. Infrastructure 

improvements neutralised harm 
rather than adding benefit. 

Economic activity was not locally 
contextualised and was treated as 
dependent on the housing benefit. 

The present agreed supply is 3.1 
years and the appeal proposal is 

smaller. This supports significant, 
not very substantial, weight and 

supports caution against double 
counting generic economic 
activity. 

Long Shoot, 
APP/W3710/W/23/3327049 

(CD11.14) 

Effectively up to 460 
dwellings, including 25% 

affordable housing. Housing 
land supply taken as 

between 2.74 and 3.4 
years. 

Up to 115 affordable homes 
attracted very significant weight; up 

to 345 market homes significant 
weight; economic benefits moderate 

weight; active transport, open 
space and service contributions 
limited weight where mainly 

mitigation. 

A materially larger scheme 
received significant weight for 

market housing and moderate 
weight for economic benefits. The 

present 240-dwelling appeal does 
not justify a higher economic 
weighting. 
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Decision 
Scale and housing 

context 
Weight given to benefits Relevance to this appeal 

Weddington Road, 

APP/W3710/W/23/3330615 
(CD11.15) 

Up to 700 dwellings, later 

treated as 660 homes, 
including 25% affordable 
housing. Affordable housing 

need was substantial. 

Market housing significant weight; 

up to 165 affordable homes 
significant weight; economic 
benefits moderate weight; Council 

Tax little weight; New Homes Bonus 
no weight; open space and play 

limited weight. 

This is a strong comparator for 

the restrained approach to 
market housing, affordable 
housing, Council Tax, New Homes 

Bonus and generic economic 
benefits. 

Bailrigg Lane, 

APP/A2335/W/24/3345416 
(CD11.13) 

Up to 644 dwellings, 

including up to 451 market 
homes and up to 193 
affordable homes. Housing 

land supply was 2.4 years, 
with an affordable housing 

shortfall of 2,300 homes. 

Substantial weight to market and 

affordable housing together; 
economic benefits moderate weight; 
green infrastructure limited weight; 

community hall and local centre 
moderate weight. 

Even with a more acute supply 

position, a larger scheme and a 
much larger affordable housing 
contribution, economic benefits 

were still only moderate. This 
appeal should not attract more 

than limited or moderate weight 
for economic benefits. 

 
12.3 The West of Hoo appeal decision is particularly relevant because it concerned a larger housing proposal on the Hoo Peninsula. The 
Inspector recorded a housing land supply of between 2.21 and 2.79 years, materially worse than the current agreed 3.1-year position. He 

found the benefits substantial but time-limited, because the housing supply benefit arose from a shortfall expected to be addressed by a 
new local plan, whereas the harms would endure for the lifetime of the development. 

 
12.4 The same Inspector also found that the infrastructure improvements did no more than ameliorate the impacts of the development, 
and that the economic activity evidence lacked local context and would arise in equal significance with any residential development in the 

Medway Council area. That reasoning applies strongly here. The Appellant’s economic evidence is generic and does not establish specific 
local additionality. 

 
12.5 In the Long Shoot appeal decision, the proposal was for up to 500 dwellings. The Inspector gave very significant weight to up to 
115 affordable homes and significant weight to up to 345 market homes, but gave only moderate weight to economic benefits during 

construction and thereafter. Improvements to active transport, green infrastructure, open space and service contributions attracted only 
limited weight where they were primarily mitigation. 

 
12.6 In the Weddington Road appeal decision, the proposal was for up to 700 dwellings. The Inspector gave significant weight to market 
housing and significant weight to affordable housing, notwithstanding the scale of the scheme and acknowledged affordable need. He 

gave the economic benefits moderate weight, Council Tax little weight and New Homes Bonus no weight. 
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12.7 In the Bailrigg Lane appeal decision, the proposal was for up to 644 dwellings. The Council’s housing land supply was 2.4 years and 
the proposal would provide up to 193 affordable homes. The Inspector gave substantial weight to market and affordable housing in that 

much more acute and much larger case, but still gave only moderate weight to economic benefits. 
 

12.8 These decisions support TIG’s position. They do not support very substantial weight for market and affordable housing in this 
appeal, and they do not support more than limited or, at the very highest, moderate weight for generic economic and wider social 
benefits. The table also demonstrates why the Council’s very substantial weighting is not compelled by the agreed 3.1-year housing land 

supply position or by the Appellant’s generic economic calculations. 
 

 

13. Overall conclusion 
 
13.1 My overall conclusion is that the appeal proposal would deliver benefits, but those benefits have been overstated by the Appellant 

and the Council. 
 
13.2 The market housing benefit should be given significant weight. The affordable housing benefit should also be given significant 

weight, subject to the final Section 106 obligation securing the amount, tenure, phasing and delivery triggers. 
 

13.3 The general economic benefits should be given limited weight. They are generic benefits of housebuilding, not specific local 
additionality. The evidence does not demonstrate local procurement, local labour capture, net additional local expenditure or any 
distinctive economic regeneration effect in Hoo. 

 
13.4 The wider social benefits should be treated carefully. Open space, green infrastructure, play, education, health, transport and 

environmental obligations are largely required to serve the development or mitigate its impacts. They should not be double-counted as 
substantial public benefits. 

 
13.5 Council Tax should attract neutral weight and New Homes Bonus should attract no material weight unless a clear, specific and 
lawful connection to an identified public benefit is demonstrated. 

 
13.6 In the planning balance, TIG’s position is therefore that the housing benefits are real but no more than significant, and that the 

economic and wider social benefits are limited. When assessed alongside the adverse impacts identified in TIG’s other evidence and in the 
SoCG, those benefits do not justify overstating the weight to be attached to this scheme. The planning balance should not count the same 
development twice: first as housing benefit, then again as population expenditure, Council Tax, service contributions and infrastructure 

mitigation generated by the same dwellings. 
 

13.7 I confirm that the opinions expressed in this proof are my honestly held planning judgement, based on the evidence available to 
me and my local knowledge. 


