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3. Summary of Development Plan Proof

3.1 This proof addresses the development plan, the emerging Medway Council Local Plan 2041, prematurity, the five year housing land
supply position, and the planning policy consequences of the appeal proposal. It is submitted on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG),
a Rule 6 Party to the appeal.

3.2 My central conclusion is that the appeal proposal conflicts with the adopted development plan when it is read as a whole. The
conflict is not a narrow or technical settlement-boundary point. It is a conflict with the adopted spatial strategy, countryside protection,
rural settlement policy, landscape and settlement-separation objectives, active-travel and transport policies, and biodiversity protection
policies.

3.3 The adopted development plan comprises the saved policies of the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 and the Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040. The Neighbourhood Plan is recent, locally specific and forms part of the statutory
development plan. It was prepared in advance of the new Medway Council Local Plan, deliberately did not allocate sites, but set
development management policies to ensure that any growth in Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is sustainable, locally distinctive and
properly supported by infrastructure.

3.4 The appeal site lies outside the defined built-up area and rural settlement boundary and is open countryside for the purposes of the
adopted plan. The Council’s own officer report accepts that the site lies in open countryside, outside the rural settlement boundary, and
that the principle of the proposed development falls outside the development strategy in the adopted Local Plan. The Appellant’s case
relies heavily on the tilted balance and the site’s draft allocation as HHH11 in the submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041.

3.5 I accept that Medway Council cannot presently demonstrate a five year supply of housing land and that the tilted balance is
engaged. I also accept that the provision of market and affordable housing is a real benefit. However, the tilted balance does not disapply
the development plan. It changes the decision-making balance, but the extent, nature and weight of the adopted policy conflict must still
be assessed. The housing land supply position is addressed in my separate Economic, Social and Housing Benefits proof. My position,
consistent with that proof, is that market housing and affordable housing should each attract significant weight, but not very substantial
weight.

3.6 The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 is old, but relevant saved policies remain part of the development plan and remain capable of
carrying significant weight where they are consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework. The Medway Council area appeal
decisions submitted by TIG demonstrate that Inspectors have continued to give meaningful weight to saved Medway Council Local Plan
2003 policies, including policies S1, S2, BNE25, H11, BNE34 and related environmental and transport policies, even where the Council
could not demonstrate a five year housing land supply.

3.7 The Neighbourhood Plan should carry substantial weight. It is the most recent development-plan document for Hoo St Werburgh
and Chattenden. It records local concern that population growth has not been matched by transport, community, health and education
infrastructure. It identifies the importance of the countryside, Chattenden Valley, settlement separation, local distinctiveness, active

Page 3



travel, paths, air quality and environmental protection. The appeal proposal conflicts in particular with policies HOO4, HOO6, HOQS,
HOO11 and HOO12; HOO10 is also relevant to the sustainable transport and air-quality context, for the reasons set out in this proof and
in the specialist TIG proofs.

3.8 The submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041 is a material consideration, but it is not adopted, has not been examined, has not
been found sound, and remains subject to unresolved objections, initial Inspectors’ queries, further consultation and potential main
modifications. Draft Policy SA8 is not a simple site allocation that can be lifted out of its strategic context. It requires a strategic
masterplan, landscape-led development, settlement separation through a strategic landscape corridor, coordinated infrastructure,
transport measures, ecological and environmental mitigation and phased delivery.

3.9 The Council’s later Local Plan delivery evidence identifies HHH11, the appeal site, as having total capacity of 240 dwellings but no
completions in the five years following adoption, with delivery instead in years 6 to 10. That is highly material. It undermines reliance on
this appeal as an urgent five-year housing supply remedy and confirms that, within the emerging plan itself, the site is part of a later,
coordinated growth strategy rather than an immediate stand-alone solution.

3.10 Granting permission now would prejudice the proper plan-led consideration of Hoo St Werburgh growth. It would permit one draft
allocation ahead of examination of Policy SA8, ahead of the Hoo St Werburgh Planning Framework/masterplan required by that policy,
and ahead of a settled infrastructure and environmental mitigation framework. The appeal would therefore both conflict with the adopted
plan and prematurely pre-empt the emerging plan process on which the Appellant seeks to rely.

3.11 For those reasons, I invite the Inspector to dismiss the appeal.
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4. Proof of Evidence

5. Introduction and scope of evidence

5.1 My name is ClIr. 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 planning permission for up to 240 dwellings, affordable
housing, access from Ratcliffe Highway, open space, landscaping and associated works.

5.2  This proof addresses development plan and emerging plan matters. It deals with the adopted Medway Council Local Plan 2003, the
Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040, the submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041, the five year housing
land supply context, prematurity, draft Policy SA8 and the overall planning policy conclusion.

5.3 I do not present myself as an independent planning consultant. My evidence is my planning judgement as an elected local
representative, Rule 6 Party participant and local resident with detailed knowledge of Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden and the appeal
documents. Where technical matters arise, I rely on the detailed TIG proofs dealing with ecology, landscape, active travel, highways,
Section 106, and economic, social and housing benefits. This proof draws together the planning-policy consequences of those matters.

5.4 The main documents I rely on include the Medway Council Local Plan 2003, the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood
Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan Design Code, the all-party Statement of Common Ground, the Council’s committee report and minutes, the
Appellant and Council Statements of Case, the Regulation 25 request and ES Addendum NTS, the submitted Medway Council Local Plan
2041, the Sustainability Appraisal and consultation material, the Council’s response to the Local Plan Inspectors’ initial queries, the
housing delivery evidence for HHH11, the Medway Council area appeal decisions on saved policy weight, and the Herschel Grange appeal
decision relied on by TIG concerning weight to a neighbourhood plan compared with an emerging Local Plan.

5.5 I have prepared this proof to align with the six other TIG proofs. Those proofs should be read alongside this proof. I have
deliberately avoided duplicating their detailed factual evidence, photographs, measurements, survey criticisms, modelling and Section 106
calculations. Instead, I identify the policy consequences that follow from that evidence.

6. Main conclusions

6.1 My conclusions are these. First, the appeal proposal is contrary to the adopted development plan. It is unallocated major residential

development in open countryside outside the rural settlement boundary. It conflicts with the adopted spatial strategy and with
countryside restraint in policies S1, S2, BNE25 and H11 of the Medway Council Local Plan 2003.
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6.2 Secondly, the conflict with the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 should receive significant weight, and in respect of countryside
character, landscape and rural settlement restraint, substantial weight. I accept that the plan is old and that the housing requirement and
settlement boundaries must be considered in light of the current housing land supply position. But the relevant policies are not rendered
irrelevant by age alone. Their objectives of directing development to sustainable locations, protecting countryside character, avoiding
sporadic rural development, protecting environmental quality and ensuring suitable transport infrastructure remain consistent with
national policy.

6.3 Thirdly, the appeal conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan. That conflict should carry substantial weight because the Neighbourhood
Plan is recent, made, locally specific and directly applicable to Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. It is not a general anti-development
document. It expressly accommodates growth, but it seeks to ensure that growth is sustainable, well designed, supported by
infrastructure, respectful of the landscape and natural environment, and capable of prioritising active travel and local distinctiveness.

6.4  Fourthly, the appeal site’s draft allocation in the submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041 does not overcome the adopted
development plan conflict. The emerging plan is still untested. Policy SA8 is subject to objections and has not been examined. The
examining Inspectors have raised initial queries about the plan evidence, proposed modifications, further consultation and related
matters. Weight should therefore be limited.

6.5 Fifthly, even if the Inspector gives some weight to the emerging plan, the appeal scheme does not demonstrate compliance with
the policy framework in which HHH11 sits. Policy SA8 requires a strategic masterplan, landscape-led development, settlement separation,
coordinated infrastructure delivery and environmental mitigation. The appeal would proceed ahead of those matters being examined,
adopted and secured.

6.6 Sixthly, the five year housing land supply shortfall is a significant material consideration, but the housing benefit should not be
overstated. The Council’s Local Plan delivery evidence places HHH11 in years 6 to 10, not the first five years after adoption. The proposal
is outline and subject to reserved matters, conditions, obligations, infrastructure dependencies and land promoter/housebuilder delivery.
It would not, on the evidence, be an immediate or decisive solution to the five year supply shortfall.

6.7 Seventhly, the adverse policy impacts and development plan conflicts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when
assessed against the Framework taken as a whole. Material considerations do not justify a decision otherwise than in accordance with the
development plan.

7. Relationship with TIG’s other proofs

7.1 This proof should be read as the development-plan and policy umbrella proof. The Ecology proof addresses breeding birds, skylark
and farmland birds, nightingale and SSSI context, HRA/SAMMS limitations, biodiversity net gain, conditions and ecological policy conflict.
It concludes that the ecological evidence is not robust enough to justify allowing the appeal and that the scheme conflicts with BNE35,
BNE37, BNE39 and HOOS.
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7.2 The Landscape proof addresses landscape character, Chattenden Valley, visual effects, PROW RS102, settlement separation,
mitigation and cumulative landscape context. It concludes that the appeal site forms part of a locally valued valley landscape, that the
proposal would harm the open rural edge and settlement separation function, and that it conflicts with policies including BNE25, H11,
HOO6 and HOOS.

7.3 The Active Travel proof addresses Ratcliffe Highway, RS102/Vidgeon Avenue, the spine road, bus service dependency, walking
distances, amenities and relevant guidance. It concludes that the Appellant has not demonstrated safe, direct, attractive, comfortable and
inclusive active-travel routes, and that the proposal would remain materially reliant on private car travel.

7.4 The Highways proof addresses local and strategic highway matters. It concludes that the Appellant has not demonstrated
acceptable residual cumulative highway impacts or sufficiently certain, funded, timed and deliverable highway mitigation. It records that
severe cumulative impacts are agreed without mitigation at key junctions, and that the appeal relies on a wider strategic package that is
not yet delivered.

7.5 The Section 106 proof addresses whether the strategic transport and environmental obligations are clear, proportionate and
deliverable. It concludes that the proposed obligations are expressed as “up to” figures, that the methodology behind key sums has not
been disclosed, and that the obligations do not yet demonstrate that the development would make a sufficiently clear contribution to
critical and essential infrastructure.

7.6  The Economic, Social and Housing Benefits proof addresses the weight to be given to benefits. It accepts that market and
affordable housing are real benefits, but concludes that each should attract significant, not very substantial, weight; that generic
economic benefits should be limited or at most moderate; and that Section 106, Council Tax and infrastructure contributions should
generally be treated as mitigation rather than additional benefits.

7.7 1 adopt those conclusions for the purposes of this development plan proof. They do not replace the policy appraisal below; they
explain why the policy conflicts I identify are not theoretical. They arise from real landscape, ecology, transport, active-travel and
infrastructure issues evidenced in the separate proofs.

8. Site location and appeal proposal
8.1 The appeal site comprises approximately 12 hectares of agricultural land south of Ratcliffe Highway, on the north-western edge of
Hoo St Werburgh. The ES Addendum NTS describes it as two large agricultural fields bounded by fencing and hedgerows. The proposed

parameters include up to 240 dwellings, 6.85 hectares of residential development, at approximately 35 dwellings per hectare within the
residential area, and a minimum of 5.15 hectares of green infrastructure, including SuDS, buffers, planting, play facilities and orchard.
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8.2 The application is in outline with all matters reserved except access. That is important. The Inspector is not being asked to approve
final layout, appearance, scale or landscaping. But the principle of up to 240 dwellings, the access from Ratcliffe Highway, the broad
development parameters and the green infrastructure framework are before the Inquiry now. The Appellant cannot rely on reserved
matters to cure policy conflicts that go to the principle, quantum, location and strategic acceptability of development.

8.3 The site is not allocated in the adopted Medway Council Local Plan 2003. It is outside the adopted rural settlement boundary. It is
also outside the existing built confines of Hoo St Werburgh. It is therefore countryside in development plan terms. The fact that it adjoins
existing residential development to the east does not make it previously developed land or bring it within the settlement boundary.

8.4 The site is proposed as HHH11 in the submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041. That draft allocation is a material consideration,
but it is not part of the adopted development plan. It is also embedded in the wider draft Policy SA8 strategy for Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden, which requires a strategic masterplan, coordinated infrastructure, landscape-led development and phased delivery.

8.5 The site also lies within the local landscape, active-travel, ecological and infrastructure context addressed in the other TIG proofs. It
forms part of the open Chattenden Valley landscape described in the Landscape proof. It is served by Ratcliffe Highway, RS102/Vidgeon
Avenue and potential future spine-road infrastructure addressed in the Active Travel and Highways proofs. It lies within a wider ecological
context including farmland bird habitat, Chattenden Woods and Lodge Hill SSSI and the North Kent Marshes context addressed in the
Ecology proof.

9. LPA resolution and Further Environmental Information

9.1 The application was reported to Medway Council’s Planning Committee on 8 April 2026. Because the Appellant had already lodged

an appeal against non-determination, the Committee was not determining the application. Members were asked to indicate what decision
would have been made had the Council been in a position to decide the application. The Committee agreed that, had an appeal not been
made, the decision would have been approval subject to a Section 106 agreement and conditions.

9.2 That resolution is a material consideration. However, it is not an amendment to the development plan. It does not convert a draft
allocation into an adopted allocation. It does not remove the site from open countryside. It does not determine the weight that the
Inspector should give to the Neighbourhood Plan, nor does it resolve the matters raised in TIG's technical proofs.

9.3 The Committee minutes are important because they record the concerns raised by Ward Members. Those concerns included
reliance on an emerging Local Plan that was not adopted and was subject to examination issues; conflict with the adopted development
plan and Neighbourhood Plan; prematurity; uncertain infrastructure; unresolved transport and access matters; landscape harm;
ecological sensitivity; and pressure on congested roads and local services. Those concerns are the foundation of TIG’s appeal case.

9.4 The Chief Planning Officer advised Members that the current Local Plan is old, that the Council does not have a five year housing
land supply and that an up-to-date Local Plan is important. I agree with those propositions. But the consequence is not that the appeal
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should be allowed outside the plan-led process. The proper solution is to complete the Local Plan examination and adopt a sound,
coherent and infrastructure-led strategy, not to grant piecemeal permission for draft allocations before that strategy has been tested.

9.5 The Planning Inspectorate issued a Regulation 25 request under the EIA Regulations on 23 March 2026. The request required
further information on whether older air quality baseline data remained representative and required a revised Non-Technical Summary.
The Appellant subsequently submitted an ES Addendum NTS dated 17 April 2026.

9.6 The ES Addendum NTS states that no changes have been made to the application boundary and no changes have been made to the
development proposals. It confirms that the EIA continues to be based on the same 12 hectare boundary, up to 240 dwellings, access
from Ratcliffe Highway and green infrastructure. It also states that construction is now anticipated in 2027, with an opening year of 2031.

9.7 The ES Addendum NTS concludes that no new or materially different significant residual or cumulative effects have been identified
for transport, air quality or ecology. TIG does not accept that this conclusion resolves the planning-policy issues. First, EIA significance is
not the same as development plan compliance. Secondly, the Ecology proof identifies unresolved baseline and mitigation concerns,
particularly in relation to breeding birds, skylark and farmland bird habitat. Thirdly, the Highways and Active Travel proofs identify
transport and active-travel concerns that are not answered by the NTS conclusion.

9.8 The Further Environmental Information also illustrates the dangers of proceeding by appeal while both the project evidence and the
strategic Local Plan evidence are still evolving. A plan-led approach would allow the evidence on Hoo Peninsula growth, infrastructure,
strategic environmental management, transport, masterplanning and phasing to be examined together. This appeal asks the Inspector to
decide a draft allocation in advance of that process.

10. Statutory development plan

10.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides the statutory starting point. The appeal must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

10.2 The relevant development plan comprises the saved policies of the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 and the Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 is old and its original plan period has expired. But its
saved policies remain part of the development plan. The Neighbourhood Plan is recent, locally specific and made following examination
and referendum.

10.3 The development plan must be read as a whole. TIG accepts that there is a housing land supply shortfall and that the tilted balance
is engaged. But the tilted balance does not erase development plan conflict. It requires the decision-maker to ask whether adverse
impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the Framework taken as a whole. The starting point
remains the development plan, and conflict with it remains a matter of substantial importance.
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10.4 The appeal proposal does not accord with the development plan as a whole. It conflicts with the adopted Local Plan’s spatial
strategy, countryside and rural settlement policies, and with the Neighbourhood Plan’s policies on landscape, design, housing growth,
sustainable transport, active travel, paths and environmental protection.

11. Medway Council Local Plan 2003: policy appraisal and conflict

11.1 Policy S1 sets the adopted development strategy. Its thrust is to prioritise reinvestment in the urban fabric, including
redevelopment and recycling of under-used and derelict land within the urban area, with focus on River Medway riverside areas and the
main town centres. It also seeks close integration of land use and transport and gives long-term protection to areas of strategic nature
conservation, landscape and historic importance.

11.2 The appeal proposal is not urban regeneration. It is not brownfield redevelopment. It is not land within a town centre or riverside
regeneration area. It is not allocated in the adopted plan. It is major residential development on fresh countryside land on the edge of
Hoo. That is inconsistent with the strategic direction in Policy S1.

11.3 Policy S2 sets strategic principles for implementing Policy S1, including maintaining and improving environmental quality and
design standards, taking a sustainable approach to the location and mix of new development, and providing local communities with a
range of local facilities and transport measures to serve development. The appeal conflicts with Policy S2 because the location and access
strategy do not demonstrate sustainable travel for all users, because the proposal relies on uncertain wider infrastructure, and because it
would harm the countryside and landscape setting described in the Landscape proof.

11.4 Policy BNE25 is central. It concerns development in the countryside. Its purpose is to ensure that countryside development
maintains, and wherever possible enhances, the character, amenity and functioning of the countryside. The appeal proposal fails this
policy in principle and in substance. It does not fall within a countryside exception. It would replace agricultural countryside with a
residential estate, roads, lighting, domestic activity and engineered green infrastructure. The Landscape proof explains why that change
would harm the open rural Chattenden Valley landscape and the public route experience along RS102.

11.5 The Appellant and Council may argue that BNE25 should receive reduced weight because settlement boundaries are old and
because Medway Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply. I accept that those matters affect weight. But BNE25 is not
merely a housing supply policy. It is a countryside character and restraint policy. Its objectives remain consistent with national policy,
including the Framework’s recognition of the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.

11.6 The Medway Council area appeal decisions submitted by TIG support that approach. In Town Road, Cliffe Woods, the Secretary of
State and Inspector gave meaningful weight to saved policies, including BNE25, despite housing land supply issues. In Ratcliffe House, St
Mary Hoo, the Inspector stated that weight to the Local Plan does not hinge on its age and gave significant weight to conflict with policies
H11 and BNE25. In Meresborough Road, Rainham, the Inspector gave significant weight to development plan conflict despite the tilted
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balance. In Lower Featherby Road, Gillingham, the Inspector gave significant weight to policies including S1, S2 and BNE25 where their
objectives remained consistent with the Framework.

11.7 Policy H11 addresses residential development in rural settlements. It recognises that rural settlements have boundaries and that
development should be contained within those boundaries. The appeal site is outside the Hoo St Werburgh rural settlement boundary. The
proposal therefore conflicts with H11. That conflict is not a technical mapping issue. H11 expresses the adopted planning judgement that
rural settlement growth should be contained and controlled to avoid sporadic and harmful countryside development.

11.8 The appeal also conflicts with Policy BNE1 insofar as the proposal has not demonstrated that it is appropriate in relation to the
character, appearance and functioning of the built and natural environment. The Landscape and Active Travel proofs explain why the
proposal would not integrate acceptably with the local landscape and active-travel network.

11.9 Transport policies T1, T2, T3, T4, T6, T12 and T18 are relevant. The Highways proof explains that severe cumulative impacts are
agreed without mitigation at key junctions and that the proposed mitigation relies on an uncertain strategic package. The Active Travel
proof explains that safe, direct, attractive, comfortable and inclusive routes have not been demonstrated. Those conclusions support a

finding of conflict with the transport objectives of the adopted plan.

11.10 Environmental policies BNE35, BNE37 and BNE39 are relevant to designated sites, wildlife habitats and protected species. The
Ecology proof explains that the breeding-bird baseline is incomplete, that skylark and farmland-bird mitigation is not secured, and that
nightingale and nearby SSSI issues have not been robustly closed down. Those matters support a finding of conflict with the
environmental protection objectives of the adopted plan.

11.11 Policy BNE45 is also relevant to the undeveloped coastal context, insofar as the appeal site contributes to the wider open rural and
estuarine landscape setting described in the Landscape proof and the Neighbourhood Plan. I do not place the whole case on BNE45, but it
reinforces the development plan’s approach to protecting undeveloped coastal and countryside character.

11.12 Overall, the appeal proposal conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 in a substantial way. The conflict is with the spatial
strategy, countryside protection, rural settlement boundaries, landscape and environmental policies, transport policies and the plan-led
approach to rural growth. Those conflicts should carry substantial weight.

12. Neighbourhood Plan: policy appraisal and conflict

12.1 The Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan is the most recent development-plan document for the appeal area. It

was prepared by the Parish Council, informed by community engagement and examined through the neighbourhood planning process. It
forms part of the statutory development plan.
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12.2 The Neighbourhood Plan’s status is particularly important because it was prepared in advance of the new Medway Council Local
Plan. It expressly recognises that the new Local Plan would allocate strategic housing sites. The Neighbourhood Plan does not seek to
usurp that role by allocating sites itself. Instead, it provides local development management policies for housing, design, landscape,
natural environment, air quality, sustainable transport, active travel and paths. Those policies are intended to shape and control
development proposals, including proposals that may come forward through the Local Plan.

12.3 The Neighbourhood Plan is not anti-growth. Its vision is to support sustainable growth and development to meet diverse local
needs, address climate change and preserve or enhance the distinctive character and local facilities of the parish, the village of Hoo St
Werburgh, the hamlet of Chattenden and their rural landscape settings. That is a positive but conditional vision. It supports growth where
growth is sustainable and locally responsive.

12.4 Policy HOO4 addresses housing growth and mix. It supports housing growth in appropriate circumstances and subject to criteria.
The appeal scheme conflicts with the spirit and purpose of HOO4 because it is not a small-scale windfall, built settlement site, upper-floor
use or conversion of agricultural buildings. It is a major, speculative outline proposal outside the built-up confines of Hoo, reliant on a
draft Local Plan allocation not yet adopted.

12.5 Policy HOO5 addresses housing standards. I do not rely on HOOS5 as a principal reason for dismissal because the appeal is outline
and detailed design is reserved. However, to the extent that housing standards, mix, accessibility and climate adaptation are left to later
stages, the policy reinforces the need for a robust plan-led and design-led approach rather than piecemeal permission ahead of the
strategic masterplan.

12.6 Policy HOO6 addresses design. It requires well-designed development that responds to local character, creates sustainable and
locally distinctive places, and provides convenient, safe and attractive movement. The Landscape proof explains why the proposed
development would urbanise the open Chattenden Valley edge and fail to respect the locally valued landscape setting. The Active Travel
proof explains why the movement strategy has not demonstrated safe and inclusive routes. Those matters support a finding of conflict
with HOO6.

12.7 Policy HOOS is central. It deals with landscape and environment. It requires development to enhance and avoid significant harm to
landscape character, flora, fauna and habitats. It also recognises the importance of landscape transition zones and, most importantly,
states that the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is of significant local value and
should be retained.

12.8 The appeal site is not within the neighbouring Taylor Wimpey site, but it is part of the open Chattenden Valley landscape context.
The Landscape proof explains that the site contributes to the open rural edge, public route experience, valley landscape and perceptual
separation function. Development of up to 240 dwellings would not retain the open character of this landscape. Even if planting softened
some views over time, the present countryside would be replaced by built development. Screening is not retention of openness.
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12.9 The Ecology proof also supports conflict with HOOS8. It explains that the Appellant’s breeding-bird evidence is incomplete, that
condition 15 would defer full industry-standard surveys until before reserved matters, and that skylark and farmland-bird mitigation is not
secured. HOOS8 requires avoidance of significant harm and use of the mitigation hierarchy; it does not support granting outline permission
where baseline evidence and potentially necessary mitigation are left to later stages.

12.10 Policy HOO10 addresses air quality. The ES Addendum NTS deals with air quality, but HOO10 is also relevant because the appeal
would generate vehicle movements in a locality already affected by strategic road constraints and the Four Elms/Peninsula Way air quality
context. The Development Plan proof does not duplicate the transport or air quality evidence, but the policy reinforces the need to avoid
car-dependent development and to secure effective sustainable transport from the outset.

12.11 Policy HOO11 addresses sustainable transport and active travel. It requires large developments to prioritise safe active travel and
sustainable transport over private car use and to create convenient, safe and attractive environments for pedestrians with differing levels
of mobility. The Active Travel proof explains why the Appellant has not demonstrated compliance. Ratcliffe Highway is constrained, unlit
and affected by speeds materially above the posted limit; RS102/Vidgeon Avenue contains a fixed narrow alleyway; and the spine-road
and bus-service benefits remain contingent on the adjacent Taylor Wimpey site and future bus arrangements.

12.12 Policy HOO12 protects paths. It requires development not to have a significant adverse impact on the safety or accessibility of
public rights of way and to take opportunities to enhance paths. The proposal would directly affect the experience and function of RS102.
The Landscape proof shows the visual and experiential harm to the footpath as a rural route through open countryside. The Active Travel
proof shows that RS102/Vidgeon Avenue is not an inclusive route suitable to serve a major residential development. Those matters
support conflict with HOO12.

12.13 The Neighbourhood Plan Design Code reinforces these conclusions. It was prepared because the emerging Local Plan envisaged a
high level of growth for Hoo St Werburgh and because the quality of new development was therefore crucial. It identifies the parish’s rural
context, movement constraints, landscape character and need for distinctive, integrated development. The appeal proposal does not
demonstrate that level of integration.

12.14 The Herschel Grange appeal decision submitted by TIG where a neighbourhood plan received greater weight than an emerging
Local Plan is a helpful analogy. The principle is straightforward: a neighbourhood plan that has been examined and made is part of the
development plan, while an emerging Local Plan allocation that is unexamined and subject to objection carries more limited weight. That
is the correct approach here. The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan should not be displaced by draft Policy SA8 or draft
allocation HHH11 before those policies have been examined and found sound.

12.15 I therefore conclude that the appeal conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan. That conflict is substantial. It is with a recent, locally

specific and statutory plan. It should carry at least significant and in my view substantial weight.

13. Five year housing land supply and benefits
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13.1 TIG accepts that Medway Council cannot presently demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. The agreed position
is 3.1 years. TIG also accepts that the tilted balance is engaged. However, that is the beginning of the planning balance, not the end.

13.2 The Economic, Social and Housing Benefits proof addresses benefits in detail. I adopt its conclusions. The provision of up to 240
market and affordable dwellings is a real benefit. Market housing should attract significant weight. Affordable housing should also attract
significant weight, subject to the final Section 106 obligation securing the amount, tenure, phasing and delivery triggers. Generic
economic and wider social benefits should receive limited weight, or at most moderate weight if the Inspector considers that a higher
weighting is justified. Section 106 contributions, Council Tax and infrastructure payments should generally be treated as mitigation rather
than additional benefits.

13.3 There are three reasons why the housing land supply shortfall should not lead to permission in this case. First, the proposal is
contrary to the adopted development plan, including the recent Neighbourhood Plan. The tilted balance does not remove that conflict.

13.4 Secondly, the appeal site is not shown in the Council’s later Local Plan delivery evidence as an early five year supply site. The
HHH11 trajectory identifies total capacity of 240 dwellings but no completions in the five years following adoption, with delivery of 60
dwellings per year in years 6 to 9 and no delivery in year 10. That means the emerging plan evidence treats the site as a later-phase
component of the Hoo St Werburgh strategy, not as a short-term five year supply remedy.

13.5 Thirdly, the appeal is outline. Access is not reserved, but layout, scale, appearance and landscaping are. Delivery would require
reserved matters, discharge of conditions, completion and implementation of obligations, infrastructure arrangements, ecological and
design approvals, and a housebuilder to bring the site forward. The Appellant is a land promoter. Those matters do not remove the
housing benefit, but they temper the weight to be attached to immediacy and certainty.

13.6 The ES Addendum NTS anticipates construction in 2027 and an opening year of 2031. That timescale is not consistent with treating
the appeal as an immediate answer to the housing land supply shortfall. It is also broadly consistent with TIG’s position that the site
should be considered through the Local Plan and Policy SA8 masterplanning process rather than released now by appeal.

13.7 The previous Medway Council and Gladman appeal decisions also support a restrained approach. Where housing land supply
shortfalls have existed, Inspectors have still dismissed appeals where enduring landscape, countryside, transport or development plan
harms outweighed the housing benefits. The West of Hoo decision is particularly relevant because it concerned a larger proposal on the
Hoo Peninsula in a more acute housing land supply position than exists now. The Inspector found benefits to be substantial but time-
limited and dismissed the appeal because enduring harms outweighed them.

14. Emerging Medway Council Local Plan 2041
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14.1 The submitted Medway Council Local Plan 2041 is a material consideration. It represents the Council’s preferred strategy and has
reached submission stage. However, it is hot adopted, not examined and not found sound. Its policies and allocations should therefore
receive limited weight, or at most moderate weight where there is little objection and clear consistency with the Framework. Policy SA8
and HHH11 are not in that category.

14.2 Policy SA8 is a strategic policy for Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. It proposes substantial growth, including around 4,700 homes
at Hoo St Werburgh and growth at Chattenden. It is not a simple permission in principle for every listed site. Its objectives include
landscape-led development, sensitivity to natural surroundings and heritage, securing separation of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden
through a strategic landscape corridor, and creating distinctive neighbourhoods with strong connections to existing and new settlements.

14.3 Policy SA8 requires development to come forward in accordance with a strategic masterplan for Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden,
providing a framework for design, landscape and green infrastructure, heritage, services, employment, transport, infrastructure,
neighbourhoods and centres. It also states that development will be delivered in phases across the plan period and beyond into the
2040s, with infrastructure delivery linked to phased growth and triggers identified in the Hoo Peninsula Infrastructure Plan.

14.4 Those requirements are fundamental. The Appellant cannot rely on HHH11 as a draft allocation while avoiding the policy framework
that makes the allocation potentially acceptable. The draft allocation depends on the strategic masterplan, landscape-led approach,
infrastructure delivery, transport mitigation and environmental management required by Policy SAS8.

14.5 The Sustainability Appraisal is also important. For HHH11, the post-mitigation assessment identifies mixed or adverse effects across
several objectives, including biodiversity/geodiversity, landscape/townscape, pollution and waste, natural resources, health and wellbeing,
and transport and accessibility, while identifying positive effects for housing, education and economy. In other words, even within the
Council’'s emerging plan evidence, HHH11 is not assessed as neutral or wholly positive. It requires mitigation and must be considered as
part of a wider strategy.

14.6 The consultation evidence records significant objections to Policy SA8 and Hoo Peninsula growth. Issues include the scale of
development, ecological impact, infrastructure, car reliance, public transport, village character, Green Belt and environmental concerns.
Those objections are not peripheral. They go to the soundness of the Hoo St Werburgh strategy and the assumptions that underpin
HHH11.

14.7 The Local Plan Inspectors’ initial queries further reduce the weight to be given at this stage. They have raised questions about the
plan period, policies to be superseded, monitoring, evidence base, documents not available at Regulation 19, whether the SA needs
updating, proposed main modifications, consultation and other examination matters. Those are normal parts of an examination process,
but they confirm that the plan has not yet reached a settled or sound position.

14.8 The Council’s response to the Inspectors’ initial queries also identifies that the housing trajectory and monitoring framework were
not in the submitted plan and would be introduced by modification. That matters because the Appellant relies on the emerging plan both
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for principle and for delivery. If the trajectory and masterplanning framework are still being clarified and modified, the appeal should not
proceed as if the draft allocation were already adopted policy.

14.9 HHH11's later delivery evidence is particularly important. It identifies the site as “Land adjacent to Vidgeon Avenue, Hoo St
Werburgh” with total capacity of 240 dwellings and total completions in the plan period of 240, but no completions in the five years
following adoption. It identifies delivery in years 6 to 10. It also identifies required developer contributions for off-site highway
mitigations, strategic environmental management, bird disturbance mitigation, cultural services, library expansion, youth facilities, open
space, indoor sport, waste, social care, primary care, community care, secondary care and education. It notes Southern Water capacity
issues and potential need for phasing alongside network reinforcement.

14.10 That evidence strongly supports TIG's case. If the emerging plan is given weight, the same emerging plan evidence says that this
site is not relied upon for early five year delivery and depends on strategic infrastructure, environmental management and
masterplanning. If the emerging plan is given limited weight, then the draft allocation cannot outweigh adopted development plan
conflict. Either way, the Appellant’s reliance on HHH11 does not justify allowing the appeal now.

15. Prematurity, prejudice and draft policy compliance

15.1 This appeal is premature in planning terms because it seeks permission for a site that forms part of the submitted strategic growth
strategy for Hoo St Werburgh before that strategy has been examined, before the strategic masterplan has been prepared and adopted,
before the infrastructure framework has been settled, and before the environmental mitigation strategy has been tested.

15.2 1 recognise that national policy sets a high bar for prematurity arguments. A proposal should not be refused simply because a plan
is emerging. But this is not a small or unrelated windfall. It is the very site identified as draft allocation HHH11 within draft Policy SAS8. It
is one component of a wider strategic growth location involving multiple sites, phased infrastructure, settlement separation, landscape
corridor planning, active travel and environmental mitigation. Allowing it now would pre-empt decisions that the Local Plan examination is
meant to resolve.

15.3 The prejudice would operate in four ways. First, it would prejudice the examination of Policy SA8 by treating one of its allocations
as acceptable in principle before the examining Inspectors have tested the policy, SA, HRA, infrastructure, transport and delivery
evidence. Secondly, it would prejudice the Hoo St Werburgh Planning Framework/masterplan required by Policy SA8 by fixing
development on one site ahead of the wider landscape, movement, infrastructure and phasing framework. Thirdly, it would prejudice the
Neighbourhood Plan by allowing an unexamined draft allocation to override recent adopted local policies. Fourthly, it would prejudice
infrastructure planning by permitting development to rely on “up to” contributions and future strategic packages that are not yet fully
costed, funded, triggered or delivered.

15.4 The Section 106 proof is particularly relevant to prematurity. It explains that the proposed strategic obligations are broad,
expressed as capped “up to” sums, and do not yet disclose a transparent methodology identifying the infrastructure projects,
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denominator, funding gap, triggers or fallback arrangements. That is precisely the type of issue that should be resolved through a
coordinated Local Plan and infrastructure process rather than a single appeal.

15.5 The Highways and Active Travel proofs are also relevant. They explain that the transport case relies on wider strategic mitigation,
the adjacent Taylor Wimpey site, a future spine road, potential bus gate and uncertain bus-service arrangements. That is not a free-
standing sustainable-transport solution. It is a fragment of a wider Hoo Peninsula growth strategy. Such a strategy requires plan-led
coordination and phasing.

15.6 The Landscape proof is relevant because Policy SA8 requires landscape-led development and a strategic landscape corridor to
secure separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. The appeal would permit a residential estate in the open valley before that
corridor and landscape framework have been determined. That risks undermining the very landscape-led approach that the emerging
policy says is required.

15.7 The Ecology proof is relevant because the appeal relies partly on strategic environmental mitigation, SAMMS and future conditions,
while the Local Plan HRA, Strategic Environmental Programme and air quality/ecology evidence remain under examination. The appeal
should not use broad future strategic measures to fill project-specific ecological gaps, particularly where industry-standard breeding-bird
surveys are deferred to a later stage.

15.8 Nor does the appeal demonstrate compliance with draft Policy SAS8 itself. The proposal has not come forward under a completed
strategic masterplan. It does not demonstrate delivery of a strategic landscape corridor. It does not demonstrate that active travel, public
transport and highway mitigation will be delivered in a coordinated and phased way. It does not demonstrate that environmental
mitigation and biodiversity measures are complete and secured. It does not demonstrate that the wider infrastructure requirements
identified for HHH11 are funded and triggered.

15.9 The Appellant may argue that allowing the appeal would support the emerging plan by delivering an emerging allocation. I
disagree. A draft allocation is not an unconditional release of land. It is part of a plan-led package. Delivering one part outside the
package risks undermining the plan rather than supporting it.

16. Overall planning balance and conclusion

16.1 The appeal proposal would deliver benefits. It would provide market housing and affordable housing. It would generate some
construction activity and resident expenditure. It would provide open space and green infrastructure. If a Section 106 obligation is
completed, it would provide contributions and affordable housing obligations. Those matters should be weighed in the balance.

16.2 However, the development plan conflict is substantial. The proposal conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 because it is
unallocated major housing in open countryside outside the rural settlement boundary, contrary to the spatial strategy, countryside policy
and rural settlement policy. It also conflicts with transport and environmental policies for the reasons addressed in the specialist proofs.
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16.3 The proposal conflicts with the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan because it would harm the open landscape
and settlement-separation context, fail to demonstrate safe and inclusive active-travel connections, affect public route experience and
rely on uncertain infrastructure. The Neighbourhood Plan is recent, made and locally specific. That conflict should carry substantial weight.

16.4 The emerging Medway Council Local Plan 2041 does not change the conclusion. It is unexamined and unresolved. Policy SA8
requires a strategic masterplan, landscape-led approach, phased infrastructure and environmental mitigation. HHH11 is shown in the later
delivery evidence as years 6 to 10, not an immediate five year supply site. The appeal would proceed ahead of the very policy,
masterplanning and infrastructure framework that the emerging plan requires.

16.5 I have considered the tilted balance. In my judgement the adverse impacts and policy conflicts significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits when assessed against the Framework taken as a whole. Even if the Inspector takes a different view of the tilted
balance, material considerations do not justify a decision otherwise than in accordance with the development plan.

16.6 For those reasons, I invite the Inspector to dismiss the appeal.
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17. Statement of truth

17.1 1 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. Where I rely on the evidence of others, including TIG’s separate proofs, I have identified that reliance.

17.2 1 understand that my duty is to assist the Inquiry by giving evidence that is accurate, fair and within my knowledge and expertise.
I have sought to identify where matters are properly for specialist witnesses or legal submissions.

Signed: M/M%/ /e&/‘ce

Dated: é:/ea/,ze;/y 73 // y 2026
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Appendix 1. Principal source documents
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Medway Council Planning Committee Case Officer Report for MC/23/1934 (CD6.2).

Medway Council Planning Committee minutes, 8 April 2026 (CD6.3).

Planning Inspectorate Regulation 25 request for further information, 23 March 2026 (CD5.4).

Environmental Statement Addendum Non-Technical Summary, SLR, 17 April 2026 (CD5.2).

All-party Statement of Common Ground (CD15.5).

Appellant/Council topic Statements of Common Ground: planning, highways, landscape and ecology (CD15.1-CD15.4).
Appellant’s Statement of Case and Medway Council Appeal Statement of Case (CD12.1 and CD12.2).

Medway Local Plan 2003 and saved policies direction (CD6.5 and CD6.29).

Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (CD6.6).

Hoo St Werburgh Neighbourhood Plan Design Code (CD6.7).

Submission Medway Local Plan 2041, Regulation 22, December 2025 (CD6.12).

Medway Local Plan 2041 Sustainability Appraisal Volumes 1-3 (CD10.2-CD10.4).

Medway Local Plan consultation statement, Regulation 19 representations and Gladman Regulation 19 representation (CD6.24-
CD6.25 and CD6.9).

Council response to Local Plan Inspectors’ initial queries and HHH11 housing delivery evidence (CD6.20 and CD6.23).

Medway Council area appeal decisions concerning weight to saved 2003 Local Plan policies: Town Road, Lower Featherby Road,
Ratcliffe/St Mary Hoo and Meresborough Road (CD11.9-CD11.12).

Herschel Grange appeal decision concerning relative weight to emerging Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan policies (CD11.4).
TIG Ecology Proof (CD16.7), Landscape Proof (CD16.8), Economic/Social/Housing Benefits Proof (CD16.9), Section 106 Proof
(CD16.10), Active Travel Proof (CD16.11) and Highways Proof (CD16.12).



