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Representation in response to MC/23/1934


Dear Local Planning Authority,

This is a representation in response to the Gladman Developments planning application MC/23/1934.  The proposed development does not comply with (i) the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) and (ii) the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024).  The proposal is similar to the previously refused Taylor Wimpey scheme within Chattenden Valley (appeal ref. APP/A2280/W/15/3132141).  I conclude the application is in clear conflict with the development plan and fails key tests in the 2024 NPPF. 


Under NPPF paragraph 12: 

“Where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including any neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), permission should not usually be granted.”  Once a neighbourhood plan is made, “the policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies…” (NPPF para 31). 

Even if the “tilted balance” were argued, NPPF paragraph 14 is decisive:  where it applies to housing, “the adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with the neighbourhood plan is likely to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits” (subject to the criteria at (a)–(b)). 

Gladman’s Planning Statement relies on the 2021 NPPF and asserts that policies are “out-of-date” so 11(d) is engaged;  however the current NPPF (Dec 2024) frames the presumption expressly with paras 12 and 14 and identifies key policies for directing development to sustainable locations (paras 110 & 115), which are engaged here. 


Core reasons for refusal:


1. Conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan:  Chattenden Valley as a Valued Landscape.

The site sits in the Chattenden Valley — designated locally as a Valued Landscape in Policy HOO8.  The policy states that “the open character of the landscape separating Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and must be retained,” requiring robust LVIA and landscape-led design to maintain separation.  Development that erodes this separation conflicts with HOO8.  The Inspector in the Taylor Wimpey appeal found that developing the valley would compromise the perceived separation between Hoo and Chattenden, thereby harming character and appearance (summary at paras 66–67).  That reasoning applies with equal (if not greater) force to this proposal.


2. Unsustainable, car-dependent location with poor connectivity.

NPPF para 105 requires that “Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable” with genuine modal choice; decision-makers must consider whether opportunities to promote sustainable transport have been taken (paras 110, 115).  The Inspector previously concluded the location “would not be made adequately sustainable” and that the resulting high dependency on car travel is significant harm (paras 37–38; 85).  HOO11 (Sustainable Transport & Active Travel) seeks exactly these outcomes — safe, direct walking/cycling networks and viable public transport — but the current scheme’s disconnection from the village fabric and reliance on the A228 interface run counter to that policy direction. 


3. Bus service assumptions are unproven and risk undermining existing provision.

Gladman’s Planning Statement promotes aspirational bus penetration and a new “spine road” concept, but provides no binding operator commitment.  The previous appeal illustrates that bus penetration through the site was absent and off-site stops would remain outside the site (paras 18–19).  In line with the refusal topics, diverting the 191 to serve a new corridor would likely dilute the main route that currently serves the critical mass of Hoo — contrary to NPPF’s requirement to prioritise pedestrian and cycle movements and public transport (paras 110, 115) and to HOO11’s intent to improve, not weaken, village connectivity.


4. Public Rights of Way / green access and HOO12 (Paths).

HOO12 requires protecting and enhancing existing paths and delivering safe, attractive, and direct links.  The scheme’s car-led layout and major road interface threaten the amenity and legibility of routes crossing/connecting the valley, falling short of HOO12’s outcomes. 


5. Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land and biodiversity.

NPPF para 187 requires decisions to recognise intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and safeguard BMV land (Grades 1–3a).  Gladman’s own statement accepts loss of some BMV land but downplays its significance;  that is at odds with para 187(b)’s expectation to avoid unacceptable loss.  The proposal also triggers NPPF Chapter 15 requirements on biodiversity and the mitigation hierarchy (e.g., para 193(a));  failure to avoid and minimise harm to farmland bird assemblages before compensating conflicts with national policy. 


6. Design, character and settlement separation.

The Inspector previously concluded that development here would erode the sense of separation and alter the valley’s role in the settlement pattern (paras 64–66), a harm that persists.  HOO8 requires maintaining this separation; the current layout parameters, quantum and siting cannot deliver that outcome.


7. Plan-led decision and the presumption.

The development plan (including the made Neighbourhood Plan) is the statutory starting point (NPPF para 48).  The proposal conflicts with HOO8 (and with the thrust of HOO11–HOO12).  Under NPPF para 12, permission should not usually be granted where there is such conflict.  Moreover, even if 11(d) were engaged, NPPF para 14 makes clear that allowing a proposal that conflicts with the neighbourhood plan is likely to fail the tilted balance. 


Planning balance and required outcome.


Gladman’s reliance on housing supply arguments and the presumption was considered in the Taylor Wimpey decision.  The Inspector accepted the benefits were “substantial but time-limited” and found that the combination of enduring harms (car dependency; landscape/separation effects) outweighed the benefits — dismissal followed (paras 82–85).  Those same harms arise again here, but today the Neighbourhood Plan is in force and gives even greater development-plan weight against the proposal.

Therefore, refusal is justified for conflict with the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (notably HOO8, and the transport/paths objectives of HOO11–HOO12), and for failure to satisfy the NPPF (paras 12, 14, 105, 110, 115, and 187;  biodiversity policy at 193). 



Thank you and kind regards,
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