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1   INTRODUCTION  

PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE 

1.1 This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared jointly by Gladman 

Developments Ltd (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Appellant’), Medway Council (‘LPA’) and  

The Independent Group (‘TIG’).  

1.2 This SoCG concerns an appeal made pursuant to the non-determination of planning 

application ref: MC/23/1934 by Medway Council at land at Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St 

Werburgh, Rochester, Kent, ME3 8QB (herein referred to as ‘the site’).  

1.3 Four SoCG have been prepared between the Appellant and the LPA.  TIG has reviewed these, 

and identified the areas where they disagree.  This SoCG therefore records those specific 

areas of disagreement between the Appellant/the LPA, and TIG. 

1.4 Through the process of preparing the SoCG, TIG has confirmed they no longer wish to 

pursue their standalone objections to the appeal proposal on the following matters/topics: 

Air Quality; Climate Change and Energy; Drainage and Flood Risk; Heritage; and Residential 

Amenity. 

PARTIES 

1.5 The SoCG is jointly agreed by: 

Signed.        Date 13/05/26 
 

Name: Laurie Lane 
On behalf of Gladman Developments Ltd  
 

Signed Michael Pearce Date 13/05/26 
 

Name: Michael Pearce 
On behalf of The Independent Group (TIG) 
 

Signed   Date 13/05/26 
 

Name: Hannah Gunner 
On behalf of Medway Council – as acknowledgement. The Council do not 
agree/disagree with contents. 
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2   PLANNING AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT 

LPA RESOLUTION 

2.1 The LPA resolved that had they been in the position to determine the application, they 

would have granted permission, subject to planning conditions and s.106 planning 

obligations. 

2.2 TIG state the outcome of the vote was not unanimous and highlight the outcome may have 

been different were others present to vote.  TIG accepts that the Planning Committee (made 

up of 15 members) resolved by 7–5 that it would have approved the application subject to 

conditions and obligations. TIG does not accept that this narrow resolution is determinative 

of the appeal or removes the need for the Inspector to assess the planning merits afresh.     

TIG considers this is material to the determination of this appeal.   

FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 

2.3 TIG considers the PINs request did not expressly require a full transport update, an updated 

EcIA, updated bat survey, wintering bird survey, breeding bird survey, travel plan, or link 

sensitivity plan and the Appellant's ES Addendum itself effectively confirms this. 

2.4 TIG does not agree that the Further Environmental Information is merely a baseline update. 

TIG’s position is that it materially develops the appellant’s case on access, transport, 

ecology and cumulative effects.  

2.5 TIG proceeds on the basis that the Inspector will determine the admissibility and weight of 

that material, and that it must be fairly capable of being tested at the inquiry. 

SITE LOCATION 

2.6 TIG considers the site comprises approximately 12ha of BMV agricultural land south of 

Ratcliffe Highway and on the north western edge of the semi-rural and coastal village of 

Hoo St Werburgh (commonly known as ‘Hoo’), located on the Hoo Peninsula in Rochester, 

Kent.   

2.7 TIG considers the site is outside the settlement boundary of Hoo St Werburgh and is in open 

uncorrupted rural land and countryside.   

2.8 TIG considers the site is in a undeveloped coastal location and can be prominently viewed 

from the River Medway and Medway Estuary.   
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2.9 TIG considers the current (and proposed) vehicular access is located off Ratcliffe Highway, 

approximately 425m away from the existing settlement boundary of Hoo St Werburgh. The 

existing settlement boundary is defined as outside Hillcrest on Ratcliffe Highway, where 

footway provision on the southern side of Ratcliffe Highway begins, and where street 

lighting columns are present.  

2.10 TIG considers the only direct access connection between the site and the existing 

settlement boundary of Hoo St Werburgh is PROW Footpath RS102, extending from Ratcliffe 

Highway south east towards existing residential development at Vidgeon Avenue via a 

narrow pedestrian alleyway. 

2.11 TIG does not agree that the site is properly described as a well-integrated north-western 

edge of Hoo St Werburgh site. TIG’s position is that the site has only limited physical 

connection to the existing settlement boundary (approximate 160m along the site's eastern 

boundary), is functionally poorly integrated with Hoo St Werburgh, and projects into the 

locally valued Chattenden Valley landscape. 

2.12 TIG considers Hoo St Werburgh is not a sustainable location for the scale and pattern of 

further residential development proposed through this appeal, along with wider proposed 

Hoo Peninsula growth, unless significant and strategic government funded transport and 

environmental infrastructure is secured and delivered.  

2.13 TIG considers the LPA’s Sustainability Appraisal for the emerging Local Plan identifies the 

Hoo Peninsula as the worst performing Spatial Delivery Option when compared with the 

other broad spatial options. The SA records that the Urban SDO performed best most often, 

while the Hoo Peninsula ranked lowest against a number of objectives, including climate 

change mitigation, biodiversity, pollution, natural resources and health. The appeal site is 

therefore part of the very broad location which the LPA’s own evidence identifies as the 

least sustainable spatial delivery option. 

PLANNING POLICY 

Medway Council Local Plan (2003) 

2.14 TIG will be demonstrating that specific and relevant Medway Council Local Plan (2003) 

policies are consistent or at least partially consistent with the NPPF (December 2024).  TIG 

will be referring to previous appeal decisions in the LPA (Medway Council) area.   

2.15 TIG considers the proposed development conflicts with Medway Council Local Plan 2003 
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policies: S2 (Strategic Principles), BNE25 (Development in the Countryside), BNE35 

(International and National Nature Conservation Sites), BNE37 (Wildlife Habitats), BNE39 

(Protected Species), BNE45 (Undeveloped Coast), H11 (Residential Development in Rural 

Settlements), T1 (Impact of Development), T2 (Access to the Highway), T3 (Provision for 

Pedestrians), T4 (Cycle Facilities), T6 (Provision for Public Transport), T12 (Traffic 

Management) and T18 (New Transport Infrastructure).  

Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (January 2024)  

2.16 TIG considers the Appellant’s representation to the Regulation 16 NP Consultation stating: 

they support the overall vision of the Neighbourhood Plan; there are limited job options 

within the NP area, leading many residents to work outside the Parish, including a notable 

number that commuting further afield to London; they acknowledge that the 

Neighbourhood Plan does not seek to allocate sites for housing as the emerging Medway 

Local Plan which will address "strategic" matters including housing allocations; they 

acknowledge the aspiration to achieve greater community cohesion through development 

and recognise the benefit that an overarching strategy for future growth across the NP area 

and wider Hoo Peninsula would bring; they support the Neighbourhood Plan aspirations to 

promote sustainable modes of transport, including improved connections to footpaths and 

open space, improved public transport, provision of cycleways and improved safety and 

condition of roads within the Neighbourhood Plan Area; is relevant in the determination of 

this appeal. 

2.17 TIG agrees that the following factual matters are recorded in the  Planning SoCG between 

the Appellant and LPA concerning NPPF (December 2024) §14 and the Neighbourhood Plan.  

For ease of reference, the NP: 

I. does not contain a housing requirement, prepared in accordance with NPPF (December 

2024) §69 and §70 and TIG highlight the LPA failed to provide a requirement figure or 

indicative figure specifically for the Neighbourhood Plan Area.  

II. Whilst the plan was adopted in accordance with a previous version of the NPPF 

(December 2023), it is the tests of NPPF (December 2024) §69 and §70 which must be 

applied now. 

III. The plan includes no allocations. 

2.18 However, TIG considers the Neighbourhood Plan does make provision for growth in its 
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policies, including support for employment, residential and community facilities. At the 

same time, there are policies on design, the environment and transport which can help to 

ensure that local development is sustainable, environmentally, socially, and economically. 

2.19 TIG considers the adverse impact of allowing the appeal proposal, which they consider 

conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan, will significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits. 

2.20 TIG considers the proposed development conflicts with Neighbourhood Plan policies: HOO4 

(Housing Growth and Mix), HOO6 (Design), HOO7 (Local Heritage), HOO8 (Landscape and 

Environment), HOO11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel) and HOO12 (Paths). 

2.21 TIG considers the proposed development conflicts with the existing Development Plan.  TIG 

considers no less than substantial weight should be accorded to the existing Development 

Plan, particularly the Neighbourhood Plan and its policies.   

FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

2.22 TIG agrees that the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and accepts 

that the tilted balance may be engaged. However, TIG does not agree that this means all 

relevant Development Plan policies, particularly the recently made Neighbourhood Plan 

policies, should be treated as carrying reduced weight. TIG’s position is that the weight to 

be given to conflict with the Development Plan remains a matter of planning judgment for 

the Inspector. 

2.23 TIG does not accept that the appeal site has been demonstrated to make a meaningful 

contribution to the LPA’s five-year housing land supply. The emerging plan evidence 

repeatedly identifies HHH11 for delivery in years 6–10, and the appellant has not 

demonstrated that housing delivery would occur within the relevant five-year period. The 

Appellant is a land promoter and not the intended developer, and the site will need to be 

taken on by a developer who is interested, further reducing the likely delivery rate.  

2.24 TIG contends the Inspector for the dismissed West of Hoo appeal decision (3132141) 

accorded substantial weight to the benefits in light of the shortfall when the LPA's Housing 

Land Supply was between 2.21 and 2.79 years. The LPA's Housing Land Supply has 

improved and is now 3.1 years, therefore no more than significant weight should be 

accorded to the benefits in light of the reduced shortfall.   

2.25 TIG contends the appeal site is not required in order to create a five-year-housing-land-
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supply or to meet housing need.  This is due to a number of unselected sites (by the LPA) 

being promoted as available, deliverable and sustainable by developers and landowners, as 

part of the new Local Plan process, including: HW1 (Land off Pear Tree Lane, Capstone - 500 

dwellings), RN1 (Land off Yokosuka Way, Rainham - 100 dwellings), RN2 (Land off Grange 

Road, Rainham - 211 dwellings), RN4 (Land off Lower Rainham Road, Rainham - 100 

dwellings), RN5 (Land off Lower Rainham Road, Rainham - 400 dwellings), RSE10 (Land off 

Moor Street, Rainham - 850 dwellings) and RN8 & RN9 (Land off Pump Lane, Rainham - 450 

additional dwellings). 

2.26 TIG further contends the LPA states in its MLP2041 Sustainability Appraisal that it could, but 

hasn't in its chosen "blended" spatial strategy, to increase density on sustainable 

brownfield sites by 25%, equating to more than 800 additional dwellings.   

EMERGING DEVELOPMENT PLAN: MEDWAY LOCAL PLAN 2041 (MLP2041) 

2.27 TIG considers the Appellant’s representation to the Regulation 19 MLP2024 Consultation 

stating the plan is unsound on the basis of: the plan period being not consistent with 

national policy; the shortfall of housing supply proposed by the LPA is not fully justified; the 

viability of the allocated sites will struggle to deliver any affordable housing, and concerns 

with the methodology and estimates shown in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, is relevant in 

the determination of this appeal. 

2.28 TIG considers the consequences of the Appellant’s representation, if accepted by the LPA 

or/and examination Inspectors, would mean there would be the need for a new Regulation 

19 consultation, which will further delay the Plan.  

2.29 TIG considers, following the Initial Queries letter by the examination Inspectors on 27 March 

2026 raising a number of concerns, including several questions and requests, as well as 

some significant concerns, it will take significant time and delay to resolve those matters 

with the MLP2041.   

2.30 TIG considers Draft Policy SA8, including the housing allocations in this policy, has 

significant unresolved objections and is not consistent with the NPPF (December 2024) as 

the allocations are not sustainable sites.  There are many sustainable sites which could have 

been selected by the LPA instead, as part of the new Local Plan process. 

2.31 TIG’s position is that the emerging Local Plan should be accorded no more than limited 

weight. It is not adopted, has not been found sound, and is subject to; significant 
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unresolved objections; significant concerns by the examination Inspectors; further 

examination work and further consultation; and its adoption timetable remains uncertain. 

2.32 TIG further considers because Medway Council (and LPA) will cease to exist on 1st April 2028 

due to Local Government Reorganisation (LGR), and as they expect the MLP2041 will not 

finish examination or be found potentially sound before that date, this reaffirms that no 

more than limited weight should be accorded in the determination of this appeal. 

Prematurity and Prejudice 

2.33 TIG’s primary case is that the emerging Local Plan should be accorded no more than limited 

weight. In the alternative, if the appellant seeks to rely on the emerging Local Plan as a 

sufficiently advanced framework, TIG’s position is that allowing the appeal now would risk 

prejudicing unresolved decisions about the scale, location, phasing and mitigation of 

growth at Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, particularly the principle of development 

within the Chattenden Valley locally valued landscape. 

Compliance with the Draft Policies MLP2041 

2.34 Notwithstanding TIG's position on the MLP2041, TIG considers the determination of this 

appeal in advance of preparing a wider masterplan in accordance with Draft Policy SA8 is 

not acceptable, and it will undermine future masterplanning for the Hoo Peninsula if the 

MLP2041 is found sound and is adopted. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

2.35 TIG agrees the provision of affordable housing is a material benefit of the Appeal Proposal, 

but should not be accorded very substantial weight.  TIG considers in accordance with the 

dismissed West of Hoo appeal decision (3132141), when the LPA's Housing Land Supply was 

between 2.21 and 2.79 years, affordable housing should be accorded no more than 

significant weight. 

2.36 TIG considers the LPA's position has improved since that appeal decision and now stands at 

3.1 years, reducing the weight of the affordable housing/housing benefit from substantial to 

significant.   

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL BENEFITS 

2.37 TIG disagrees with the LPA and Appellant. TIG does not dispute that the proposal would 

generate economic benefits. However, TIG’s position is that these benefits are generic 
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benefits of housing development, would arise from any comparable housing scheme, and 

have not been shown to have particular local additionality. TIG therefore considers those 

benefits should attract no more than limited weight and do not outweigh the adverse 

impacts identified under the main issues. 

2.38 TIG references the following three more recent and dismissed appeal decisions, where 

Gladman was the appellant and the proposed development was more than double the 

number of dwellings proposed here, but only moderate weight was accorded by the 

Inspector: APP/W3710/W/23/3330615 (up to 700 dwellings), APP/A2335/W/24/3345416 (up 

to 644 dwellings), and APP/W3710/W/23/3327049 (up to 500 dwellings).     

MARKET HOUSING 

2.39 TIG disagrees with the Appellant and LPA that the provision of market housing should be 

accorded very substantial weight.  TIG considers this should be accorded no more than 

significant weight, in accordance with the dismissed West of Hoo appeal decision (3132141) 

when the LPA's Housing Land Supply position was between 2.21 and 2.79 years.   

2.40 TIG considers the LPA's Housing Land Supply position has improved since the appeal 

decision and now stands at 3.1 years, reducing the weight of the affordable housing/market 

housing benefit from substantial to significant.   

PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY IMPROVEMENTS 

2.41 TIG considers the appeal proposal should contribute towards the essential £2m Hoo 

Bridleway Creation infrastructure requirement set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(December 2025).   TIG calculate a proportional Section 106 contribution for the 

development would amount to £102,127.66.   

2.42 TIG does not agree Public Rights of Way improvements in the Appellant and LPA SoCG 

should be accorded moderate weight.  This is because there is no contribution towards the 

essential £2m Hoo Bridleway Creation infrastructure requirement, there is no contribution 

to PROW Footpath RS102 (Alleyway), and the only improvements proposed are for distant 

PROW Footpaths RS104, RS105 and RS100, all over 800m away walking distance from the 

appeal site. Therefore no more than limited weight can be accorded to Public Rights of Way 

Improvements.   

SECTION 106 OBLIGATIONS 
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2.43 Development on the Hoo Peninsula that was identified in a recent emerging plan was 

previously intended to be supported by the Government’s Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 

scheme to the amount of £170m.  That funding was withdrawn by Homes England in 2023.  

2.44 TIG’s position is the withdrawal of that critical funding, and the 42 risks identified by Homes 

England in relation to costs, programme, transport infrastructure, environmental 

mitigation, land assembly, planning strategy, highway capacity, National Highways matters, 

sustainable transport and legal challenge, are relevant as to whether further growth on the 

Hoo Peninsula, including the appeal site, can be accommodated sustainably. 

2.45 TIG considers development at the scale envisaged for the Hoo Peninsula, including the 

appeal site, cannot sustainably be accommodated unless Government funded strategic 

transport and environmental infrastructure is secured and delivered.  

2.46 TIG considers the £2,267,040 (£9,446 per unit x 240 units) towards a package of transport 

mitigations including but not limited to Four Elms roundabout, Sans Pareil roundabout, 

local roundabouts in Hoo and sustainable transport improvement on the Hoo Peninsula, is 

not adequate mitigation for the development proposed.  

2.47 TIG considers the £403,610.40 (£1,681.71 per unit x 240 units) towards a strategic 

environmental programme on the Hoo Peninsula to protect designated sites and areas of 

significant flood risk, either now or in the future, including conservation and enhancement 

of Lodge Hill SSSI, the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA, Ramsar site and SSSI, is not 

adequate mitigation for the development proposed. 

2.48 TIG considers the proposed strategic Section 106 obligations for transport and 

environmental infrastructure do no more than attempt to ameliorate the impacts of the 

development. They do not mitigate the development's impacts; they only try to neutralise 

harm rather than add benefit. 

2.49 TIG considers the proposed strategic Section 106 obligations for transport and 

environmental infrastructure fall short of the requirements set out in the LPA's 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and do not provide a proportional contribution to the essential 

and critically required interventions to enable further growth in the locality in a sustainable 

way.   

2.50 TIG will set out what they consider to be proportionate contributions towards strategic 

transport and environmental interventions listed in the LPA's Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
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2.51 TIG’s position is that the appellant has not demonstrated that the proposed transport and 

environmental contributions would secure timely, funded and deliverable mitigation 

sufficient to make this appeal development acceptable, independently of wider strategic 

growth, other sites coming forward, and the emerging Local Plan.    
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3   ACCESS, HIGHWAYS AND ACTIVE TRAVEL AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT  

3.1 TIG disagree with the Appellant and Council on the following matters concerning access, 

highways impact, public transport and active travel: 

ACCESS AND HIGHWAYS EVIDENCE BASE 

3.2 TIG does not agree that the Appellant’s highways evidence has demonstrated that the 

appeal development would have safe and suitable access for all users or acceptable 

residual cumulative impacts on the local highway network. 

3.3 TIG considers that access is not a reserved matter and that the principle, location and 

treatment of the proposed access from Ratcliffe Highway fall to be determined at this 

appeal stage. 

3.4 TIG notes that Project Centre, acting for Medway Council Highways, initially considered that 

the proposals were not acceptable in highways terms, principally due to the relative 

inaccessibility of the site by non-car modes and the lack of sufficient accessible active-travel 

connections to nearby facilities and amenities. 

3.5 TIG further notes that Active Travel England is not currently in a position to support the 

application and has requested further assessment, evidence, revisions and/or dialogue. 

3.6 TIG does not agree that National Highways’ no-objection position on the Strategic Road 

Network resolves local highway, active travel, bus accessibility or Ratcliffe Highway matters. 

National Highways’ remit does not determine the suitability of Ratcliffe Highway, local A228 

junctions, Bell’s Lane, Main Road Hoo, existing bus-stop accessibility, or the deliverability of 

the local highway mitigation package. 

RATCLIFFE HIGHWAY 

3.7 TIG does not agree that Ratcliffe Highway has been demonstrated to provide a safe, direct, 

attractive, comfortable and inclusive active-travel route between the appeal site and the 

existing settlement of Hoo St Werburgh. 

3.8 TIG’s position is that the existing northern footway on Ratcliffe Highway is unsuitable to 

serve as a principal pedestrian connection for a development of up to 240 dwellings. TIG’s 

site observations indicate that the usable footway width is approximately 1,100mm for 

much of the route, with narrower sections of approximately 750mm. TIG considers this 

materially below the standards expected for an inclusive pedestrian route. 
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3.9 TIG does not agree that the existing northern footway is suitable for all users, including 

wheelchair users, mobility scooter users, people using walking frames, people using 

crutches or sticks, visually impaired users, people walking with assistance dogs, people 

walking side by side, and people pushing prams or buggies 

3.10 TIG does not agree that the proposed uncontrolled crossing arrangements across Ratcliffe 

Highway have been demonstrated to be safe or suitable, having regard to the 40mph speed 

limit, the recorded 85th percentile speeds of 46.9mph and 47.9mph, the constrained 

northern footway, the absence of street lighting, and the increased pedestrian demand 

generated by up to 240 dwellings. 

3.11 TIG considers that low existing pedestrian flows on Ratcliffe Highway should not be treated 

as evidence that improved crossing provision is unnecessary. Low use may instead reflect 

the existing hostile or unattractive pedestrian environment. 

3.12 TIG does not agree that issues of pedestrian safety, crossing provision, lighting, visibility, 

cycling transitions, vegetation management and traffic calming can safely be deferred. 

Access is not reserved, and the suitability of Ratcliffe Highway as an access and active-travel 

route should be demonstrated at appeal stage. 

RATCLIFFE HIGHWAY ACCESS, SPEED AND TRAFFIC CALMING 

3.13 TIG does not agree that the proposed access from Ratcliffe Highway has been demonstrated 

to be acceptable in its final form. 

3.14 TIG considers that there remains material uncertainty as to which access arrangement is to 

be approved: the change-of-priority spine road arrangement, or the alternative priority-

controlled arrangement in which development traffic gives way. 

3.15 TIG considers that the recorded 85th percentile speeds on Ratcliffe Highway are materially 

relevant to the design and safety of the access, visibility splays, crossing points and traffic-

calming requirements. 

3.16 TIG does not agree that the exceedance of the 40mph speed limit can be treated as a minor 

matter to be addressed after permission. A clear and fully specified traffic-calming strategy 

should be demonstrated at appeal stage. 

3.17 TIG considers that traffic calming is central to the safety and suitability of the proposed 

access and should not be left to a general pre-commencement condition. There needs to be 
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clear parameters, target design speed, physical measures, crossing arrangements, trigger 

points and fallback arrangements at appeal stage. 

3.18 TIG does not agree that the proposed bus loop can properly be left to reserved matters. If a 

bus loop is necessary before the spine road opens, it affects internal road layout, swept 

paths, parking controls, safety, bus stop locations, servicing and emergency access. 

PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY RS102 AND VIDGEON AVENUE ALLEYWAY 

3.19 TIG does not agree that PRoW RS102, via the alleyway between the appeal site and Vidgeon 

Avenue, has been demonstrated to provide a safe, direct, attractive, comfortable and 

inclusive active-travel connection between the appeal site and Hoo St Werburgh. 

3.20 TIG considers that the alleyway section of RS102 is approximately 1 metre wide for around 

20 metres and just under 1 metre wide at its narrowest point. TIG considers that this cannot 

reasonably be described as an inclusive pedestrian route, still less a suitable active-travel 

connection for up to 240 dwellings. 

3.21 TIG relies on the Council’s own appeal material, which records that the strategic design of 

the site appears to be reliant on the Vidgeon Avenue alleyway and that the alleyway offers 

no realistic opportunity for upgrades to meet the needs of all users, including cyclists, 

wheelchair users, mobility scooter users and people with pushchairs, due to its width 

limitations between existing properties. 

3.22 TIG does not agree that the alleyway section is suitable for wheelchair users, mobility 

scooter users, people using walking frames, people using crutches or sticks, visually 

impaired users, people walking with assistance dogs, people walking side by side, people 

pushing prams or buggies, or cyclists. 

3.23 TIG does not agree that improvements to RS102 within the appeal site would overcome the 

fundamental constraint at the Vidgeon Avenue end. The quality of an active-travel route 

must be assessed along the full route, including its narrowest and weakest section. 

3.24 TIG considers that the RS102/Vidgeon Avenue constraint is not a minor design issue. It goes 

to whether the appeal site is genuinely well connected to Hoo St Werburgh by walking, 

wheeling and cycling. 

SPINE ROAD, TAYLOR WIMPEY DEPENDENCY AND BUS SERVICE 

3.25 TIG accepts that a spine road capable of accommodating buses, pedestrians and cyclists 



 LAND AT RATCLIFFE HIGHWAY, HOO ST WERBURGH  

 

 14 

STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND 

could be beneficial in principle. However, TIG does not agree that the proposed spine road 

has been demonstrated to provide a fully secured, deliverable and effective sustainable 

transport solution for the appeal development. 

3.26 TIG considers that the spine road is materially dependent on third-party land and third-

party development. The appeal scheme can secure a link to the boundary of the appeal site, 

but that does not secure a completed through-route across the adjacent Taylor Wimpey 

site. 

3.27 TIG does not agree that a road capable of accommodating buses is the same as a secured 

bus service. TIG considers that the Appellant has not provided a signed operator agreement 

or equivalent binding evidence confirming routeing, frequency, commencement, duration, 

funding, trigger points, monitoring or fallback arrangements for any bus service using the 

spine road. 

3.28 TIG relies on the Council’s appeal material which records that the spine road only works in 

conjunction with the adjacent Taylor Wimpey site, that collaboration with Taylor Wimpey is 

required to demonstrate continuation of the proposed cycleway and footway, and that the 

Council is not currently in a position to secure a bus service improvement. 

3.29 TIG does not agree that the spine road should be given full weight as sustainable transport 

mitigation unless the full route, inter-site connection, active-travel infrastructure, bus gate 

or bus-only restriction, bus stop infrastructure and bus service are all secured at appeal 

stage. 

3.30 TIG considers that any section 106 agreement or condition must specify what happens if the 

Taylor Wimpey site is delayed, altered, refused, not implemented, or does not provide the 

expected inter-site connection. 

A228 JUNCTION CAPACITY AND LOCAL HIGHWAY IMPACTS 

3.31 TIG does not agree that the appeal development has been demonstrated to have 

acceptable residual cumulative impacts on the local road network. 

3.32 TIG considers that the Appellant’s own modelling demonstrates that key junctions are 

already forecast to operate at or above practical or theoretical capacity in the 2031 without-

development scenario, including A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo and Four Elms 

Roundabout. 
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3.33 TIG does not agree that the development’s percentage traffic increases can be dismissed as 

immaterial where the baseline and committed-development position is already 

constrained. 

3.34 TIG considers that the Bell’s Lane/A228 issue is especially important because the Council’s 

recommended condition 36 expressly recognises the potential risk of queues backing up 

into the A228 Peninsula Way/Bell’s Lane roundabout. 

3.35 TIG does not agree that a post-permission Trip Distribution Assessment is a satisfactory 

substitute for establishing at appeal stage whether development traffic would create unsafe 

or inefficient queueing conditions at Bell’s Lane and the A228 Peninsula Way/Bell’s Lane 

roundabout. 

3.36 TIG considers that the Appellant has not demonstrated that the A228 mitigation package 

would be in place before the appeal development’s traffic materially affects the network. 

STRATEGIC TRANSPORT MITIGATION AND SECTION 106 CONTRIBUTIONS 

3.37 TIG does not agree that the contribution towards highways and sustainable travel 

improvements requested by Medway Council has been demonstrated to be sufficient, 

timely or deliverable. 

3.38 TIG considers that a financial contribution alone is not sufficient unless it is demonstrably 

tied to a deliverable mitigation package, with clear allocation, funding gaps, delivery 

timescales, occupation triggers and fallback arrangements. 

3.39 TIG does not agree that the Appellant has demonstrated how the requested contribution 

would be apportioned between Four Elms Roundabout, Sans Pareil Roundabout, local Hoo 

roundabouts and sustainable transport improvements, or whether the contribution is 

sufficient to deliver the mitigation necessary for the appeal development. 

3.40 TIG considers that the appeal development should not be permitted to rely on strategic 

highway improvements which are not fully designed, funded, programmed, secured and 

deliverable at the point they are needed for occupation. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT, TRAVEL PLAN AND MODE SHIFT 

3.41 TIG does not agree that the appeal development has been demonstrated to provide a 

genuine choice of transport modes from first occupation. 
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3.42 TIG considers that the Appellant’s own Travel Plan confirms that existing bus stops are 

beyond the ideal 400 metre walking distance and that the stronger 10-year mode-shift 

outcome relies on the complete spine road and bus-service enhancements. 

3.43 TIG does not agree that Travel Plan vouchers, welcome packs and promotional measures 

can overcome physical highway, bus-service or junction-capacity constraints. 

3.44 TIG considers that the Travel Plan’s 5-year and 10-year targets are modest when considered 

against a baseline car-driver mode share of 76.7%. 

3.45 TIG does not agree that the 10-year target should be given significant weight unless the 

complete spine road and bus-service enhancements on which it depends are themselves 

secured, which they are not. 

3.46 TIG considers that a Full Travel Plan condition alone is not sufficient to make the 

development acceptable in transport terms where the underlying physical and operational 

public transport measures are not secured. 

DISTANCE, WALKING TIME AND ACCESS TO AMENITIES 

3.47 TIG does not agree that the appeal site has been demonstrated to be sustainably located by 

walking, wheeling and public transport simply because some amenities fall within mapped 

walking distances identified by the Appellant. 

3.48 TIG considers that distance and walking time alone are insufficient to demonstrate 

accessibility. The quality, safety, inclusiveness and attractiveness of the route are equally 

important. 

3.49 TIG considers that the Appellant’s walking-distance assessment gives insufficient weight to 

the deficiencies on Ratcliffe Highway and RS102/Vidgeon Avenue. 

3.50 TIG does not agree that the site has a satisfactory range of day-to-day amenities within an 

800 metre walking and wheeling distance. TIG notes that, on the Appellant’s own evidence, 

the convenience store, neighbourhood centre, recreation ground, Hoo St Werburgh Primary 

School, The Elms Medical Centre, The Hundred of Hoo Academy, swimming baths, village 

centre, library, allotments, playing fields and Chattenden are all beyond 800 metres from 

the centre of the developed part of the site. 

3.51 TIG does not agree that measuring from the approximate centre of the developed part of 

the site provides a sufficiently robust assessment of walking accessibility for all residents. 
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Walking distances should also be assessed from the least accessible dwellings. 

3.52 TIG does not agree that the future spine road, potential Taylor Wimpey facilities or potential 

bus-service diversions should be relied upon to demonstrate current accessibility because 

they are not fully secured, deliverable, phased and operational from appeal stage. 

OVERALL ACCESS, HIGHWAYS AND ACTIVE TRAVEL POSITION 

3.53 TIG’s overall position is that the Appellant has not demonstrated that the appeal 

development would have safe and suitable access for all users, would prioritise active and 

sustainable travel, or would avoid unacceptable reliance on private car travel. 

3.54 TIG considers that the unresolved matters include: the adequacy of Ratcliffe Highway as a 

pedestrian and cycle route; the constrained width and non-inclusive nature of 

RS102/Vidgeon Avenue alleyway; the uncertainty over the access-priority arrangement; the 

need for traffic calming and speed reduction on Ratcliffe Highway; the absence of a secured 

bus-service commitment; the dependence on the Taylor Wimpey site and full spine-road 

connection; the absence of a fully secured bus gate / bus-only arrangement; the adequacy 

of junction mitigation at A228 junctions and Four Elms; the sufficiency, timing and 

deliverability of section 106 transport contributions; the limitations of the Travel Plan and 

public transport vouchers; the lack of robust route-quality assessment; and the reliance on 

mapped walking distances rather than actual route quality. 

3.55 For those reasons, TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme complies with Policies T1, T2, 

T3, T4, T6, T12 and T18 of the Medway Local Plan 2003, Policy HOO11 and HOO12 of the Hoo 

St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, or the relevant transport and active 

travel provisions of the NPPF. 
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4   ECOLOGY AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT 

4.1 TIG disagree with the Appellant and Council on the following matters concerning ecology, 

biodiversity and nature conservation:  

ECOLOGICAL EVIDENCE BASE 

4.2 TIG does not agree that the Appellant has provided a sufficiently robust ecological baseline 

to support the conclusion that there would be no material ecological harm or no significant 

planning harm. 

4.3 TIG considers that the ecological evidence is materially weaker in relation to breeding birds, 

skylark compensation, farmland bird habitat loss, nightingale impact pathways, off-site 

cumulative effects, lighting effects, and the detailed securing of mitigation and long-term 

management. 

4.4 TIG does not agree that the Appellant’s repeated conclusion of "not significant" effects in 

EIA terms should be treated as equivalent to there being no ecological harm for planning 

purposes. TIG considers that ecological harm to priority species, S41 species, farmland bird 

habitat, designated sites and ecological networks remains capable of carrying material 

planning weight even where an EIA significance threshold is not reached. 

4.5 TIG does not agree that important ecological matters can safely be deferred to reserved 

matters or pre-commencement conditions because the principle, location, quantum, 

timing, monitoring and enforceability of mitigation need to be sufficiently clear at appeal 

stage. 

DESIGNATED SITES, HRA AND SSSI MATTERS 

4.6 TIG does not agree that the SAMMS contribution resolves all ecology and nature 

conservation matters arising from the appeal scheme. 

4.7 TIG accepts that SAMMS is relevant to strategic recreational pressure on the North Kent 

European sites, but considers that it does not by itself address project-specific ecological 

pathways, including farmland bird displacement, nightingale disturbance, cat predation, 

local recreational pressure, lighting, SSSI air-quality effects, and cumulative farmland 

habitat loss. 

4.8 TIG does not agree that Natural England’s 2023 "no comment" response should be treated 

as Natural England agreement with the Appellant’s assessment. Natural England expressly 
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stated that it had not been able to assess the proposal’s potential impacts on statutory 

nature conservation sites or protected landscapes. 

4.9 TIG considers that the appeal-stage ecology and air-quality material should be the subject 

of further consultation with Natural England, including the 2026 ES Addendum, the 2026 

EcIA, the Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI air-quality update, and the Appellant’s 

treatment of nightingale and recreational pressure pathways. 

4.10 TIG does not agree that the residual minor adverse effect identified in relation to 

Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI can simply be discounted because the Appellant 

says it is not significant in EIA terms. TIG considers that a residual adverse effect on a 

nationally designated ecological receptor remains a material planning harm. 

4.11 TIG does not agree that the Appellant has demonstrated that all relevant in-combination 

effects on designated sites have been fully assessed, particularly when considered 

alongside MC/24/2022 and other nearby housing growth on the Hoo Peninsula. 

BREEDING BIRDS 

4.12 TIG does not agree that one breeding bird visit in March 2024 and one visit in May 2025 

provide an adequate breeding bird baseline for the appeal scheme. 

4.13 TIG considers that the Appellant’s own admission that probable breeders could not be 

assessed is a material limitation, not a minor technical point. 

4.14 TIG does not agree that the Appellant has robustly justified departing from the standard six-

visit breeding bird survey approach identified by KCC Ecological Advice Service. 

4.15 TIG considers that a March visit is too early to identify some later-arriving or later-nesting 

species, and that a single May visit in a different year does not provide the same evidential 

value as a properly designed season-long survey programme. 

4.16 TIG does not agree that the Appellant can rely on the absence of confirmed or probable 

breeding evidence when the survey design was insufficient to identify probable breeding 

status. 

4.17 TIG considers that the breeding bird baseline should have identified likely territories, not 

merely possible breeding presence, particularly for skylark, linnet, meadow pipit, corn 

bunting, lapwing and other farmland or open-country species potentially affected by 

habitat loss and cumulative development. 
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4.18 TIG does not agree that detailed breeding bird mitigation can be left to future documents 

without first establishing the breeding assemblage and number of territories likely to be lost 

or displaced. 

SKYLARK AND FARMLAND BIRDS 

4.19 TIG does not agree that the loss of skylark and farmland bird habitat has been adequately 

mitigated or compensated. 

4.20 TIG considers that species-rich grassland within residential green infrastructure is not like-

for-like replacement for open farmland habitat used by skylark. 

4.21 TIG does not agree that skylark habitat loss can be dismissed on the basis that surrounding 

agricultural land exists. The Appellant has not shown that surrounding land is available, 

suitable, unoccupied, not already supporting existing territories, not subject to 

development pressure, and legally secured for displaced birds. 

4.22 TIG does not agree that the Appellant can rely on the neighbouring MC/24/2022 scheme to 

mitigate this appeal scheme because the specific land, management, phasing, legal security 

and monitoring are not secured for the benefit of this appeal scheme at appeal stage. 

4.23 TIG considers that the Appellant’s position has shifted materially: from no specific on-site 

mitigation being practical or proportionate, to reliance on species-rich grassland and wider 

habitat, without any clear, secured skylark compensation strategy. 

4.24 TIG does not agree that bird boxes, thorny planting, hedgerow enhancement, SuDS and 

species-rich grassland are an adequate response to the loss of open farmland habitat for 

skylark and comparable farmland species. 

4.25 TIG considers that the ecological impacts have not been adequately mitigated or 

compensated because a legally secured, deliverable and monitored farmland bird 

mitigation package is not provided, including off-site skylark habitat where necessary. 

NIGHTINGALE 

4.26 TIG does not agree that the Appellant has robustly demonstrated no material risk to 

nightingale populations in the vicinity of the appeal site. 

4.27 TIG does not agree that the A228 Peninsula Way can be treated as a complete or sufficient 

barrier to cat dispersal without site-specific evidence. 
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4.28 TIG does not agree that the absence of nightingale records from limited survey work on the 

appeal site is adequate to confirm absence, particularly where KCC Ecological Advice 

Service recommended industry-standard breeding bird survey to confirm the position. 

4.29 TIG does not agree that the Appellant can rely on the Deangate Ridge community park 

proposal to address recreational pressure and nightingale disturbance arising from this 

appeal scheme because the relevant measures are not identified, legally secured, funded, 

timed and shown to be effective. 

4.30 TIG considers that increased dog-walking, informal recreation, cat predation and 

disturbance pressure from up to 240 new dwellings require a project-specific assessment, 

not broad reliance on other schemes or general assumptions. 

4.31 TIG considers that the proximity of nightingale territories, the national importance of 

Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI for nightingale, and the neighbouring MC/24/2022 

nightingale records require a precautionary approach. 

4.32 TIG does not agree that nightingale impacts can be treated as resolved without Natural 

England or KCC Ecological Advice Service confirmation on the appeal-stage information. 

WINTERING BIRDS AND FUNCTIONALLY LINKED LAND 

4.33 TIG does not agree that wintering bird and functionally linked land issues should be treated 

as entirely closed without the raw survey data, maps, tide states, adjacent-field 

observations and nocturnal survey details being available and agreed. 

4.34 TIG accepts that the wintering bird evidence is more substantial than the breeding bird 

evidence, but considers that the Inspector should still require clarity on survey coverage, 

raw counts, species distribution, survey timing and whether adjacent land was adequately 

assessed. 

4.35 TIG does not agree that the absence of SPA/Ramsar species from the appeal site 

automatically resolves cumulative farmland bird impacts, because wintering farmland 

species such as skylark, meadow pipit, linnet, starling and reed bunting are also relevant to 

the planning balance and biodiversity duty. 

4.36 TIG does not agree that suburban habitats and residential green infrastructure would 

provide adequate replacement for all wintering farmland bird use of the appeal site. 

4.37 TIG considers that the cumulative loss of wintering and breeding farmland bird habitat 
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across the appeal site, the neighbouring MC/24/2022 site and other Hoo Peninsula growth 

should be addressed explicitly. 

BATS AND LIGHTING 

4.38 TIG does not agree that bat impacts are resolved without a detailed, enforceable lighting 

strategy before decision at appeal stage. 

4.39 TIG considers that any lighting strategy should include lux contours, dark corridor plans, 

luminaire specifications, column heights, colour temperature, shielding, timing controls, 

boundary treatment and post-installation verification. 

4.40 TIG does not agree that a generic commitment to "sensitive lighting" is sufficient where the 

appeal scheme introduces residential lighting, highway lighting, domestic lighting, security 

lighting and recreational use close to retained hedgerows and woodland edge. 

4.41 TIG does not agree that beneficial residual effects for bats should be given significant weight 

because the lighting, planting, roost features and long-term management prescriptions are 

not secured in enforceable detail. 

4.42 TIG considers that bat mitigation should be integrated with active travel lighting, residential 

amenity, public safety and ecological dark-corridor requirements, rather than deferred to 

later design stages without clear parameters. 

HABITATS, HEDGEROWS, WOODLAND AND BNG 

4.43 TIG does not agree that the claimed biodiversity net gain should be accepted without the 

full metric spreadsheet, condition assessments, trading summary, strategic significance 

justification, target condition evidence, delivery assumptions and management 

mechanism. 

4.44 TIG considers that a claimed 10.2% habitat gain is a narrow margin and may be sensitive to 

small changes in baseline condition, target condition, time to target condition, delivery 

difficulty, habitat classification and detailed layout. 

4.45 TIG does not agree that biodiversity net gain, even if achieved numerically, compensates for 

all specific species impacts, particularly the loss of open farmland habitat for skylark and 

other farmland birds. 

4.46 TIG considers that habitat-unit uplift should not be confused with like-for-like or 
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functionally equivalent compensation for affected species. 

4.47 TIG does not agree that a five-year LEMP is adequate to secure the claimed long-term 

ecological benefits of the scheme. 

4.48 TIG considers that if the Appellant relies on long-term habitat creation and ecological 

enhancement, those measures should be secured for the lifetime of the development, or for 

such period as is necessary to deliver and maintain the claimed ecological function. 

4.49 TIG does not agree that hedgerow and woodland protection is adequately secured without 

detailed buffer widths, protective fencing plans, construction exclusion zones, access 

management, future ownership, management responsibility and enforcement mechanisms. 

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS, BADGERS, HEDGEHOGS AND OTHER SPECIES 

4.50 TIG does not agree that the protected species position is fully resolved unless the relevant 

Natural England District Level Licence, conservation payment and working method 

requirements are properly secured before any works that could affect great crested newts. 

4.51 TIG considers that the Impact Assessment and Conservation Payment Certificate should not 

be treated as equivalent to a licence or as authorising works. 

4.52 TIG does not agree that badger and hedgehog mitigation can be left to generic wording. Any 

CEMP should include specific working methods, update survey requirements, trench and 

excavation management, pipe capping, site speed controls, fencing, ecological supervision 

and reporting. 

4.53 TIG does not agree that hedgehog highways and road-fatality mitigation are adequately 

secured without detailed boundary treatment, highway design, maintenance and 

homeowner information provisions at appeal stage. 

4.54 TIG considers that mitigation for protected and notable species should be incorporated into 

an enforceable CEMP and LEMP with clear responsibilities and trigger points. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS WITH NEIGHBOURING DEVELOPMENT 

4.55 TIG does not agree that the cumulative ecological effects of the appeal scheme and the 

neighbouring MC/24/2022 proposal have been adequately assessed or mitigated. 

4.56 TIG considers that the neighbouring ecology material demonstrates that the local 

landscape supports a materially richer farmland and scrub/hedgerow bird assemblage than 
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the Appellant’s limited appeal-site breeding bird evidence suggests. 

4.57 TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme can rely on neighbouring skylark mitigation 

when the neighbouring scheme’s own mitigation note accepts that it would not fully 

replace all skylark territories lost on that site. 

4.58 TIG considers that, if the neighbouring scheme is itself unable to achieve full like-for-like 

compensation for skylark, it cannot safely be assumed to absorb displaced skylark or 

wintering farmland birds from the appeal site. 

4.59 TIG does not agree that cumulative nightingale impacts are resolved where nightingale 

territories are recorded on neighbouring land and near Deangate Ridge / Chattenden Woods 

and Lodge Hill SSSI. 

4.60 TIG considers that the appeal scheme, the neighbouring MC/24/2022 scheme and other Hoo 

Peninsula growth should be assessed together for farmland bird habitat loss, recreational 

pressure, cat predation, dog walking, lighting, disturbance and habitat fragmentation. 

4.61 TIG does not agree that the ES Addendum’s conclusion of no significant cumulative 

ecological effects is sufficiently precautionary or transparent in relation to farmland birds 

and nightingale. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND SECURING MECHANISMS 

4.62 TIG does not agree that the mitigation package is sufficiently detailed at this appeal stage to 

justify the Appellant’s conclusions of negligible or minor positive residual ecological effects. 

4.63 TIG considers that many of the claimed ecological benefits are currently aspirations rather 

than enforceable commitments, because the final details of lighting, planting, 

management, buffers, monitoring and remedial triggers are not provided. 

4.64 TIG does not agree that a minimum five-year LEMP is adequate for habitat creation and 

ecological mitigation relied upon to offset permanent habitat loss. 

4.65 TIG does not agree that mitigation for skylark, nightingale, wintering farmland birds, bats 

and SSSI effects can be deferred because agreed parameters, precise requirements and a 

clear delivery mechanism are  not in place. 

4.66 TIG does not agree that a condition requiring future surveys after permission would be 

sufficient if the missing information goes to the principle of acceptability, the scale of harm, 

or the need for off-site mitigation. 
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4.67 TIG considers that matters such as full breeding bird survey, farmland bird mitigation, 

Natural England consultation on designated sites and nightingale assessment should be 

resolved before the appeal is determined. 

OVERALL ECOLOGY POSITION 

4.68 TIG’s overall position is that the appeal scheme has not yet been demonstrated to be 

acceptable in ecology and nature conservation terms. 

4.69 TIG considers that the unresolved issues include: inadequate breeding bird survey effort; 

uncertain skylark and farmland bird compensation; inadequate project-specific assessment 

of nightingale impacts; insufficient clarity on wintering bird raw data and functionally linked 

land; residual effects on Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI; reliance on generic or 

deferred mitigation; uncertainty over long-term management; narrow and insufficiently 

evidenced BNG margin; unresolved lighting effects on bats and retained habitats; and 

inadequate assessment of cumulative effects with the neighbouring MC/24/2022 scheme 

and other Hoo Peninsula growth. 

4.70 TIG considers that, without resolution of those matters, the Inspector should attach limited 

weight to the Appellant’s conclusions that ecological effects are negligible, not significant, 

or beneficial in the long term. 

4.71 For those reasons, TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme complies with Policies 

BNE35, BNE37 and BNE39 of the Medway Local Plan 2003, Policies HOO8, HOO11 and 

HOO12 of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, or the relevant 

biodiversity, habitats and natural environment provisions of the NPPF. 
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5   LANDSCAPE AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT 

5.1 TIG disagrees with the Appellant and Council on the following matters concerning 

landscape character, visual effects, settlement separation, and the wider strategic 

landscape context:  

LANDSCAPE IN GENERAL 

5.2 TIG does not agree that the appeal proposal would avoid unacceptable landscape and 

visual harm. 

5.3 TIG does not agree that the appeal site should be treated as an ordinary or low-sensitivity 

settlement-edge site merely because it has no national or adopted local plan landscape 

designation. 

5.4 TIG considers that the appeal site forms part of an open, rural and locally valued valley 

landscape between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, and that development of the site 

would cause unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of that landscape. 

5.5 TIG does not agree that the Appellant’s conclusions on landscape and visual effects should 

be treated as determinative. The key judgments on landscape value, susceptibility, 

sensitivity, magnitude of change, mitigation and residual effects remain matters of planning 

judgment for the Inspector. 

5.6 TIG does not agree that important landscape matters can safely be left to reserved matters 

because the principle, extent, location, density, edge treatment, planting strategy, long-

term management and enforceable mitigation need to be sufficiently clear at this appeal 

stage. 

LANDSCAPE BASELINE, CHARACTER AND SENSITIVITY 

5.7 TIG accepts that the site is not within a National Park or National Landscape and is not 

covered by an adopted local plan landscape designation. 

5.8 TIG also accepts that the landscape baseline must take account of the existing settlement 

edge, Ratcliffe Highway, the A228 Peninsula Way and other human influences in the area. 

5.9 However, TIG does not agree that the existing settlement edge, local roads and recent 

development reduce the landscape sensitivity of the site to such an extent that up to 240 
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dwellings can be accommodated without unacceptable harm. 

5.10 TIG considers that the openness of the fields, the rural character of the southern and 

western boundaries, the relationship with Chattenden Ridge and Cockham Ridge, and the 

role of the site within the valley between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden all increase the 

sensitivity of the site to residential development. 

5.11 TIG does not agree that the site is properly understood as a well-integrated north-western 

edge of Hoo St Werburgh. TIG considers that the site has only limited physical connection to 

the existing settlement edge and projects westwards into the Chattenden Valley landscape. 

5.12 TIG considers that the proposed development would replace open agricultural land with 

built form, estate roads, lighting, domestic paraphernalia, activity and suburban landscape 

treatment. That would permanently change the character of this part of the valley. 

5.13 TIG does not agree that the harm should be characterised as only a localised or acceptable 

change. TIG considers that the development would materially alter the experience of the 

western approach to Hoo St Werburgh and the rural edge between Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden. 

5.14 TIG does not agree that the proposed development would conserve or enhance local 

landscape character, local distinctiveness or the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside. 

LOCALLY VALUED LANDSCAPE 

5.15 TIG does not agree that the appeal site and its valley context are not a locally valued 

landscape for the purposes of NPPF paragraph 187. 

5.16 TIG considers that the valley between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is a locally valued 

landscape because it contributes to the rural setting of Hoo St Werburgh, provides open 

separation between settlements, forms part of the landscape experienced from public 

routes, and contributes to the locally distinctive character of this part of the Hoo Peninsula. 

5.17 TIG considers that the site should not be assessed in isolation as two fields only. Its value 

derives from its role within the wider Chattenden Valley landscape, including the 

relationship between open agricultural land, wooded ridges, settlement edges, public rights 

of way and the broader rural setting. 

5.18 TIG does not agree that a landscape must be formally designated nationally or in a local 
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plan in order to be locally valued or to attract protection under national policy. 

5.19 TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme has been designed in a way which recognises, 

protects or enhances the Chattenden Valley as a locally valued landscape. 

5.20 TIG considers that allowing the appeal would undermine the local landscape value of the 

valley by introducing a substantial residential extension into open countryside and by 

weakening the distinction between the built-up edge and the valley landscape. 

SETTLEMENT SEPARATION AND COALESCENCE 

5.21 TIG accepts that the appeal site would not physically join the built form of Hoo St Werburgh 

to the nearest built development in Chattenden. 

5.22 However, TIG does not agree that the appeal proposal would have no unacceptable effect 

on settlement separation merely because the nearest built development in Chattenden is 

approximately 800 metres from the appeal site boundary. 

5.23 TIG’s concern is not limited to literal physical coalescence. The issue is also perceptual 

coalescence, erosion of the open valley, and loss of the sense of separation between Hoo St 

Werburgh and Chattenden. 

5.24 TIG considers that the appeal scheme would extend built development westwards from Hoo 

St Werburgh into the valley and would materially reduce the perceived openness and 

separation between Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden, Deangate Ridge and Lodge Hill. 

5.25 TIG does not agree that existing roads, existing settlement edges or the presence of other 

development proposals mean that further erosion of the gap should be accepted. 

5.26 TIG considers that landscape planning should avoid incremental settlement spread which, 

individually or cumulatively, weakens the open rural gap between settlements. 

5.27 TIG does not agree that the proposed landscape treatment would maintain the existing 

sense of separation. Planting at the edge of a housing estate is not the same as retaining 

open agricultural land as part of the intervening valley. 

VISUAL EFFECTS AND LOCAL RECEPTORS 

5.28 TIG does not agree that the visual harm arising from development of the appeal site would 

be acceptable. 

5.29 TIG considers that visual effects should be assessed by reference not only to selected 
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viewpoints, but also to the experience of people using Ratcliffe Highway, PRoW RS102, 

nearby public routes, the settlement edge and the wider valley landscape. 

5.30 TIG does not agree that the change in views from immediately adjoining properties, public 

rights of way and local roads should be treated as a minor matter simply because there is no 

private right to a view. 

5.31 TIG considers that the visual change would be from open agricultural land and boundary 

vegetation to a substantial residential estate with associated roads, lighting, activity, roofs, 

boundary treatments, vehicles and domestic features. 

5.32 TIG does not agree that reserved matters can remove the main visual harm where the 

outline proposal already establishes the developable area, access, broad green 

infrastructure framework and residential quantum. 

5.33 TIG considers that the visual effects would be particularly important because the proposal 

would be experienced as westward expansion of Hoo St Werburgh into the valley rather 

than as infill or contained rounding-off of the existing settlement. 

5.34 TIG does not agree that local visual harm should be given limited weight merely because the 

most direct effects would be experienced close to the site. 

5.35 TIG considers that local visual receptors are the people most likely to experience the change 

from open countryside to residential development on a regular basis. 

5.36 TIG considers that visual harm to users of PRoW RS102 is especially important because 

RS102 is one of the direct public routes through the site and would change from a rural edge 

route across agricultural land to a route associated with residential development and 

engineered open space. 

5.37 TIG does not agree that views filtered by hedgerows, planting or edge treatment should be 

treated as equivalent to retained open countryside. Screening can reduce visibility of built 

form, but it does not retain existing landscape character. 

COUNTRYSIDE, AGRICULTURAL AND COASTAL CONTEXT 

5.38 TIG does not agree that the countryside and undeveloped coast policy context can be 

treated as a generic development plan conflict carrying reduced landscape weight only 

because the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. 

5.39 TIG considers that the harm to open countryside, the undeveloped coastal context and the 
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rural setting of Hoo St Werburgh is a central landscape issue in this appeal. 

5.40 TIG does not agree that the site’s agricultural character is of limited importance simply 

because the fields themselves have few internal landscape features. Open fields can have 

landscape value because of their openness, function in settlement separation and 

contribution to rural character. 

5.41 TIG considers that the appeal proposal would conflict with the objective of protecting the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and would not represent a landscape-led 

response to this sensitive edge of Hoo St Werburgh. 

5.42 TIG does not agree that the site can be treated as a logical direction for growth 

independently of the wider masterplanning and strategic landscape decisions for the Hoo 

Peninsula. 

MITIGATION AND URBAN SPRAWL 

5.43 TIG accepts that new planting, retained hedgerows, open space, SuDS and landscape 

management can reduce some localised landscape and visual effects over time. 

5.44 However, TIG does not agree that the proposed landscape treatment would provide 

appropriate mitigation for the landscape harm caused by the appeal scheme. 

5.45 TIG considers that the primary landscape harm arises from the principle of building up to 

240 dwellings on open agricultural land within the valley. Planting and open space cannot 

fully mitigate the loss of openness and the introduction of residential built form. 

5.46 TIG does not agree that edge planting would prevent the appeal scheme from being 

experienced as urban sprawl into the countryside west of Hoo St Werburgh. 

5.47 TIG considers that mitigation should not be treated as a substitute for avoidance. The 

mitigation hierarchy requires careful consideration of whether the landscape harm should 

be avoided by not developing this site, rather than accepted and partly screened. 

5.48 TIG does not agree that reserved matters provide sufficient certainty where the appeal 

proposal seeks outline permission for a substantial quantum of residential development, a 

fixed access and a broad developable area. 

5.49 TIG considers that any permission would require robust conditions and obligations 

covering, as a minimum: a landscape-led design code; maximum developable parameters; 

settlement-edge treatment; retained and new hedgerows; tree and woodland buffers; 
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lighting controls; public access management; long-term landscape management; 

monitoring; remedial planting; and clear triggers for implementation before occupation. 

 CUMULATIVE AND STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE EFFECTS 

5.50 TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme can be assessed as an isolated landscape 

change without proper regard to neighbouring development proposals and the wider 

pattern of proposed growth around Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 

5.51 TIG considers that the appeal proposal, together with neighbouring and wider growth 

proposals, has the potential to erode the rural valley landscape, increase urban sprawl, 

weaken settlement separation and change the character of the north-western edge of Hoo 

St Werburgh. 

5.52 TIG does not agree that cumulative effects can be dismissed on the basis that each 

individual site would leave some land between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 

5.53 TIG considers that cumulative landscape assessment should address the combined effect of 

multiple allocations or proposals on openness, valley character, wooded ridge setting, 

public route experience, visual receptors and settlement identity. 

5.54 TIG does not agree that strategic landscape questions should be resolved through a single 

appeal decision on one promoted site before the wider masterplanning and mitigation 

framework for Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden and the Hoo Peninsula is settled. 

POLICY COMPLIANCE AND WEIGHT 

5.55 TIG does not agree that the landscape and countryside policy conflicts should be given 

reduced or limited weight simply because the tilted balance may be engaged. 

5.56 TIG considers that conflict with policies protecting countryside, landscape character, the 

undeveloped coast, design quality, paths and sustainable settlement form remains a 

central matter for the Inspector’s planning balance. 

5.57 TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme accords with NPPF paragraph 187 simply 

because it proposes green infrastructure and planting. TIG considers that the proposal 

would fail to protect and enhance a valued local landscape and would not recognise the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. 

5.58 TIG does not agree that the benefits of housing and affordable housing outweigh the 
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specific landscape harms identified in this document. 

5.59 For those reasons, TIG does not agree that the appeal scheme complies with Policies S2, 

BNE25, BNE45 and H11 of the Medway Local Plan 2003, Policies HOO4, HOO6, HOO8, HOO11 

and HOO12 of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, or the relevant 

landscape, countryside, design and local character provisions of the NPPF. 

OVERALL LANDSCAPE POSITION 

5.60 TIG’s overall position is that the appeal scheme has not been demonstrated to be 

acceptable in landscape and visual terms. 

5.61 TIG considers that the unresolved issues include: unacceptable harm to the landscape 

character of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden part of the Hoo Peninsula; failure to 

recognise the Chattenden Valley as a locally valued landscape; erosion of the sense of 

separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden; loss of open countryside and 

agricultural land at the settlement edge; visual harm to public and residential receptors; 

inadequate reliance on reserved matters; insufficiently certain and insufficiently effective 

landscape mitigation; and inadequate assessment of cumulative and strategic landscape 

effects with neighbouring and wider Hoo Peninsula growth. 

5.62 TIG considers that, without resolution of those matters, the Inspector should attach limited 

weight to the Appellant’s conclusions that landscape and visual effects would be acceptable 

or capable of being satisfactorily mitigated at reserved matters stage. 

5.63 TIG therefore considers that the appeal proposal would cause unacceptable landscape and 

visual harm and that this harm should carry at least substantial weight in the planning 

balance. 
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