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Representation in response to MC/24/2022



Dear Local Planning Authority,

This representation objects to Taylor Wimpey’s Outline Planning Application (MC/24/2022) for up to 450 dwellings and a local centre on land west of Hoo St Werburgh, on the grounds of clear conflict with the made Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) and with the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024). The application site sits within the Chattenden Valley green corridor between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, a Valued Landscape the Neighbourhood Plan identifies as of significant local value that must be kept open to retain settlement separation and biodiversity function. 

The proposal fails the development plan when read as a whole and should be refused. 

1. Development-plan primacy and neighbourhood plan conflict. 
The Neighbourhood Plan (NP) forms part of the statutory development plan and must be applied in decision-making unless material considerations indicate otherwise. NPPF paragraph 12 reiterates the plan-led approach, and paragraph 14 is explicit that - within five years of being made - the adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with a neighbourhood plan is likely to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Here, the proposal conflicts with NP Policies HOO8 (Landscape & Environment), HOO11 (Sustainable Transport & Active Travel) and HOO12 (Paths). Accordingly, permission “should not usually be granted” where there is conflict with an up-to-date plan.

2. Valued landscape, settlement separation and coalescence. 
The NP explains that Chattenden Valley is a valued green corridor safeguarding the distinctive identities of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, with views over hills, woodlands, farmland and marshes (Map 10). HOO8 requires the open character of the landscape separation to be retained and significant harm avoided, with LVIA used to examine and mitigate impacts. The application would urbanise this gap and erode separation, contrary to HOO8. NPPF paragraph 187 requires planning decisions to protect and enhance valued landscapes and recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. Those national requirements reinforce the NP’s protective stance. 

This conclusion mirrors the Local Planning Authority's  and Inspector’s findings on Taylor Wimpey’s previous scheme on the same land (MC/14/3405), which was refused for landscape harm and coalescence. The applicant appealed and the Inspector identified the main issues as whether the site is (or can be made) a sustainable location and the effect on character and appearance; the appeal was dismissed. Those harms remain inherent to this location and are not overcome by the current outline proposal.

3. Unsustainable movement and poor connectivity. 
HOO11 requires layouts that prioritise active travel over private car use, create permeable, safe links to surrounding paths, community facilities and public transport, and provide good internal and external connectivity. HOO12 seeks to protect and enhance public rights of way. Despite the Planning Statement’s emphasis on “active travel,” the proposal relies on two vehicular access points (a new arm to the Main Road Roundabout plus a Ratcliffe Highway access) and an internal “primary street” spine road, with the scheme effectively becoming a through-site bus route that depends on coordination with the adjoining Gladman Developments land (MC/23/1934). 

The applicant says there is an “agreed bus route” with Gladman and “positive support” from Arriva Buses to divert an existing service; however, no binding service commitment, routing agreement, or enforceable mechanism is evidenced. There is material inconsistency between Taylor Wimpey and Gladman over whether the cross-site spine road will be bus-only (with enforcement) or open to all traffic - raising fundamental deliverability and sustainability concerns. The development also appears to rely on a north–south footpath between the Hundred of Hoo Academy buildings and the playing fields; that link is now severed/controlled by school fencing following the building of the Primary Academy and changes on the school site, with no secured alternative shown. There is no publicly stated agreement by the school concerning the application. Overall, the scheme fails HOO11 and HOO12 and risks increasing car dependence, contrary to the NP’s transport evidence base. 

4. Best and Most Versatile (BMV) farmland and biodiversity impacts. 
The applicant’s own statement confirms that the site is BMV land, which the NPPF requires decision-makers to recognise for its economic and other benefits. The NP similarly recognises the parish’s significant BMV resource. High-value farmland and associated farmland bird assemblages would be lost/displaced, contrary to the NP’s aim to conserve the rural landscape and biodiversity and NPPF paragraph 187’s direction to protect soils and provide net gains for biodiversity. 

5. Habitats sites and functionally linked land. 
The site lies close to the Medway Estuary & Marshes RAMSAR/SPA/SSSI and other designated sites such as Chattenden Wood & Lodge Hill SSSI. NP Policy HOO8(3)-(4) requires buffer zones and avoidance of disturbance. Eight Red Listed Nightingale territories (four territories within the site boundary) have been indentified during a recent ecological survey, and the site functions as Functionally Linked Land for the nearby SPA - circumstances requiring robust buffers (e.g., minimum 400 m) and precluding the site from residential development. Under NPPF paragraph 11(d)(i) and related habitats policy, such constraints provide a strong reason for refusal where significant adverse effects cannot be ruled out under the Habitats Regulations.

6. Committee and appeal history remains decisive. 
The Local Planning Authority previously refused Taylor Wimpey’s 2014 submitted scheme because it was an unsustainable form of development, poorly related to Hoo St Werburgh and over-reliant on the private car, and because it would cause significant harm to the local landscape and coalesce settlements. The Inspector later dismissed the appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) by the applicant. Those reasons apply squarely to the current proposals; nothing material in this outline submission overcomes those same fundamental harms. This is compounded by the fact Hoo St Werburgh is a more unsustainable location today than it was in 2015.  

The planning balance.

Even if the Local Planning Authority’s wider housing position were engaged, the NPPF’s presumption is not a free pass where proposals conflict with an up-to-date development plan including a recently made NP (NPPF 12 & 14). Here, there is conflict with NP policies HOO8, HOO11 and HOO12; significant adverse effects to a valued landscape and settlement separation; unresolved deliverability of the critical spine/bus route and severed pedestrian connectivity; loss of BMV land and risks to functionally linked habitats and Red Listed species (notably Nightingale). On any fair assessment, adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the claimed benefits, when assessed against the Framework taken as a whole. Refusal is therefore justified and is the only reasonable course of action.  
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