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Representation in response to MC/25/0006



Dear Local Planning Authority,

This representation OBJECTS to Richborough's planning application MC/25/0006 (to build 800 houses on land off Lower Rochester Road, Wainscott) on fundamental legal and planning grounds. Read against the development plan and other material considerations, the scheme conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan (May 2003) and key provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024). 


Introduction.


This objection highlights:


· Clear conflict with adopted development plan policies,

· Demonstrable harm to the countryside and designated Area of Local Landscape Importance (ALLI),

· Insufficient legal and environmental justification under the Habitats Regulations,

· Incomplete and deferred Biodiversity Net Gain evidence,

· Unsound reliance on claims relating to housing land supply,

· Unresolved transport and infrastructure impacts,

· and fundamental conflict with the NPPF’s environmental and plan-led requirements.


Across the applicant’s documents, the harms are admitted, while the benefits are overstated and unproven. The evidence base is either incomplete, highly assumption-driven, or reliant on mitigation that is not quantified, secured, or demonstrably effective. The proposal fails the statutory planning test under Section 38(6), fails numerous Local Plan policies, and does not achieve sustainable development under the NPPF.


Reasons for refusal:


R1 – Conflict with adopted Development Plan.  
The proposal lies outside settlement boundaries and directly conflicts with Countryside Policy BNE25, failing all qualifying tests. No material considerations justify overriding the plan.

R2 – Harm to ALLI in breach of BNE34.  
The application causes recognised harm to landscape character, rural identity, orchard fabric, tranquillity, and settlement separation within the Dillywood Lane ALLI. No overriding benefits have been demonstrated.

R3 – Adverse effects on rural lanes (BNE47).  
Highway interventions, traffic growth, and urbanising infrastructure are incompatible with the preservation of rural lane character.

R4 – Environmental unacceptability under NPPF (Dec 2024).  
The proposal fails the NPPF environmental objective, significantly harms natural capital, and falls short of paragraph 180 requirements to recognise and conserve countryside character.

R5 – Insufficient and unproven Biodiversity Net Gain.  
BNG evidence is incomplete, deferred, and fails the certainty, measurability, and deliverability tests required by both the NPPF and statute.

R6 – Unsound Habitats Regulations Assessment.  
The Shadow HRA is deficient in in-combination evaluation, air quality quantification, and mitigation certainty. Given the internationally protected nature of nearby sites, the level of doubt precludes lawful consent.

R7 – Failure to secure species protection.  
Applicant documents acknowledge harm to protected species, high post-occupation predation risk, and lack of secured receptor land or enforceable long-term management.

R8 – Transport and access impacts not acceptably mitigated.  
The TA cannot demonstrate realistic modal shift or sufficient non-car accessibility, nor that vehicle growth will avoid further landscape harm or congestion of rural lanes.


The planning balance.


Even if moderated weight were applied to certain local plan policies, the statutory starting point remains the same: determine in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Here:


· Landscape harm is proven and accepted by the applicant’s own evidence,

· Environmental impacts are significant and inadequately mitigated,

· BNG is unproven,

· Ecology and HRA concerns remain unresolved,

· Transport evidence is speculative,

· and the benefits claimed are generic, unquantified, and insufficient to neutralise the acknowledged harms.


Housing delivery does not override the fundamental duty to safeguard designated landscapes, natural capital, and protected ecological assets. The NPPF does not sanction development that significantly harms the environment in pursuit of housing numbers. Nor does it support the erosion of Local Plan countryside protections without robust justification.

On any reasonable assessment, the adverse impacts of this proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against both the development plan and the NPPF taken as a whole.


Conclusion.


For the reasons set out above, planning application MC/25/0006 is contrary to the Medway Council Local Plan 2003, fails to comply with the NPPF (December 2024), is unsound in environmental terms, and fails to establish a lawful, policy-compliant basis for development within open countryside and a designated ALLI.

The application should therefore be REFUSED.
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