Page 1

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

APPEAL BY GLADMAN DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
LAND SOUTH OF RATCLIFFE HIGHWAY,
HOO ST WERBURGH, ROCHESTER, KENT

PINS Reference: 6002996
LPA Reference: MC/23/1934

REBUTTAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE OF CLLR. MICHAEL PEARCE
ON BEHALF OF THE INDEPENDENT GROUP (TIG)

LANDSCAPE MATTERS

LOCALLY VALUED LANDSCAPE

Date: Tuesday 19 May 2026



2. Contents

Chapter

Page Number

. Front Cover

. Contents

. Summary of Rebuttal

. Scope of this Rebuttal

. The Appellant's Position and Key Admissions

. Why the Landscape is Locally Valued

. Policy HOO8(7) and the Open Character of Separation

. PROW RS102 and Visual Harm

O INOUTRA WN|E

. Mitigation, Green Infrastructure and Loss of Openness

10 Settlement Separation and Existing Ribbon Development

11. West of Hoo and the Changed Policy Context

12. Emerging SA8 and Piecemeal Decision-Making

13. Conclusion

O VININOOn|h~|RPDRWINEF

Page 2




3. Summary of Rebuttal

3.1 This rebuttal responds only to discrete matters arising from the Proof of Evidence of Gary Holliday BA (Hons), M Phil, FLI, on
landscape, visual and settlement-separation matters (CD16.4), and the associated appendices (CD16.5). I do not repeat my Landscape
Proof in full. I continue to rely on it.

3.2 The principal issue requiring response is Mr Holliday's assertion that TIG has not clearly explained why the appeal site or the wider
Chattenden Valley landscape is locally valued. I also respond to his treatment of Policy HOO8(7), PROW RS102, mitigation, settlement
separation, the West of Hoo material and the emerging SA8 context.

3.3 My response is that TIG's case does not depend on the appeal site being nationally designated or on it being a formally designated
local landscape in the 2003 Local Plan. The value arises from the combined force of the made Neighbourhood Plan, Policy HOO8(7), Map
10, the 2024 Medway Landscape Character Assessment, public experience from PROW RS102, long views, rural setting, and the open
separation function between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.

3.4 The Appellant's own evidence accepts material adverse effects. Mr Holliday records that the site and immediate context would
experience Moderate Adverse landscape effects at completion, and that users of PROW RS102 would experience Major/Moderate Adverse
visual effects at completion and Moderate Adverse effects at year 15. Those conclusions are important because they confirm that the
proposal is not landscape-neutral.

3.5 In my judgement, the Appellant's approach gives insufficient weight to the particular local function of this landscape. Policy
HOO8(7) is not merely concerned with preventing literal physical coalescence. It identifies the open character of the landscape separation
between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden as being of significant local value and says that this characteristic should be retained.

3.6 For the reasons set out below, I maintain my conclusion that the appeal proposal would cause unacceptable landscape and visual

harm, would fail to retain the open character of the landscape separation, and would conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan and wider
landscape objectives of national and local policy.
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4. Scope of this Rebuttal

4.1 This rebuttal focuses on Mr Holliday's Landscape Proof (CD16.4), in particular his summary and conclusions, his treatment of the
2024 Medway Landscape Character Assessment, his evidence on visual effects, his reliance on the West of Hoo appeal decision, his policy
analysis of HOO8, and his criticism of TIG's case at section 11.

4.2 I continue to rely on my Landscape Proof in full. This document is confined to the matters where I consider a short response is
needed following receipt of Mr Holliday's proof.

4.3 I again make clear that I am not presenting an independent technical GLVIA3 assessment. My evidence is local planning and
landscape evidence. It is based on local knowledge, adopted policy, the made Neighbourhood Plan, published landscape character
evidence, the Appellant's own LVA conclusions and the photographic evidence appended to my proof.

5. The Appellant's Position and Key Admissions

5.1 Mr Holliday's central position is that the appeal site is not part of a valued landscape for the purposes of NPPF paragraph 187(a),
that the proposal would not lead to physical or visual coalescence with Chattenden, and that the landscape and visual effects would be
acceptable, especially once proposed planting and green infrastructure mature.

5.2 I recognise Mr Holliday's professional expertise and the fact that he gives technical landscape evidence. However, professional
status does not remove the need to consider the particular local policy framework and the local function of this landscape.

5.3 There are important admissions in the Appellant's own evidence. Mr Holliday accepts that the primary change at site level would be
the replacement of agricultural land with residential development and green infrastructure. He also accepts that the existing topography
will need to be altered to accommodate built form and infrastructure.

5.4 He assesses the effects on the site and immediate context as Moderate Adverse at completion. He also records that PROW RS102
would experience Major/Moderate Adverse visual effects at completion and Moderate Adverse effects at year 15. In my judgement, those
are not trivial or neutral effects.

5.5 The disagreement between TIG and the Appellant is therefore not whether there will be any landscape and visual change. There

plainly will be. The issue is the weight to be given to that change, and whether the loss of openness, public route experience and
landscape-separation function is acceptable in this particular policy and local landscape context.

6. Why the Landscape is Locally Valued
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6.1  Mr Holliday says that TIG has not clearly explained why the appeal site or surrounding landscape is locally valued. I do not accept
that criticism. TIG's case is that value arises from a combination of factors rather than from any single designation.

6.2 First, the made Neighbourhood Plan expressly identifies the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh
and Chattenden as being of significant local value. That is not merely a general preference for countryside. It is an adopted development
plan statement identifying a particular landscape characteristic and function.

6.3 Secondly, Map 10 of the Neighbourhood Plan identifies the Chattenden Valley indicative landscape setting. The appeal site lies at
the eastern end of that valley relationship and contributes to the open rural setting and the transition between the settlement edge and
wider valley landscape.

6.4 Thirdly, the 2024 Medway Landscape Character Assessment identifies LCA G3: Hoo St Werburgh as an open, exposed landscape

with far-reaching views, visible wooded ridges, views towards the Medway Estuary, and visible but still distinct settlement edges. It also
identifies the open buffer function helping to prevent coalescence of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden and maintaining their distinctive
identities.

6.5 Fourthly, the public experience of the site is important. PROW RS102 passes through or beside the appeal site. Users experience
open rural-edge land, expansive skies, sloping fields and wider valley views. That public route experience is part of the value of the
landscape.

6.6 Fifthly, the site contributes to the rural setting of Hoo St Werburgh and to the perceptual separation between Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden. It is not valued because it is pristine or free from all human influence. It is valued because, despite nearby roads and
settlement edges, it remains part of the open valley landscape which prevents the western edge of Hoo St Werburgh from reading as a
continuous urban spread towards Chattenden.

6.7 For those reasons, TIG's case is not that the appeal site is nationally important. It is that the appeal site forms part of a locally

valued landscape because the made Neighbourhood Plan, landscape character evidence, public-route experience, long views, rural setting
and separation function all point in the same direction.

7. Policy HOO8(7) and the Open Character of Separation

7.1 Mr Holliday quotes Policy HOO8(7), but then concludes that the appeal scheme complies because open land would remain to the
west. I do not agree. The policy is not limited to preventing literal physical coalescence. It says that the open character of the landscape
separation is of significant local value and should be retained.
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7.2 The word 'retained' is important. Replacing part of that open rural edge with up to 240 dwellings, estate roads, lighting, domestic
activity, engineered open space and urban edge treatment does not retain the existing open character of the landscape separation. It
changes it.

7.3  Nor does the preparation of an LVA automatically make the proposal policy-compliant. HOO8(7) requires the impact of
development in this vicinity to be examined and mitigated with an LVIA. That is a process requirement. It does not mean that any scheme
accompanied by an LVA must be acceptable, regardless of the harm identified.

7.4 In my judgement, the Appellant treats HOO8(7) too narrowly. The issue is not only whether there would still be some measurable
distance to Chattenden. The issue is whether the open character and landscape function of the separation would be retained. On TIG's
case, it would not.

8. PROW RS102 and Visual Harm

8.1 PROW RS102 is one of the clearest examples of harm in the Appellant's own evidence. Mr Holliday records that views from the
route would be full, with development located adjacent to it, and that effects would be Major/Moderate Adverse at completion and
Moderate Adverse at year 15.

8.2 The proposed improvement of the surface or accessibility of RS102 does not answer the landscape and visual harm. The issue is
not whether the route remains physically usable. The issue is whether the route's character and visual experience would change from
open rural-edge countryside to a route associated with a substantial residential development.

8.3 The photographs appended to my proof show why this matters. They show the existing open grassland and agricultural character,
the sloping landform, long views and the immediate relationship between the public footpath and the wider valley landscape.

8.4 In my judgement, users of RS102 are not merely experiencing a private view. They are experiencing a public route through a
locally important landscape setting. That is a proper planning consideration and one to which the Inspector can attach significant weight.

9. Mitigation, Green Infrastructure and Loss of Openness

9.1 I accept that the proposal includes green infrastructure, planting, open space and landscape management. Those measures may
soften some views over time. They do not, however, avoid the central harm: the loss of open agricultural land and the extension of built
form westwards into the valley.

9.2 Planting can filter or screen development. It cannot restore the existing openness, rural character or settlement-separation function
once the land has been developed. In landscape terms, a planted housing edge is not the same as open countryside.
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9.3 Mr Holliday also states that if the remainder of the wider draft allocation is developed, the proposed edge green spaces may
become internal green spaces. That illustrates TIG's concern. The scheme is being presented both as a successful settlement edge and as
part of a wider future urban extension. That is precisely why the issue should be resolved through a landscape-led strategic masterplan,
rather than by one outline appeal on one promoted site.

10. Settlement Separation and Existing Ribbon Development

10.1 TIG does not say that the appeal scheme would physically join Hoo St Werburgh to Chattenden. The issue is perceived coalescence,
erosion of openness and weakening of the landscape separation which the Neighbourhood Plan says is of significant local value.

10.2 Mr Holliday relies on an approximate 800m distance from the appeal site to Chattenden. Distance is relevant, but it is not
determinative. The landscape function of separation is experienced through openness, landform, views, settlement edges, route
experience and the way development is perceived in the valley.

10.3 Mr Holliday also relies on existing ribbon development along Main Road, noting that it is less than 350m from Chattenden. In my
judgement that point should be treated with caution. The line of houses along Main Road is not experienced as the continuous built edge
of Hoo St Werburgh. It is separated from other residential development by approximately 150m at its eastern end and, using Mr
Holliday's own figure, approximately 350m at its western end. It remains a loose, linear and partly detached form of development within a
wider open valley setting.

10.4 That existing ribbon development does not remove the landscape function of the intervening open land. Nor does it justify
extending the main built edge of Hoo St Werburgh further westwards into the Chattenden Valley.

10.5 In my judgement, the existing separation is already fragile and perceptual. That makes the remaining open valley landscape more
important, not less important.

11. West of Hoo and the Changed Policy Context

11.1 Mr Holliday relies on parts of the 2016 West of Hoo appeal decision. TIG does not say that decision binds the Inspector in this
appeal. However, it remains relevant because it considered the same broad landscape relationship between Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden
and the intervening countryside.

11.2 The West of Hoo material needs to be read as a whole. The earlier committee report and decision notice recorded significant
concern about local landscape harm and coalescence. The Inspector also recognised that absence of a local landscape designation does
not mean land cannot serve a green lung or buffer function, and that landscaping can provide severance rather than true separation.
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11.3 The policy context is now stronger than in 2016 because the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan has since been
made. Policy HOO8(7) now expressly identifies the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden
as being of significant local value and says that it should be retained.

11.4 For that reason, I do not accept that the 2016 decision assists the Appellant in the way suggested. The decision does not remove
the need to apply the current development plan, including the Neighbourhood Plan.

12. Emerging SA8 and Piecemeal Decision-Making

12.1 The emerging Local Plan identifies HHH11 as part of the SA8 growth strategy, but that does not make the appeal proposal
landscape-neutral or automatically acceptable. The emerging plan remains subject to examination and the weight to be given to it is a
matter for the Inspector.

12.2 In any event, the emerging SA8 material supports a landscape-led approach, a strategic landscape corridor and a strategic
masterplan for design, landscape, green infrastructure, heritage, services, transport and infrastructure. Those requirements support TIG's
concern that development in this location should be planned strategically rather than permitted piecemeal through an isolated outline
appeal.

12.3 The Sustainability Appraisal also assesses HHH11 as having a negative landscape/townscape effect after mitigation. That is
important because even within the Council's emerging plan evidence base the appeal site is not treated as landscape-neutral.

12.4 Mr Holliday's reliance on the wider draft allocation therefore cuts both ways. If the Appellant says the site should be judged as part

of a wider future growth area, then the Inspector should also consider whether granting this individual appeal would prejudice the very
landscape-led masterplanning that the emerging policy framework says is required.

13. Conclusion

13.1 Mr Holliday's proof does not remove the landscape harm identified by TIG. It confirms important aspects of that harm, including
material adverse effects on the site and immediate context and significant visual effects for users of PROW RS102.

13.2 TIG has explained why the landscape is locally valued. The value arises from the combined force of Policy HOO8(7), Map 10, the

2024 MCLCA, the public experience of RS102, long views, rural setting, settlement separation and local distinctiveness. Those factors
distinguish this landscape from an ordinary, low-sensitivity settlement-edge parcel.
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13.3 For these reasons, I maintain my conclusion that the appeal proposal would cause unacceptable landscape and visual harm, would
fail to retain the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, and would conflict with the

Neighbourhood Plan and wider landscape objectives of planning policy.

13.4 1 confirm that the opinions expressed in this rebuttal are my honestly held planning judgement, based on the evidence available to
me and my local knowledge.
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