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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 Cllr. Williams (Group Member) represent Strood Rural Ward (achieving 

over 52.5% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election) and Cllr. Crozer (Group Leader), Cllr. Pearce (Deputy 

Group Leader) and Cllr. 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. We object to this appeal on Landscape & Settlement Separation grounds. 

2. In our submission, the appeal would cause unacceptable harm to the landscape character of this part of the 

Hoo Peninsula and, in particular, to the open landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden. It would erode the Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor, undermine the distinct 

identities of the two settlements, and contribute to the very form of outward urban sprawl and coalescence 

that the development plan and national policy seek to resist. 

3. The most important feature in policy terms is that the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden 

Neighbourhood Plan 2024 now expressly 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 records that it allows views of hills, woodlands, river, open farmland and marshes. The 

same plan then states, in Policy HOO8(7), that the open character of the landscape separation between 

Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. 

4. That policy position is highly significant. It means that the current appeal must be judged in the context of 

a made neighbourhood plan which now gives direct statutory expression to the local importance of the 

landscape gap and the Chattenden Valley corridor. This is a materially stronger and more specific policy 

context than existed in earlier years. 
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5. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 also points in the same direction. Its objectives expressly refer to 

protecting strategically and locally important gaps between settlements; Policy BNE25 requires 

development in the countryside to maintain and, where possible, enhance the character, amenity and 

functioning of the countryside; Policy BNE34 protects Areas of Local Landscape Importance because of 

their landscape character and function; and the Local Plan’s explanation of ALLIs states that such 

landscapes function as green lungs and buffers, as green corridors, and as fringe land needing 

protection from urban sprawl. 

6. The Local Plan’s strategic text on Chattenden is especially telling. It records that development east of the 

barracks would raise fears of coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh, and it emphasises the need for a 

comprehensive rather than piecemeal response to any future Chattenden development opportunity, 

specifically warning against incremental erosion of that wider strategic option. 

7. National policy is equally clear. The NPPF 2024 requires planning decisions to protect and enhance 

valued landscapes, to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, to ensure that 

development is visually attractive and sympathetic to local character and landscape setting, to establish or 

maintain a strong sense of place, and to refuse development that is not well designed. 

8. The earlier West of Hoo refusal (MC/14/3405) and dismissed appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) 

material adds substantial support. Medway Council previously refused adjacent development on the basis 

that it would cause significant landscape harm and coalescence between Hoo and Chattenden. The Council’s 

committee report described the gap as an important buffer maintaining the separate identity of the two 

settlements and said that formal sports provision and planting could not outweigh the loss. On appeal, the 

Inspector accepted that fields in this corridor still provided a clear degree of separation, held that 

landscaping would provide severance rather than true separation, and concluded that if that scheme 

proceeded the sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be lost. 

9. It is true that the 2016 Inspector regarded the coalescence element of harm in that earlier case as relatively 

minor in the overall balance. But that was in a materially different policy context, before the 2024 

Neighbourhood Plan expressly identified the Chattenden Valley and the Hoo–Chattenden separation as 

being of significant local value. The current appeal therefore falls to be assessed under a much stronger 

local policy and evidence base. 

10. For those reasons, and for the detailed grounds set out below, the appeal should be dismissed on 

Landscape & Settlement Separation grounds. 

 

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

 

11. This representation is confined to Landscape & Settlement Separation matters only. 

12. It addresses the effect of the appeal on the Chattenden Valley, the open gap between Hoo St 

Werburgh and Chattenden, the wider landscape structure of the valley and ridges, the role of the land as a 

green corridor and buffer, visual and character effects, urban edge effects, and the risk of sprawl and 

coalescence. 

13. We do not make submissions here on transport, ecology, drainage, heritage or housing need, except 

where those matters overlap directly with landscape character, design, setting or settlement identity. 

14. The central issue is whether this appeal respects the landscape role of the land between Hoo and 

Chattenden, or whether it would instead diminish that role by narrowing, urbanising and functionally 

weakening the separation between the two settlements. In my submission, it would do the latter. 
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Chapter 3: Development Plan and National Policy Framework

 

15. The starting point is the development plan. The Neighbourhood Plan states that, once made, it forms part 

of the statutory development plan together with the Medway Council Local Plan, and planning applications 

must therefore be determined in accordance with it unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

16. The Neighbourhood Plan’s landscape chapter exists specifically “to protect and enhance the area’s rural 

and natural environment, landscapes and biodiversity.” It expressly draws on national policy on valued 

landscapes and intrinsic countryside character, and on the Medway Council Landscape Character 

Assessment. 

17. The Plan’s evidence base then identifies the relevant local context. It says Hoo St Werburgh is the larger 

settlement, Chattenden is a hamlet and largely residential, and Chattenden Valley is an important green 

corridor between them. It states that the corridor maintains the distinctive identity of the two settlements and 

allows views of hills, woodlands, river, open farmland and marshes. It goes on to say that the 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 recreation opportunities. 

18. Policy HOO8 is directly engaged. It requires development to enhance and avoid causing significant harm 

to the area’s landscape character. It requires landscape buffer zones where supported by evidence, requires 

retention of trees and natural features where feasible, requires new urban edges to include landscape 

transition zones to avoid hard edges, and most importantly states 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 impacts in this vicinity to be examined and mitigated by a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment. 

19. The interpretation to HOO8 reinforces that. It says compliance should take account of the particular 

characteristics and landscape qualities of the area, rural tranquillity, existing views, the importance of 

amenity space drawing on local landscape character, and opportunities to link new green space with existing 

networks and corridors. It also says landscape transition zones may comprise trees and hedges as boundary 

treatments together with local native planting. 

20. The Neighbourhood Plan’s design policy is also relevant. Policy HOO6 requires well-designed, locally 

distinctive development complementing Hoo’s historic and rural character, while its supporting text warns 

against layouts driven by plots, standard house types and landscaping of “leftover bits”. That warning is 

pertinent where a scheme relies on residual strips of open space and edge planting to claim landscape 

integration. 

21. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 remains important. Its environmental objectives include 

protecting and enhancing the character, diversity and distinctiveness of the countryside and built and natural 

environments, with particular emphasis on strategically and locally important gaps between settlements 

and areas of strategic and local landscape importance. It also seeks to ensure that development respects 

environmental assets and takes opportunities to enhance them. 

22. Policy BNE1 requires development to be appropriate in relation to the character, appearance and 

functioning of the built and natural environment, including by satisfactory layout, siting and open space 

provision, and by respecting the visual amenity of the surrounding area. 

23. Policy BNE25 states 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 a directly 

relevant policy where the issue is the transformation of open separating land into an urban extension. 
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24. Policy BNE34 protects Areas of Local Landscape Importance and says development within them will 

only be permitted if it does not materially harm the landscape character and function of the area, or the 

benefits clearly outweigh the local priority to conserve it. Even more importantly for present purposes, the 

Local Plan explains that ALLIs matter not only for landscape reasons but because they serve as green lungs 

and buffers, as green corridors, and as fringe land needing protection from urban sprawl. 

25. The Local Plan’s strategic text on Chattenden is also highly material. It says development east of the 

barracks would raise fears about coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh and stresses that the future of 

Chattenden requires a comprehensive rather than piecemeal response, warning against any incremental 

erosion of that strategic opportunity. 

26. National policy points in the same direction. NPPF paragraph 187 requires planning policies and 

decisions to protect and enhance valued landscapes and to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside. Paragraph 135 requires development to be visually attractive, sympathetic to local character 

and landscape setting, and to establish or maintain a strong sense of place. Paragraph 139 says development 

that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and 

guidance. 

27. The NPPF also confirms the importance of locally produced design guidance and neighbourhood plans 

in identifying special qualities and explaining how those qualities should be reflected in development. That 

is particularly relevant here, because the Neighbourhood Plan now does exactly that for the Hoo–Chattenden 

separation and Chattenden Valley. 

 

Chapter 4: Landscape and Settlement Context

 

28. The appeal site sits in a landscape corridor that is not merely open land left over between settlements. 

The evidence shows it performs a real spatial, visual and functional role in keeping Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden distinct. 

29. The Neighbourhood Plan describes Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor between the two 

settlements which maintains their distinctive identity and allows views of the wider landscape. That is a 

direct policy-evidence statement about the function of this land. 

30. The Medway Council Local Plan likewise recognises the importance of gaps, buffers and green corridors 

in maintaining the identity of communities and resisting fringe-land sprawl. Those concepts are not abstract; 

they are built into the Local Plan’s objectives and its explanation of ALLIs. 

31. The earlier landscape evidence for adjacent West of Hoo land also provides a useful real-world 

description of this setting. It records that the area includes the Deangate Ridge and Hoo Farmland character 

areas, that the land rises and falls as part of a valley-and-ridge system, and that open countryside here is 

visible from elevated ground and from routes including the A228 and the Saxon Shore Way. 

32. That matters because the appeal’s landscape harm is not only about what is seen from one viewpoint. It 

is about the role of the landform, the valley floor, the rising slopes, the ridges and the open intervening land 

in structuring settlement pattern and preserving perceived separation. 

33. This is also why the issue is not answered by saying that Hoo already has a substantial built form, or that 

some infrastructure is already visible. The question is not whether the surrounding area is untouched. The 

question is whether this remaining corridor still performs an important separating and landscape function. 

The development plan and the earlier evidence say that it does. 
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Chapter 5: Chattenden Valley Is Now a Locally Valued Landscape 

Corridor

 

34. The appeal should be assessed on the basis of the current policy and evidence base, not simply the 

historic position. 

35. In 2016, the previous Inspector said there was little evidence that the earlier site was “valued” in the 

sense then implied by the NPPF, beyond being ordinary countryside. That finding needs to be understood in 

context. It pre-dated the making of the 2024 Neighbourhood Plan and the current, explicit local policy 

language about Chattenden Valley and the Hoo–Chattenden separation. 

36. The position now is materially different. The made Neighbourhood Plan identifies Chattenden Valley 

by name, maps its indicative setting, describes it as an important green corridor maintaining the distinctive 

identity of the two settlements, and then states in policy terms that the open character of the landscape 

separation between Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. 

37. In my submission, that is now sufficient to treat the Chattenden Valley corridor as a locally valued 

landscape for the purposes of current decision-making. At the very least, it plainly establishes a 

development plan judgment that this landscape separation is locally important and that harm to it is a serious 

matter. 

38. The current appeal therefore cannot be defended simply by citing the 2016 observation that the earlier 

site was not then shown to be valued in some special sense. The development plan has since changed, and it 

now gives direct statutory weight to exactly that local landscape function. 

 

Chapter 6: The Local Plan Also Supports Keeping Hoo and 

Chattenden Separate

 

39. The Local Plan provides additional and older support for the same conclusion. 

40. First, the Local Plan’s overall environmental objectives expressly include protecting strategically and 

locally important gaps between settlements. That demonstrates that settlement separation is not a 

peripheral planning idea in the Medway Council area; it is part of the structure of the plan itself. 

41. Second, the Local Plan explains that ALLIs perform functions as green lungs and buffers, green 

corridors, and edge land needing protection from urban sprawl. Although not every separating landscape is 

itself designated as an ALLI, the policy explanation shows clearly how Medway Council understands the 

planning value of open landscape on settlement edges. 

42. Third, the Chattenden strategy text is highly revealing. It says that development east of the barracks 

would raise fears of coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh and that any future development opportunity at 

Chattenden requires a comprehensive rather than piecemeal response. It expressly warns against 

incremental erosion of that wider strategic option. 

43. That point is powerful in the present appeal. Even leaving aside current neighbourhood plan policy, 

Medway Council’s strategic planning position has long recognised the sensitivity of development in this 
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locality because of coalescence risk and because piecemeal encroachment can prejudice wider settlement 

structure. 

44. Fourth, BNE25 applies a countryside protection test requiring maintenance and, where possible, 

enhancement of the character, amenity and functioning of the countryside. Land that functions as a 

settlement buffer and green corridor plainly falls within that protective logic. 

 

Chapter 7: Significance and Limits of the Earlier West of Hoo 

Refusal and Appeal

 

45. The earlier West of Hoo case is a material consideration here, but it needs to be used carefully. 

46. It is supportive because Medway Council refused that adjacent proposal on the basis that it would cause 

significant harm to the local landscape and cause coalescence between Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden. 

47. The committee report in that case was stronger still. It described the gap as an important buffer 

maintaining the separate identity of the two settlements and part of a wider network of open countryside 

separating Hoo and Chattenden from other nearby settlements. It said that sports provision and strengthened 

planting could not outweigh the significant reduction in the gap, and stressed that the issue was not just the 

linear distance between buildings but the appreciable sense of separation between the settlements. 

48. That reasoning is particularly valuable because it answers a common mitigation argument. The Council 

there expressly addressed the idea that open space, sports fields and planting could preserve separation, and 

rejected it. 

49. The earlier Inspector also gave support to the separation objection. He recorded that the Local Plan 

Inspector had recognised that the area helps maintain the separation of Chattenden and Hoo, acts as a green 

corridor between the settlements and helps protect the area from development pressures. He found that fields 

in that corridor still provided a clear degree of separation, that sports ground and floodlit playing fields 

would still give an impression of urbanisation, and that proposed landscaping would provide severance 

rather than true separation. He then concluded that if that appeal proposal proceeded, the sense of 

separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be lost. 

50. That is strong support for the present objection. 

51. However, the earlier appeal also has limits. The Inspector did not treat the earlier site as specially valued 

countryside, and in the overall balance he described the coalescence element of harm as relatively minor 

because the fundamental ridge structure would remain and because of the then-available evidence and policy 

context. 

52. We do not suggest otherwise. The correct position is that the earlier appeal is supportive but not 

determinative. 

53. What makes it more powerful today is the change in policy context. The 2024 Neighbourhood Plan 

now expressly identifies the Chattenden Valley and the Hoo–Chattenden separation as being of significant 

local value. The present appeal therefore comes forward in a much less favourable policy environment than 

the earlier West of Hoo appeal. 
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Chapter 8: Main Ground 1 - Harm to the Chattenden Valley 

Landscape Corridor

 

54. The first main ground of objection is that the appeal would harm the Chattenden Valley itself as a 

landscape corridor. 

55. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the valley as a corridor allowing views of hills, woodlands, river, 

open farmland and marshes, and as a green corridor maintaining the distinctive identity of the two 

settlements. That description is inconsistent with a substantial urban extension narrowing and domesticating 

that corridor. 

56. The policy requirement is not merely to leave some open land somewhere within or around a 

development. It is to retain the open character of the landscape separation and to avoid significant harm to 

landscape character. 

57. Development in this location would inevitably alter the valley from open separating land into a more 

urbanised edge condition, with housing, roads, engineered levels, lighting, domestic paraphernalia, boundary 

treatments and managed open space all changing the character of the corridor. That is landscape harm in 

substance, not just in appearance. 

58. The earlier committee report for adjacent land captured this well. It said the proposals would 

significantly undermine the character of the area, that the valley and ridges should be appreciated as an 

integral landscape feature, and that development in the valley would undermine that integrity and fail to 

respect the character and intrinsic beauty of the area. 

59. In my submission, the same landscape logic applies here. The Chattenden Valley is not simply a visual 

gap on a plan. It is part of the landscape structure that makes this locality intelligible and distinct. 

 

Chapter 9: Main Ground 2 - Loss of Settlement Separation and 

Coalescence

 

60. The second and central ground is the effect on settlement separation between Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden. 

61. The Neighbourhood Plan now states expressly that the open character of the landscape separation 

between Hoo and Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. That is direct and highly 

material policy language. 

62. The previous West of Hoo evidence is also highly persuasive. Medway Council described the gap as an 

important buffer maintaining the separate identity of the two settlements and said that the appreciable sense 

of separation would be significantly eroded. The Inspector found that fields in the corridor still provided a 

clear degree of separation and that, if developed, the sense of separation would be lost. 

63. The key point is that separation is not measured merely by the last few metres between the nearest 

buildings. The committee report was right to say that the issue is not only linear distance but the 

appreciable sense of separation between places. 
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64. In settlement terms, Hoo and Chattenden should continue to be experienced as distinct settlements 

connected by countryside, not as development limbs approaching one another across a narrowed and 

increasingly urbanised corridor. 

65. Once that appreciable gap is weakened, landscape planting and incidental open space do not restore what 

has been lost. They may soften edges, but they do not recreate the original experience of settlement 

distinction. 

66. That is why the earlier Inspector’s phrase “severance rather than true separation” is so important. It 

captures the difference between leaving a break in built form and actually preserving meaningful settlement 

distinction. 

 

Chapter 10: Main Ground 3 - Urban Sprawl Into Open Edge Land

 

67. The appeal also amounts to outward urban sprawl into open edge land. 

68. The Local Plan expressly identifies fringe landscapes as needing protection from the pressures of urban 

sprawl and explains that ALLIs function partly for that reason. It also identifies the protection of important 

settlement gaps as an objective. 

69. NPPF paragraph 187 similarly requires recognition of the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside, while paragraph 135 requires development to be sympathetic to local character and landscape 

setting. 

70. This is not a case where the appeal merely infills an urban void or rounds off a weak edge. The user’s 

concern about sprawl is well founded because the policy documents and earlier decision materials 

consistently describe this land as part of a separating corridor and green gap. 

71. The Local Plan’s Chattenden text adds strategic force to that point by warning against incremental 

erosion and by requiring a comprehensive response to future Chattenden opportunities. Piecemeal expansion 

in the Hoo–Chattenden corridor is exactly the sort of incremental erosion that text warns against. 

 

Chapter 11: Main Ground 4 - Buffering, Planting and Open Space 

Do Not Solve the Problem

 

72. A likely appellant response is that the scheme includes landscaping, open space and green buffers, and 

that these will preserve openness and soften views. In my submission, that is not enough. 

73. The earlier committee report addressed that exact argument and rejected it. It said that formal sports 

facilities and strengthened planting around road edges and junctions could not outweigh the significant 

reduction in the gap, and that the resulting change would still erode settlement separation. 

74. The earlier Inspector reached a similar conclusion in different language. He said that sports ground and 

floodlit playing fields would still give an impression of urbanisation, and that landscaping would provide 

severance rather than true separation. 
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75. Those earlier observations remain compelling because they identify a basic planning truth: landscaped 

open land within or adjacent to a housing scheme is not the same as open countryside performing a 

settlement-separation role. 

76. The committee report also warned against excessive reliance on planting as mitigation. It noted that 

significant visual effects were said to decline over time as planting matured, but found insufficient clarity 

and certainty to give confidence in that mitigation. It said the proposals placed a high reliance on planting 

and questioned how effective it would really be. 

77. That is highly relevant here. A scheme should not be treated as acceptable because it might look softer in 

twenty years if every hedge, tree belt and landscape strip succeeds exactly as hoped. 

78. The issue is not only the visibility of built form. It is the underlying transformation from open separating 

land to urban edge land. Planting cannot reverse that transformation. 

 

Chapter 12: Main Ground 5 - The Appeal Risks Creating a Harder 

Urban Edge, Not a Genuine Landscape Transition

 

79. Policy HOO8(6) requires development creating a new urban edge to include landscape transition zones 

so as to avoid hard edges to the open landscape. 

80. That is an important requirement because this is exactly the sort of location where hard urban edges 

would be especially harmful. 

81. The problem here is that a narrow or decorative strip of landscaping does not necessarily amount to a 

genuine transition zone. A true transition must preserve rural character, soften the urban form in a 

meaningful way, and avoid the impression that the built settlement has simply jumped out into the open 

countryside. 

82. The earlier committee report described concern that the footprint of adjacent development was 

elongated, not design-led, and risked using open spaces as buffers rather than as genuinely integrated 

landscape spaces. It also noted concern that the practical use and distinctiveness of those spaces would be 

compromised. 

83. That is a useful warning here. Open spaces that mainly exist to visually break up development parcels 

are not the same thing as a retained and functioning landscape corridor. 

84. The Neighbourhood Plan’s design policy also warns against standard house-type layouts with 

landscaping of leftover bits. That warning is apt in any scheme where residual open strips are expected to 

carry the burden of settlement-separation mitigation. 

 

Chapter 13: Main Ground 6 - Harm to Character, Views and 

Tranquillity

 

85. The appeal would also harm the wider character and visual experience of this landscape. 
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86. The Neighbourhood Plan says the Chattenden Valley allows views of hills, woodlands, river, open 

farmland and marshes. Those views are part of the value of the corridor and part of what makes it 

distinctively rural and open. 

87. The earlier committee report found that adjacent development would be highly visible in views including 

from the south and west and from the Saxon Shore Way, and that the existing character was in many 

viewpoints surprisingly remote and tranquil despite nearby infrastructure. It considered that the urbanising 

impacts were not felt equally across the whole site and that the proposals would fail to respect the area’s 

intrinsic character and beauty. 

88. That analysis remains relevant by analogy. This is not a landscape whose remaining value can be 

dismissed because roads or existing housing are visible somewhere in the panorama. The question is 

whether the proposal would materially intensify urban influence in a corridor whose remaining openness 

still matters. In my submission, it would. 

89. NPPF paragraph 187(b) requires recognition of the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. 

That is not limited to nationally designated landscapes. It applies here as well. 

 

Chapter 14: Main Ground 7 - The Appeal Conflicts with Good 

Design and Sense of Place

 

90. The landscape and separation objection is also a design objection in the proper NPPF sense. 

91. NPPF paragraph 135 requires development to be visually attractive, sympathetic to local character and 

landscape setting, and to establish or maintain a strong sense of place. Paragraph 139 says development that 

is not well designed should be refused. 

92. The Neighbourhood Plan likewise places strong emphasis on locally distinctive design that complements 

Hoo’s historic and rural character. 

93. A development that materially narrows the open valley between Hoo and Chattenden, weakens their 

distinction, and relies on mitigation planting to imply a degree of separation that no longer truly exists does 

not, in my submission, maintain a strong sense of place. It blurs place. 

94. The earlier committee report captured this by saying the harm was not only to local landscape character 

but also to the separate identities of the settlements. That is a design and place-making failure as well as a 

landscape failure. 

 

Chapter 15: Main Ground 8 - The Outline Nature of the Appeal 

Increases the Risk of Harm

 

95. This objection is strengthened by the fact that the appeal is an outline scheme. 

96. In the earlier West of Hoo case, the application was outline with appearance, landscaping, layout and 

scale reserved, and both the committee report and the Inspector recognised that the acceptability of the 

scheme depended heavily on parameter plans, planting and later details. 



13 
 

97. The committee report was particularly concerned that there was too little detail to understand how 

development would truly “nestle” within landscape structure, and it questioned the certainty of mitigation. It 

also warned that planting strategy detail was inadequate and that photomontages understated likely visual 

impact. 

98. Those are precisely the kinds of concerns that matter in a separation case. If a scheme’s acceptability 

depends upon exact building heights, contouring, retention of vegetation, structural planting and open-space 

configuration, then the outline nature of the proposal is not neutral. It is a source of uncertainty. 

99. The Inspector should therefore be slow to conclude that harm to Chattenden Valley and settlement 

separation can safely be left to later reserved matters. 

 

Chapter 16: Main Ground 9 - The Appeal Conflicts with the Need 

for a Comprehensive Rather Than Piecemeal Approach

 

100. The Local Plan’s Chattenden strategy is especially important because it warns against incremental 

erosion and calls for a comprehensive rather than piecemeal response to future development opportunities 

in the wider Chattenden area. 

101. That is not just a historic comment. It embodies a planning principle that still has force: where 

settlement structure and separation are strategically sensitive, ad hoc encroachment can prejudice proper 

long-term planning. 

102. The present appeal does exactly that. It pushes built form further into a sensitive corridor before any 

comprehensive and plan-led settlement strategy for the wider Hoo/Chattenden relationship has been settled 

through the development plan. 

103. In my submission, that weighs against permission. Settlement separation is one of the issues least suited 

to piecemeal erosion because once the gap is weakened, it cannot easily be restored. 

 

Chapter 17: Overall Planning Conclusion on Landscape & 

Settlement Separation

 

104. Drawing the evidence together, the appeal conflicts with the development plan and the NPPF on 

landscape and settlement separation grounds. 

105. It conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan because it would not retain the open character of the 

landscape separation between Hoo and Chattenden, would harm the Chattenden Valley green corridor, and 

would undermine a feature the plan now identifies as being of significant local value. It would also fail to 

provide the kind of landscape transition and context-led design that Policies HOO8 and HOO6 require. 

106. It conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan because it would fail to maintain the character, 

amenity and functioning of the countryside as required by BNE25; would not be appropriate to the 

character, appearance and functioning of the natural environment as required by BNE1; and would run 

contrary to the Local Plan’s objective of protecting important gaps between settlements. The wider Local 
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Plan treatment of ALLIs and of Chattenden also reinforces the objection because it recognises the 

importance of buffers, green corridors and resistance to sprawl and coalescence. 

107. It conflicts with the NPPF because it would not protect and enhance a now clearly locally valued 

landscape corridor, would not properly recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside in this 

location, and would not maintain a strong sense of place or reflect local design policy. 

108. The earlier West of Hoo material reinforces that conclusion. Medway Council previously refused 

adjacent development for causing coalescence and significant landscape harm; its committee report 

explained why planting and sports provision could not preserve the appreciable sense of separation; and the 

Inspector accepted that the sense of separation would be lost and that landscaping would provide severance 

rather than true separation. 

109. Although the 2016 Inspector ultimately treated the coalescence harm in that earlier case as relatively 

minor, that finding does not determine the present appeal. The current appeal is now judged against a 

materially stronger local policy framework, because the 2024 Neighbourhood Plan expressly identifies the 

Hoo–Chattenden separation and Chattenden Valley as locally important features that should be retained. 

 

Chapter 18: Formal Conclusion and Request

 

110. For the reasons set out above, we object to the appeal on Landscape & Settlement Separation 

grounds. 

111. The appeal would harm the Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor and locally valued 

landscape feature. 

112. It would erode the open landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 

113. It would weaken the distinct identities of those settlements and contribute to coalescence. 

114. It would amount to urban sprawl into open edge land whose planning function is to act as buffer, 

corridor and settlement break. 

115. It relies too heavily on planting, buffering and residual open space to imply a degree of separation that 

would, in reality, already have been lost. 

116. It therefore conflicts with the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, particularly 

Policy HOO8 and the design principles in HOO6; with the Medway Council Local Plan 2003, particularly 

BNE1, BNE25, the Local Plan’s environmental objectives, and the strategic approach to Chattenden; and 

with the NPPF 2024, particularly paragraphs 135, 139 and 187. 

117. Accordingly, the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Appendix: List of Core Landscape & Settlement Separation 

Documents Relied Upon
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1. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular 

Chapter 7 (Landscape and Natural Environment), including the plan’s description of Chattenden 

Valley as an important green corridor between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, and Policy HOO8, 

including criterion 7 stating that the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo and 

Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. 

2. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular Policy 

HOO6 and supporting design text, as relied upon for the requirement for well-designed, locally 

distinctive development respecting Hoo’s rural character and avoiding layouts driven by standard 

house types with residual landscaping. 

3. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular the plan’s environmental objectives 

referring to protection of strategically and locally important gaps between settlements, together 

with Policies BNE1 and BNE25 on respecting the character, appearance and functioning of the 

natural environment and maintaining the character, amenity and functioning of the countryside. 

4. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular Policy BNE34 and the supporting 

text explaining the role of locally important landscapes as green lungs and buffers, green 

corridors, and fringe land needing protection from urban sprawl. 

5. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular the strategic text relating to 

Chattenden, including the warning that development east of the barracks would raise fears of 

coalescence with Hoo St Werburgh and that any future opportunity should be addressed 

comprehensively rather than piecemeal. 

6. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) - in particular paragraphs 135, 139 and 

187, concerning visually attractive and sympathetic design, refusal of development that is not well 

designed, protection and enhancement of valued landscapes, and recognition of the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside. 

7. MC/14/3405 - Decision Notice (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - refusal notice dated 2 April 

2015, including the refusal reason referring to significant landscape harm and coalescence between 

Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 

8. MC/14/3405 - Committee Report (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - including the assessment of 

the Hoo–Chattenden gap as an important buffer maintaining separate settlement identity, the 

discussion of the “appreciable sense of separation”, the limitations of planting and sports provision as 

mitigation, and the landscape character assessment of the valley and ridge setting. 

9. Appeal Decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, Land West of Hoo St Werburgh, decision dated 6 

September 2016 - in particular the Inspector’s findings that the corridor still provided a clear degree 

of separation, that landscaping would provide severance rather than true separation, and that the 

sense of separation between Hoo and Chattenden would be lost if the earlier scheme proceeded. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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 George Crozer   Michael Pearce 

 Cllr. George Crozer (Ind)   Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind) 

 Group Leader     Deputy Group Leader 

 Hoo & High Halstow Ward   Hoo & High Halstow Ward 

 

 Ron Sands 

 Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind) 

 Group Member 

 Hoo & High Halstow Ward 

 

 

 

 

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

Please note:  this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and Cllr. 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. 


