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About The Independent Group (TIG)

The Independent Group (TIG) is a group of five Independent Councillors who sit on Medway Council. We
represent the following Medway Council Wards and the following rural villages on the Hoo Peninsula in
Kent:

Strood Rural Ward: Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Frindsbury, Wainscott and Upnor.
Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward: Chattenden, Hoo St Werburgh, High Halstow and Kingsnorth.

Cllr. Turpin (Group Whip) and CllIr. Williams (Group Member) represent Strood Rural Ward (achieving
over 52.5% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election) and ClIr. Crozer (Group Leader), Clir. Pearce (Deputy
Group Leader) and CllIr. Sands (Group Member) represent Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward
(achieving over 70% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election). TIG represents a clear and significant majority
of the electorate on the Hoo Peninsula - a strong rural community with productive fertile agricultural land,
valued landscapes, rich heritage, and internationally and nationally important habitats, supporting bio-
diverse wildlife. The Hoo Peninsula is part of the proposed East Coast Wetlands designation to become a
UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site.

The existing development plan for the Hoo Peninsula includes two recently adopted Neighbourhood Plans:
(1) Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan and (2) Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood
Plan.

TIG also supports the residents and Parish Councils of All Saints Ward: Allhallows, St. Mary Hoo, Stoke
and Grain.

Chapter 1. Executive Summary

1. This representation is submitted in objection to the appeal on landscape and settlement separation
grounds only. It is deliberately confined to those issues. It does not address highways, drainage, ecology,
heritage, housing supply or other matters except where they overlap directly with the landscape role of the
site and the function of the open land between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.

2. The central issue is whether the appeal proposal would preserve the open character, landscape function
and settlement-separation role of the land between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, particularly the
Chattenden Valley, or whether it would instead contribute to the erosion of that gap, to the loss of distinct
settlement identity, and to the growth of coalescence and urban sprawil.

3. It is submitted that the appeal should be dismissed. The proposal conflicts with the development plan and
with national policy because it would materially weaken a landscape corridor that has now been expressly
recognised in the statutory development plan as performing a vital separation role between Hoo St
Werburgh and Chattenden.

4. The strongest and most current policy evidence is the made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden
Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040, which now forms part of the statutory development plan. That Plan
identifies Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor between Hoo St Werburgh and



Chattenden, states that it maintains the distinctive identity of the two settlements, and says that the parish
should continue to operate as a green lung for the Medway Council area.

5. The Neighbourhood Plan goes further. Policy HOOS states in clear terms that “the open character of
the landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and this
characteristic should be retained.” It also requires development creating a new urban edge to include
landscape transition zones to avoid hard edges, and requires development to avoid significant adverse
impact on the open and green character of green spaces and green infrastructure.

6. The older but still relevant Medway Council Local Plan 2003 points in the same direction. Its objectives
emphasise the protection of the character, diversity and distinctiveness of the countryside, with particular
emphasis on strategically and locally important gaps between settlements. Its countryside, design and
landscape policies, and its reasoning on Areas of Local Landscape Importance, show that Medway Council
has long treated open land as important not only for scenery, but also for its functions as a green lung,
buffer, green corridor, and edge land needing protection from urban sprawl.

7. The site’s landscape role is also confirmed by the earlier planning history. The former refusal reason in
application MC/14/3405 expressly stated that the development would cause significant harm to the local
landscape and cause coalescence between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. The committee report
described the gap as an important buffer maintaining separate identity and made the important point that the
issue was not merely physical distance but the appreciable sense of separation between the two
settlements.

8. The 2016 appeal decision did not erase those concerns. On the contrary, the Inspector found that the area
helps maintain the separation of Hoo and Chattenden, acts as a green corridor between them and protects
the area from development pressures. The Inspector also found that the relevant fields still provided a clear
degree of separation, that sports-ground treatment would still give an impression of urbanisation, and that
landscaping would provide severance rather than true separation. Most importantly, the Inspector
concluded that if the scheme proceeded, the sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be
lost.

9. Since that appeal decision, the policy framework has become stronger, not weaker, against development
that erodes the Hoo—Chattenden break. The made Neighbourhood Plan now gives direct statutory
development-plan force to the retention of that separation land and to the protection of Chattenden Valley
itself.

10. For those reasons, and for the fuller reasons set out below, the proposal should be dismissed.

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

11. This representation addresses only the following issues:

(a) landscape character;

(b) visual and spatial integrity of the Chattenden Valley;

(c) settlement separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden;
(d) coalescence; and

(e) urban sprawl.



12. The objection is not based on the proposition that all undeveloped land must remain permanently
undeveloped. It is based on the more focused and much stronger proposition that this particular land
performs a specific and important planning function as the open valley landscape and green corridor that
keeps Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden perceptibly separate.

13. Once that function is materially eroded, it cannot be genuinely restored by later landscaping, by belts of
planting, by design codes, by open-space parcels, or by formal sports provision. The planning issue is
therefore one of principle, not merely one of detail.

Chapter 3: The Statutory Development Plan Position

14. Section 38(6) requires planning decisions to be taken in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. In this case, the development plan comprises, relevantly, the
Medway Council Local Plan 2003 and the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan
2023-2040. The Neighbourhood Plan is made and forms part of the statutory development plan.

15. That point is important because the Neighbourhood Plan is the most recent and most locally specific
policy expression of how this parish should respond to growth while preserving its environmental and
landscape assets. It does not allocate this land for development. Instead, it adopts protective policies on
landscape, green infrastructure and local identity.

16. The fact that the Neighbourhood Plan was prepared in advance of the new Medway Council Local Plan
does not reduce its weight. The Plan itself explains that, although it does not allocate development sites, it
contains policies on design, the environment and transport to ensure that local development is sustainable
environmentally, socially and economically.

Chapter 4. The Neighbourhood Plan and the Protection of
Chattenden Valley

17. The Neighbourhood Plan’s landscape chapter is of central importance. Its stated purpose is “to protect
and enhance the area’s rural and natural environment, landscapes and biodiversity.” That is the local
policy lens through which this appeal must be viewed.

18. The Plan’s planning background is highly material. It describes the neighbourhood area as being
characterised by attractive and distinctive estuarine, woodland and farmed countryside. It records that the
Hoo Peninsula is highly prized for the beauty of its natural environment. It also emphasises the importance
of farmland, wildlife corridors and rural views.

19. The Plan then addresses the relationship between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden directly. It says:
“Chattenden Valley is an important green corridor between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.” It
adds that the valley “forms a corridor for wildlife and maintains the distinctive identity of the two
settlements.” It also says that it allows views of the hills, woodlands, river, open farmland and marshes.

20. That is not simply descriptive material. It is evidence and planning rationale within an adopted
development plan document. It identifies the very planning function that is now in issue: the valley is
important because it is a corridor, because it is open, because it carries views, and because it maintains the
distinctive identity of Hoo and Chattenden.
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21. The same section states that Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Parish should continue to operate as
a green lung for the Medway Council area, enhancing and conserving rural views and landscape, wildlife
sites and corridors, agricultural land and opportunities for recreation. That formulation is especially
important because it shows that the local planning judgment is not simply about isolated amenity. It is about
the broader structuring role of the parish landscape in relation to the Medway Council area as a whole.

22. Policy HOOS8 then translates that rationale into binding policy. It requires development to enhance and
avoid causing significant harm to landscape character. It requires landscape buffer zones where supported by
evidence. It requires landscape transition zones where a new urban edge is created. It requires no significant
adverse impact on the open and green character and community value of green spaces and green
infrastructure. Most importantly, it states that the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo
and Chattenden is of significant local value and that this characteristic should be retained.

23. That language is direct and powerful. “Retained” cannot sensibly mean “partially reduced and visually
softened”. It means retained as a characteristic. The characteristic identified is the open character of the
landscape separation.

24. It is also significant that the policy requires the impact of development in this vicinity to be examined
and mitigated by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. That does not amount to a policy
endorsement of development. On the contrary, it recognises that this is a sensitive location where the burden
lies on the proposal to show that separation and openness are genuinely preserved.

25. The interpretation text to HOOS reinforces that point. It states that the design process should take
account of the particular landscape qualities of the area, including its character and tranquillity, existing
views, opportunities to link green spaces and wildlife corridors, and opportunities to open up access to the
countryside. This makes clear that the policy is not satisfied by generic mitigation planting. The policy seeks
to preserve the qualities that make the area function as separation land in the first place.

26. Accordingly, the Neighbourhood Plan provides very strong and very current statutory support for refusal
of development that would materially diminish the openness and separation role of the Chattenden Valley.

Chapter 5: The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 and
Longstanding Policy Support for Separation Land

27. Although the Medway Council Local Plan is old, it remains part of the development plan and many of its
landscape and countryside policies remain consistent with modern national policy. The Neighbourhood Plan
itself expressly acknowledges that many Local Plan policies remain consistent with the NPPF and have been
recognised as such by planning inspectors.

28. The Local Plan’s Chapter 3 objectives are directly relevant. They seek to protect and enhance the
character, diversity and distinctiveness of the countryside, built and natural environments, with
particular emphasis on strategically and locally important gaps between settlements, areas of landscape
importance, best and most versatile agricultural land, and heritage assets.

29. The same chapter states that careful consideration of site planning is integral to achieving development
that respects existing site features, landscape character and adjacent land, and that the siting of buildings
should integrate built and landscape elements to maximise the potential of the site.

30. Policy BNEL1 requires the design of development to be appropriate in relation to the character,
appearance and functioning of the built and natural environment, and to respect the surrounding area.
This is important because it recognises that the proper planning question is not just whether development
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can be screened or made visually neat, but whether it is appropriate to the functioning of the natural
environment in that place.

31. Policy BNE25 is even more directly engaged. It provides that development in the countryside will only
be permitted if it maintains, and wherever possible enhances, the character, amenity and functioning of
the countryside. That is critical in this case because the functioning of this countryside includes its role as a
settlement break, as a green corridor and as the open foreground and connective space within the Chattenden
Valley.

32. The reasoning behind Policy BNE34 is also highly material. The Local Plan explains that Areas of Local
Landscape Importance are significant not only for scenic reasons, but because they operate:

(i) as green lungs and buffers;

(ii) as green corridors;

(iii) as edge or fringe land needing protection from the pressures of urban sprawl; and
(iv) as wildlife habitats and corridors.

33. That reasoning is important even where land is not itself designated ALLI. The 2016 Inspector expressly
recognised that the absence of ALLI designation does not mean that land does not serve those functions. The
planning relevance lies in the function of the land, not simply in the existence of a line on a map.

34. The Local Plan’s descriptions of nearby landscape areas help explain why the open land between Hoo
and Chattenden matters. The Deangate Ridge separates and screens the RSME training areas from Hoo and
creates an attractive setting for the A228. The Cockham Farm Ridge forms a green elevated backdrop to
Chattenden and Hoo and separates and strengthens the individual identities of nearby settlements. The
Hogmarsh Valley forms a green buffer and backdrop to surrounding settlements and connects the landscape
areas around Chattenden.

35. Those descriptions demonstrate that the landform and open countryside around Hoo and Chattenden are
not incidental. They provide landscape structure, settlement identity, green backdrop, screening and
separation.

36. The Local Plan’s Chattenden section is particularly important. It records that development to the east of
the barracks would raise fears of possible coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh. It further records that the
Council specifically rejected development proposals to the west of Hoo in order to avoid prejudicing longer-
term options associated with the defence estate. Whatever broader strategic issues were in play at the time,
this is clear evidence that Medway Council has long treated this locality as sensitive in coalescence terms.

37. Even if the precise strategic choices of the 2003 Plan have evolved over time, the coalescence concern
has not disappeared. If anything, the made Neighbourhood Plan now confirms that it remains alive and
locally important.

Chapter 6: The National Planning Policy Framework 2024

38. National policy also supports refusal. Paragraph 187 of the NPPF 2024 requires planning policies and
decisions to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by, among other things, protecting
and enhancing valued landscapes and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside.



39. Paragraph 188 requires plans to take a strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of
habitats and green infrastructure, and to plan for enhancement of natural capital at catchment or landscape
scale. That is directly relevant where, as here, the disputed land forms part of a landscape corridor and green
infrastructure network between settlements.

40. Paragraph 135 requires development to be visually attractive, sympathetic to local character including
the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, and to establish or maintain a strong sense of
place. That is especially important in a case where the principal objection is that the proposal would blur the
distinction between two settlements and replace true separation with an extended suburban edge.

41. Paragraph 139 states that development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it
fails to reflect local design policies and guidance. Where the statutory development plan now expressly
requires retention of the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden, a proposal
that undermines that characteristic is not well designed in policy terms, however competent the architecture
or planting details may be.

42. The NPPF therefore supports a planning judgment that values separation land not merely as leftover
open space but as an essential part of local character, place identity and the natural environment.

Chapter 7: The Landscape Context of Hoo, Chattenden and the
Chattenden Valley

43. The 2016 Inspector’s description of the landscape context remains instructive. The Inspector explained
that Hoo originated at the eastern end of a valley or bowl formed by Deangate Ridge to the north and west
and Cockham Farm Ridge to the south. Chattenden, by contrast, originated on the saddle of land
connecting those ridges.

44. That topographic description matters because it shows that the space between the settlements is not
arbitrary. It is part of the very landform that explains why Hoo and Chattenden are read as separate places.

45. The Neighbourhood Plan’s identification of Map 10: Chattenden Valley Indicative Setting is therefore
unsurprising. The Plan understands the valley not as a residual tract of developable land, but as a setting
component and connective landscape feature between the settlements.

46. The earlier committee report made the same point in more practical terms. It emphasised that the valley
and ridges should be appreciated as an integral landscape feature, highly visible from wider viewpoints
including the Saxon Shore Way, and that development would undermine that integrity. It also observed that,
notwithstanding some existing urban influences such as the A228 and distant infrastructure, the area remains
from many viewpoints surprisingly remote and tranquil, and that urbanising influences are not felt
equally across the whole site.

47. That remains an important planning answer to the common argument that edge-of-settlement land has
little value because it is already influenced by roads or nearby development. Fringe location often makes
land more valuable as separation land, not less. It is precisely because it sits at the interface between
settlements that its openness matters.

48. The 2016 Inspector also found that, despite the fringe context, the land comprised uncorrupted rural
land and that none of the agricultural land was derelict. That reinforces the point that the relevant planning
judgment is not one of recycling degraded land, but of whether to replace functioning countryside with
urban form.



Chapter 8: Why Chattenden Valley Matters in Planning Terms

49. The Chattenden Valley matters for at least five separate but connected planning reasons.

50. First, it matters as open separation land. The valley allows Hoo and Chattenden still to be read as
distinct settlements rather than as a single continuous developed area.

51. Secondly, it matters as a green corridor. The Neighbourhood Plan uses exactly that description, and the
earlier appeal material confirms that the area performs a corridor function between the settlements and helps
protect against development pressure.

52. Thirdly, it matters because it carries views of the hills, woodlands, river, open farmland and marshes.
Those outward and cross-valley views are part of how local people and visitors understand the geography
and openness of the Hoo Peninsula.

53. Fourthly, it matters because it contributes to a wider green lung role for the parish. The landscape
between settlements is not just a visual gap; it is part of a wider network of rural land, habitats, green
infrastructure and recreational opportunity.

54. Fifthly, it matters because it protects against incremental urban sprawl. Once development moves into
separation land, the residual open areas tend to function as softened edges, drainage basins, planted strips or
managed open space within a larger urban envelope, rather than as true countryside between settlements.
That is precisely the harm identified in the earlier committee report and appeal evidence.

Chapter 9: The Earlier Refusal Reason and Committee Report

55. The 2015 decision notice for application MC/14/3405 is highly material. Refusal reason 2 stated that the
proposal would cause significant harm to the local landscape and cause coalescence between the
settlements of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. That was not an incidental observation. It was one of
only two formal reasons for refusal.

56. The accompanying committee report explains why. It said there would be an almost total erosion of the
narrow gap between Hoo and Chattenden. It described that gap as an important buffer maintaining the
separate identity of the two settlements. It also explained that the gap is part of a wider network of open
countryside separating Hoo and Chattenden from nearby settlements and the wider urban area.

57. The committee report then made a particularly important planning point: the gap is not just important in
a linear sense, that is, as a measurement between the nearest properties. It is important in the appreciable
sense of separation between the settlements. That distinction remains exactly right. Coalescence is not
prevented merely because some physical distance remains between building lines. What matters is whether
each settlement is still experienced as separate.

58. The committee report also addressed proposed mitigation. It said that the provision of formal sports
facilities in the western part of the site, and strengthened landscape planting around road edges and
junctions, were attempts to overcome the concern, but could not outweigh the significant reduction in the
gap. That finding is especially important because it rebuts the recurring suggestion that a landscaped sports
corridor within the gap can preserve genuine settlement separation.



59. The same report observed that the scheme’s footprint was elongated and driven by landownership rather
than the existing landscape or a design-led approach. It also warned that the open spaces within the scheme
risked functioning as landscape buffers rather than as integrated village greens, commons or parks.
That criticism matters because it shows how easy it is for a scheme to appear generous in open-space
quantum while still eroding the real landscape function of the site.

60. Those are powerful and directly relevant conclusions. They remain highly persuasive, especially now
that the Neighbourhood Plan has crystallised the same concerns into adopted policy.

Chapter 10: The 2016 Appeal Decision

61. The 2016 appeal decision must be read carefully and fairly. It did not say that development in this
location is harmless. Nor did it say that coalescence concerns are imaginary. In fact, it contains several
findings that strongly support objection on the present appeal.

62. First, the Inspector confirmed that the site is countryside and that the proposal would conflict with
Policy BNE25 unless it maintained and, where possible, enhanced the character, amenity and functioning of
the countryside.

63. Secondly, the Inspector expressly accepted that open countryside on the fringes of urban areas has an
important role to play in buffering, separating and protecting the local identity of different
communities. The Inspector added that this concern underlies Policy BNE25 and that the absence of ALLI
designation does not mean the land does not serve that function.

64. Thirdly, and most importantly, the Inspector recorded that the Local Plan Inspector had already
recognised that “the area helps to maintain the separation of Chattenden and Hoo, acts as a ‘green
corridor’ between the settlements and helps to protect the area from development pressures.” That is a
highly material finding, and it aligns closely with the later wording of the Neighbourhood Plan.

65. Fourthly, the Inspector found that fields F1 and F2 still provided a clear degree of separation between
Hoo and Chattenden. The Inspector held that laying most of F1 out as a sports ground would still give an
impression of urbanisation, and that the landscaped bunding and additional landscaping would provide
severance rather than true separation. The Inspector then concluded that if the proposal proceeded, the
sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be lost.

66. Fifthly, the Inspector concluded that development on F1 and F2 would compromise their function in
providing the perceived separation of Hoo and Chattenden and would therefore cause additional harm. The
proposal was held to conflict with Policies BNE1, BNE25 and S4.

67. Those findings are of major relevance to the present appeal. They establish that:

(a) the land performs a separation role;

(b) that role survives despite the fringe context;

(c) sports use and landscaping do not preserve true separation; and

(d) loss of separation is a real planning harm here.
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68. It is right, however, to acknowledge that the Inspector ultimately treated the coalescence element of
harm in that earlier proposal as relatively minor in the overall balance. But that does not weaken the present
objection for three reasons.

69. First, the Inspector still found real harm and still found that the sense of separation would be lost.

70. Secondly, the scheme before the Inspector was assessed in a materially different policy context. The
made Neighbourhood Plan did not then exist. There was no adopted policy then stating expressly that the
open character of the landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value
and should be retained. There is now.

71. Thirdly, the Inspector’s own reasoning supports the very objection now advanced: that the site’s key
value lies in its function and relationship, not in exceptional scenic designation. The fact that the 2016
appeal turned on a broader planning balance does not diminish the force of those landscape findings today.

Chapter 11: Coalescence Is About Perception, Identity and
Character, Not Just Residual Distance

72. One of the most important principles emerging from the earlier evidence is that coalescence is not
simply a matter of measuring the distance between the nearest houses.

73. The committee report was explicit that the gap is not just important in a linear sense, but in the
appreciable sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden.

74. The appeal decision made the same point by distinguishing severance from true separation. Severance
can exist within an urban or suburban context: a road corridor, a bund, playing fields, landscaped strips or
drainage land may interrupt built form. But that is not the same as genuine open countryside that still allows
two settlements to be read as separate and distinct.

75. The Neighbourhood Plan now adopts precisely that more meaningful concept. It does not simply say
there should remain some space between settlement edges. It says the open character of the landscape
separation is of significant local value and should be retained. That is a qualitative judgment, not a purely
dimensional one.

76. Accordingly, an appellant cannot answer the policy conflict by showing that a few open parcels remain
or that buildings do not physically touch. The real question is whether the proposal preserves the ability of
Hoo and Chattenden still to be perceived as distinct places separated by open landscape. On the evidence, it
does not.

Chapter 12: Sports Pitches, Public Open Space and Planting Do Not
Preserve Genuine Separation

77. The previous scheme proposed approximately 15 hectares of open spaces, including a public park, play
areas, amenity greenspace, natural greenspace, outdoor sports space and a community orchard. Formal
football pitches and a sports pavilion were proposed in the western part of the site. Even with that level of
open-space provision, the Council concluded that the gap would still be significantly eroded.
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78. That is critical evidence. It shows that the mere presence of open land within a development scheme
does not answer the coalescence objection. A settlement gap can be urbanised by formal open-space uses
just as much as by housing parcels, because the character changes from countryside to managed
development land.

79. The Inspector agreed in principle. The Inspector held that even a sports ground on F1 would still give an
impression of urbanisation. The Inspector also held that landscaping on either side of Main Road would
provide severance rather than true separation.

80. The committee report likewise doubted the effectiveness of planting mitigation. It noted the lack of
detail and certainty, observed the scheme’s heavy reliance on existing and proposed planting, and concluded
that the planting would not be sufficient or extensive enough to achieve the intended purpose.

81. The present objection does not deny that planting and open space can be useful components of good
design. But they cannot justify moving the settlement edge into land whose principal value lies in remaining
open in the first place.

82. That is also consistent with the interpretation to HOO8. The Neighbourhood Plan recognises that
landscape transition zones may comprise trees and hedges, but it also requires the design process to respect
tranquillity, existing views, green-space linkages and wildlife corridors. The policy is not satisfied by
cosmetic treatment of an inherently inappropriate incursion.

Chapter 13: The Appeal Would Introduce Urban Sprawl into
Separation Land

83. The Medway Council Local Plan’s reasoning on ALLIs expressly recognises edge or fringe land as
needing protection from the pressures of urban sprawl. That is not an abstract concern. It describes the
process by which repeated outward encroachment erodes the legibility of settlements and the openness of
their margins.

84. The appeal has exactly that quality. It would take land that presently functions as countryside and
separation corridor and absorb it into the urban structure of Hoo’s western edge.

85. Even if parts of the development were landscaped, and even if some open land remained, the effect
would still be to extend the settlement envelope westward and toward Chattenden. The land would cease to
function as open separation countryside and would instead become part of a more continuous urbanised edge
condition.

86. The earlier committee report’s concern that open spaces might function mainly as landscape buffers
rather than as genuinely integrated greens is highly relevant here. A buffer within a development is not the
same thing as open countryside between settlements.

87. This is precisely why the Neighbourhood Plan’s landscape policy is framed as retention of character, not

just mitigation of effects. The local community, through the statutory plan-making process, has already
identified the risk: erosion of the open Hoo—Chattenden separation through piecemeal edge expansion.
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Chapter 14: Conditions, Reserved Matters and Design Coding
Cannot Cure the Principal Harm

88. The earlier committee report and appeal decision both illustrate why this is an issue of principle rather
than one that can be solved later through conditions.

89. The earlier scheme was in outline. The appellant argued that built form could “nestle” into the landform
and that later design detail could resolve concerns. The committee report rejected that optimism, pointing to
the lack of evidence and the worrying reliance on later reserved-matters detail.

90. That remains the correct approach. Where the harm arises from the very fact of developing separation
land, a reserved-matters layout cannot remove the underlying conflict. Better street patterns, hedgerow
retention, planting belts, lower house types or revised character areas may alter the appearance of the
incursion, but they do not undo the incursion.

91. Nor is an LVIA a cure. Policy HOOS requires an LVIA because the location is sensitive. But the
existence of an assessment requirement does not imply acceptability. It simply ensures that the harm is
properly examined.

92. For the same reason, landscape transition zones cannot justify an urban edge where policy requires the
open character of the separation itself to be retained. Transition zones are a secondary tool. They are not a
substitute for keeping the edge out of the separation land.

Chapter 15: Overall Planning Judgment

93. The planning judgment on the landscape issue is, in our submission, straightforward.

94. The Neighbourhood Plan says that Chattenden Valley is an important green corridor between Hoo and
Chattenden, that it maintains the distinctive identity of the two settlements, and that the parish should
continue to operate as a green lung for the Medway Council area. Policy HOOS then requires retention of
the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden.

95. The Medway Council Local Plan seeks to protect important gaps between settlements, requires
development to respect the character and functioning of the natural environment, restricts countryside
development unless countryside character, amenity and functioning are maintained, and recognises the
importance of buffers, green corridors and protection from urban sprawl.

96. The NPPF 2024 requires protection of valued landscapes and the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside, requires a strategic approach to green infrastructure, and requires development to be
sympathetic to local character and landscape setting and to maintain a strong sense of place.

97. The previous refusal reason and committee report concluded that development here would cause
coalescence, almost totally erode the narrow gap, and significantly erode the appreciable sense of separation
between Hoo and Chattenden.

98. The 2016 Inspector found that the area helps maintain separation, acts as a green corridor, that F1 and F2
still provide a clear degree of separation, that sports use would still urbanise the gap, that landscaping would
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provide severance rather than true separation, and that the sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden
would be lost if the scheme proceeded.

99. Against that evidence, the appeal cannot properly be characterised as harmless rounding-off, nor as
merely a visually softened extension, nor as a proposal that preserves a meaningful green break.

100. What it would preserve, at best, is a degree of landscaped interruption within a more urbanised edge
condition. That is not what the development plan now requires. The development plan requires the retention
of the open character of the landscape separation.

Chapter 16: Conclusion

101. For all of the reasons set out above, the appeal should be dismissed on landscape and settlement-
separation grounds.

102. The proposal would conflict with the made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan,
particularly Policy HOOS. It would also conflict with Policies BNE1, BNE25 and the wider landscape
objectives of the Medway Council Local Plan 2003, and with the NPPF 2024’s requirements to protect
valued landscapes, recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and maintain a strong
sense of place.

103. The Chattenden Valley is not simply open land at the edge of a village. It is an important green
corridor, a component of the parish’s green lung, a landscape setting feature, and the land that maintains the
distinctive identity of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.

104. Development in this location would not preserve true separation. It would urbanise it. It would not
maintain the distinct identity of the two settlements. It would blur it. It would not respect the valley as open
connecting landscape. It would convert it into part of a wider suburban edge.

105. In policy terms and in landscape terms, that is unacceptable. The appeal should therefore be dismissed.

Appendix 1: List of Core Landscape and Settlement Separation
Documents Relied Upon

Al.1 This Appendix identifies the principal Landscape and Settlement Separation documents relied upon
in the representation, including national and development plan policy documents, current appeal landscape
material, strategic and contextual material where relevant, and the historic application / appeal documents
concerning the land between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, the Chattenden Valley, coalescence and
urban sprawl.

A. National and Development Plan Policy Documents

Al.2 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2024, in particular the sections and paragraphs
dealing with:

« achieving sustainable development;
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well-designed places;

the protection and enhancement of valued landscapes;
the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside;
green infrastructure and natural capital,

local character, landscape setting and sense of place.

Al1.3 Medway Council Local Plan, adopted 14 May 2003, in particular:

Chapter 3: The Built and Natural Environment;

the strategic objectives concerning protection of countryside character, diversity and distinctiveness;
the references to strategically and locally important gaps between settlements;

Policy BNE1 (General Principles for Built Development);

Policy BNE25 (Development in the Countryside);

Policy BNE31 (Strategic Gap), by analogy as to settlement-separation principles;

Policy BNE34 (Areas of Local Landscape Importance);

the supporting text on green lungs, buffers, green corridors and protection from urban sprawl;

the landscape-area descriptions relevant to Deangate Ridge, Chattenden Ridge, Cockham Farm
Ridge and Hogmarsh Valley;

the specific Chattenden text referring to fears of coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh.

Al.4 Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (Final Referendum Version,
September 2024), in particular:

the confirmation that the Plan is made and forms part of the statutory development plan;
Chapter 7: Landscape and Natural Environment;

the planning background identifying Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor between
Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden;

the statement that the valley maintains the distinctive identity of the two settlements;
the statement that the parish should continue to operate as a green lung for Medway;
Policy HOOS8 (Landscape and Environment);

the interpretation text to Policy HOO8 concerning transition zones, openness, tranquillity, views,
wildlife corridors and retention of the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo and
Chattenden.

B. Current Appeal / Application Landscape Documents

A1.5 The appeal Environmental Statement, insofar as it contains chapters, figures, appendices and
parameter plans relevant to:
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landscape character;
visual impact;
settlement-edge treatment;
green infrastructure;
open-space structure;



countryside character;
agricultural-land and greenfield-land context, where relevant to landscape harm.

A1.6 The appeal Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, including:

baseline landscape character analysis;

visual receptor analysis;

landscape strategy;

structural planting;

settlement-edge treatment;

landscape mitigation proposals;

green infrastructure structure;

landscape parameter plans;

any sections addressing coalescence, settlement identity, rural edge or the Chattenden Valley setting.

AL.7 The appeal Design and Access Statement, insofar as it addresses:

site context;

landscape framework;

green corridors;

open-space disposition;

transition to countryside;

the relationship between the site and Hoo / Chattenden.

Al1.8 Any appeal parameter plans, illustrative masterplans, open-space plans, landscape strategy plans
or green infrastructure plans showing:

built development parcels;

open land between Hoo and Chattenden;

structural planting;

sports pitches or other formal open-space uses;

buffers or landscaped corridors;

the position of development relative to the Chattenden Valley and surrounding ridges.

C. Current Statutory Consultee and Strategic Context Documents

A1.9 Any current statutory consultee representations submitted to the application/appeal that bear directly

on:
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landscape character;
countryside impact;
urban-edge treatment;
visual openness;
green infrastructure;



« settlement pattern or coalescence.

A1.10 The new Local Plan STA material, insofar as relevant only to the wider strategic context of
cumulative growth pressure on the Hoo Peninsula and its relationship to maintaining meaningful green
breaks, rural edges and non-urban corridors between settlements.

Al1.11 Any associated strategic background documents that are relevant to:

o cumulative landscape change;

e countryside encroachment;

o the wider Hoo / Chattenden setting;

« growth pressure affecting settlement form or open-land function.

D. Historic Site-Specific Application / Appeal Documents

Al1.12 MC/14/3405 Decision Notice, including the refusal reason stating that the earlier proposal would
cause significant harm to the local landscape and cause coalescence between Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden.

Al1.13 MC/14/3405 Committee Report, including the sections dealing with:

« the narrow gap between Hoo and Chattenden;

« the role of that gap as an important buffer;

« the appreciable sense of separation between the settlements;

« the inadequacy of sports provision and planting as mitigation;
« the integrity of the valley and ridge relationship;

« the risk of open spaces functioning merely as landscape buffers rather than preserving true
separation;

« the impact on local landscape character and coalescence.

Al.14 MC/14/3405 Appeal Decision (Appeal Ref. APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, dated 6 September 2016),
including the sections dealing with:

e countryside status;
o Policy BNE25;
« the role of open countryside in buffering and separating communities;

« the finding that the area helps maintain the separation of Hoo and Chattenden and acts as a green
corridor;

« the finding that fields F1 and F2 provide a clear degree of separation;

« the finding that sports-ground treatment would still urbanise the gap;

« the finding that landscaping would provide severance rather than true separation;

« the conclusion that the sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be lost;

 the Inspector’s assessment of coalescence, settlement identity and greenfield-land harm.

E. Historic Landscape and Separation Evidence Referred to in the Previous
Application / Appeal Material
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A1.15 Historic landscape evidence referred to in the previous committee report and appeal decision,
including:

« the valley and ridge relationship between Hoo and Chattenden;

« the role of the open land as separation countryside;

 the contribution of the site to wider landscape structure and settlement identity;

« the greenfield and rural-edge character of the site.

A1.16 Historic open-space and mitigation evidence referred to in the previous committee report and appeal
decision, including:

o the proposed sports-ground treatment;

« open-space and parkland proposals;

 structural planting and bunding proposals;

o the Council’s and Inspector’s assessment of why such measures would not preserve true separation.
A1.17 Historic evidence on coalescence and urban sprawl referred to in the previous committee report and
appeal decision, including:

o the Council’s reasoning on the “narrow gap”;

« the distinction between physical distance and the appreciable sense of separation;

« the concern that the proposal would erode the gap and contribute to merger of the settlements.

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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INDEPENDENT
GROUP

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL
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Cllr. George Crozer (Ind) Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind)
Group Leader Deputy Group Leader
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

/204 Y Ma/f

Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind)
Group Member

Hoo & High Halstow Ward

Written by ClIr. Michael Pearce (Group Planning Spokes).

Please note: this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and ClIr. John Williams -
one of these Councillors will substitute for Cllr. Michael Pearce, who is a member of the Planning
Committee, when the application is decided. Cllr. George Crozer, Cllr. Michael Pearce and Cllr. Ron
Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located.
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