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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.

Executive Summary

This is an objection representation limited strictly to landscape and visual matters in respect of:

e Planning application: MC/25/0006 (Medway Council)
« Planning appeal: Appeal 6002071 (Planning Inspectorate)

The proposal (outline) is for up to 800 dwellings plus associated uses on a circa 50ha site at Land off Lower
Rochester Road, Wainscott. The appellant’s own documents confirm the site sits wholly within the
Dillywood Lane Area of Local Landscape Importance (ALLI) and immediately abuts/affects designated
Rural Lanes and multiple Public Rights of Way. The development would permanently urbanise a valued
rural/urban-fringe landscape that the development plan explicitly identifies as performing strategic
functions: rural setting to the Northern Relief Road, maintaining a defensible edge, and helping maintain the
separate identity of Higham.

The appellant’s LVIA (ES Chapter 7) explicitly acknowledges significant adverse effects at Year 1,
including:

« Significant effects on the character of the site (major-moderate adverse at Year 1), and



« Significant visual effects at Year 1 on users of Bunters Hill Road, the PRoW crossing the site,
and Dillywood Lane (as repeated in the appellant’s Planning Statement).

The appellant seeks to neutralise these harms by pointing to Year 15 mitigation maturity and by down-
weighting Policy BNE34 (ALLI) and the rural lane designation. That approach is not a sound basis to allow
a major urban extension in a locally designated landscape: the policy test is whether the scheme materially
harms landscape character and function, and the evidence shows it does - both immediately and enduringly
in key receptors and the ALLI’s defining purposes.

On national policy, the NPPF requires decision-making to protect and enhance valued landscapes and
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside; and to ensure development is
sympathetic to local character and landscape setting with effective landscaping.

For the reasons set out in the chapters below, the appeal should be dismissed and permission refused on
landscape/visual grounds.

Chapter 1 - Scope, status, and documents reviewed

1.1 Scope (landscape only)

This representation addresses landscape character, landscape designations, rural lanes (as landscape
receptors), public realm/PRoW visual amenity, visual effects, and the adequacy of the LVIA evidence.
It does not address transport, ecology, heritage, drainage, noise, or other topics.

1.2 Core documents scrutinised (application and appeal)

The objection is based on scrutiny of the appellant’s submitted material in both the application set and the
appeal set, including (non-exhaustive, landscape-relevant):

o Appeal Form confirming Appeal 6002071 and Application MC/25/0006 and the outline
description (access sought; other matters reserved).

« Environmental Statement (December 2024) - Chapter 7: Landscape and Views and Chapter 16
summary of residual/cumulative effects.

o ES Chapter 7 appendices including:

o Appendix 7.3 (methodology), Appendix 7.4 (sensitivity/value), Appendix 7.5 (landscape
effects), Appendix 7.6 (visual effects), Appendix 7.7 (scoped-out viewpoints), Appendix 7.8
(landscape character evidence base), Appendix 7.13 (AVRs / verified views).

e Design & Access Statement / Design Code (illustrative heights, density, “rural edge” principles).
« Appellant Planning Statement (landscape policy interpretation and reliance on Year 15 findings).

« The submitted Enplan landscape critique correspondence (as lodged within the application
documents), evidencing professional disagreement with the LVIA approach and policy
interpretation.

Chapter 2 - Policy framework for landscape decision-making




2.1 National policy - NPPF (December 2024)
Key requirements include:

« Planning decisions should protect and enhance valued landscapes and recognise the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside.

« Development should be sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding
built environment and landscape setting, and should be visually attractive with “appropriate and
effective landscaping”.

« Decision-making should ensure conditions refer to clear and accurate plans/drawings providing
visual clarity about what is being approved.

e Planning should limit impacts of light pollution on local amenity and “intrinsically dark landscapes”
(relevant to rural edge character and rural lanes).

2.2 Local policy - Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (development plan)
The adopted development plan remains the starting point and includes:

o Policy BNE34 - Areas of Local Landscape Importance (ALLI): development will only be
permitted if it does not materially harm landscape character and function, or if benefits outweigh
the priority to conserve the landscape.

e The Local Plan explains why ALLIs matter: they function as buffers/green lungs, protect “fringe”
land from urban sprawl pressure, and maintain local environmental quality.

o Dillywood Lane ALLLI is expressly justified as: creating a rural setting to the Medway Towns
Northern Relief Road, connecting to Gravesham’s ALLI, constituting an established rural
landscape close to a large urban area, and helping maintain the separate identity of Higham.

o Policy BNE47 - Rural Lanes: development served by/affecting important rural lanes will only be
permitted where there is no adverse effect on the lane’s value in terms of landscape and amenity;
and urbanising features should be avoided.

« Policy BNEG6 - Landscape design requires development to incorporate landscape treatment to
protect/ enhance amenity, integrate with surroundings, protect natural features, provide appropriate
screening and a satisfactory setting.

« Public rights of way are recognised as an amenity resource; development prejudicing amenity or
requiring diversion/closure is resisted unless an acceptable alternative with comparable or improved
amenity is provided.

Chapter 3 - The site’s landscape context and why it is sensitive

3.1 The ALLI designation is central, not incidental

The development plan’s justification for Dillywood Lane ALLI is not a generic “nice view” designation. It
is expressly strategic and functional: rural setting to a major route, settlement identity, and urban edge
control.

The appellant’s ES Chapter 7 itself states that the site is wholly within the Dillywood Lane ALLI and
repeats the ALLI’s functions (including maintaining Higham’s separate identity). That is a critical
admission: the “host landscape” is not unprotected farmland; it is designated locally important landscape.



3.2 Rural lanes and PRoWs are key visual/landscape receptors here

The Local Plan treats rural lanes as historic landscape assets, protected against adverse landscape/amenity
effects and against “urbanising” highway treatments.

The PRoW network is also explicitly valued for amenity and countryside access.
Where PRoWs cross open farmland within an ALLI, they are not simply “routes”: they are part of how the
landscape is experienced and valued.

3.3 Landscape character evidence base highlights “resist coalescence / resist loss of rural
character”

The landscape character material relied on by the appellant includes guidance which (in substance) warns
against:

« coalescence and suburbanisation of settlement edges, and
« proposals that would threaten loss of rural/distinctive character and tranquillity.

This is directly aligned with the ALLI’s purpose and directly challenged by an up-to-800-dwelling urban
extension.

Chapter 4 - Critical review of the appellant’s LVIA: methodology
and evidence gaps

4.1 A major, acknowledged harm is reframed as “expected” and deferred to Year 15

The LVIA’s methodology explicitly treats “moderate-major and above” effects as “significant”. The
LVIA then finds major-moderate adverse effects at Year 1 for key receptors (and therefore significant),
but the appellant’s overall case leans heavily on Year 15 mitigation maturity to claim acceptability.

This is not a sound planning approach in a designated ALLI because:

1. Policy BNE34’s test is “material harm”, not “eventual partial assimilation after 15 years”.

2. The NPPF requires protection of valued landscapes and countryside character now, not in a
hypothetical future landscape management scenario.

3. 15years is not a short transitional period; it is a long-lived adverse experience for communities
using Dillywood Lane, Bunters Hill Road and PRoWs.

4.2 The ZTV / visibility exercise is not a substitute for robust viewpoint coverage

The appellant’s ZTV plan shows potential visibility across a wide surrounding area, and the ZTV itself notes
field verification is needed to refine actual visibility. The LVIA simultaneously:
o states it does not seek to identify every location where the scheme will be visible, and

e scopes out multiple receptor groups (including “Views from A289) on the basis of
screening/cutting.



This is problematic because the ALLI’s primary function includes providing the rural setting to the
Northern Relief Road. Scoping out the principal “audience” for that setting risks missing exactly the harm
the designation was created to prevent.

4.3 Viewpoint scoping is not neutral here; it shapes the conclusion

Appendix 7.7 scopes out “Views from A289” on the basis that the road runs in cutting and there is “no
intervisibility”. Even if intervisibility from the carriageway is limited in some lengths, the policy function is
not only about what drivers see at one moment; it is about preserving an enduring rural buffer/setting and
preventing the perception and reality of urban spread along this edge.

It is also notable that the LVIA scopes out some elevated/longer-distance locations (e.g., Telegraph Hill) as
“no views possible due to vegetation”. This is exactly the kind of judgement that requires extra caution when
the ZTV includes vegetation modelling and when seasonal variation and long-term management can change
visual permeability.

4.4 The LVIA’s “sensitivity” judgements appear systematically low for key receptors
Appendix 7.4 rates:

o Bunters Hill/Higham Road users as “medium to low” sensitivity,
e B2000/Lower Rochester Road users as “medium to low”, and

e Dillywood Lane users as “medium”.
Those ratings underplay that:

 these routes sit on/along an ALLLI,
o Dillywood Lane includes designated rural lane sections, and

« these corridors are used by walkers and equestrians as well as drivers, in an environment where
landscape experience is a key part of the amenity value.

4.5 Adequacy of submitted visual material for outline decision-making

The NPPF expects clear/accurate plans providing visual clarity about what is approved.

The appellant’s AVRs are parameter envelopes (not a final design) and are explicitly “LOW RES” in the
application set. At outline stage, parameters are expected - but the problem is that the parameters
themselves (heights, massing, edge set-backs, buffer widths) are not demonstrated to be sufficiently
fixed/secured to make “no significant residual effects by Year 15 a reliable conclusion.

Chapter 5 - Landscape character effects: conflict with ALLI
purpose and Policy BNE34

5.1 The appellant’s own assessment shows major adverse change to the site’s character

Appendix 7.5 records the site receptor’s sensitivity as “high to medium” and (at Year 1) an effect at major-
moderate adverse (i.e. significant in the LVIA’s own framework).



That is not a small impact; it is the definition of a fundamental change from an agricultural/rural-fringe
mosaic to a built settlement form.

5.2 “Material harm” to the ALLI’s function is inherent in the scheme’s nature and scale
The ALLI’s defined functions include:

« rural setting to the Northern Relief Road:;
« an established rural landscape near a large urban area; and
e maintaining Higham’s separate identity.
An outline proposal of up to 800 dwellings plus a school, local centre and associated infrastructure cannot

avoid materially changing that function. Even if boundary planting reduces the harshness of the edge, the
ALLI is no longer performing its intended job over a 50ha swathe: it becomes urban land.

Put simply: the ALLI designation is not asking for the development to be “softened”; it is identifying land
whose role is to remain predominantly rural, to perform setting and separation functions.

5.3 The “urban fringe” argument is not a justification for urbanisation

The LVIA’s value commentary describes the site’s scenic quality as “lessened” by its “urban fringe”
context. That framing is misplaced. Many of the most sensitive landscapes in planning are precisely urban
fringe landscapes - because they are under constant pressure and because their function is to resist sprawl
and preserve identity. The Local Plan makes that explicit when explaining why ALLIs are designated and
why “fringe land” needs protection.

5.4 Reliance on “Year 15” to claim “not significant” does not answer the policy test

Even if the LVIA categorises some Year 15 effects as “moderate” (therefore “not significant” in their
matrix), that does not mean:

« the harm is immaterial; or

e the ALLI’s function is preserved; or

« the scheme is policy compliant.
A moderate adverse effect in a designated ALLI - combined with acknowledged significant effects in early

years and acknowledged moderate adverse effects for key receptors even at Year 15 - remains plainly
capable of being material harm in BNE34 terms.

Chapter 6 - Visual effects: PRoWs, rural lanes and the lived
experience of the landscape

6.1 The LVIA acknowledges major impacts on the PRoW crossing the site

Appendix 7.6 (visual effects) makes clear that the PRoW ME||RS118 experiences a profound change across
the site stretch. It explicitly notes that mitigation cannot avoid the fundamental change in view/character
caused by the development footprint at the sensitive south-castern end (the document states it is “not
possible to mitigate” that obstruction/change in character in that part of the view).



This matters because:

o PRoWSs are valued amenity assets in the Local Plan and should not have their amenity prejudiced
unless a comparable or improved alternative is provided.

e “Enhancing the path surface” or adding landscaping does not equate to preserving or improving
landscape amenity where the defining amenity is open rural outlook within an ALLI.

6.2 Dillywood Lane: the LVIA’s own evidence contradicts the “minimal effects” narrative

The appellant’s Planning Statement asserts that effects on Dillywood Lane and the rural lane network would
be “minimal” and that much of the development would be screened. It also argues that part of Dillywood
Lane (along the B2000) “cannot be described as rural”.

That is not consistent with:

o the Local Plan’s designation of Dillywood Lane ALLI and its articulated functions;

» the Rural Lanes policy, which is explicit that development affecting rural lanes must have no
adverse effect on their landscape/amenity value and avoid urbanising features;

o the appellant’s own LVIA summary of significant Year 1 effects on users of Dillywood Lane (as
repeated in the Planning Statement’s LVIA section).

Even if some stretches have screening, the relevant question is whether the scheme introduces adverse
effects on the lane’s landscape value and rural experience - and the evidence indicates it does.

6.3 Bunters Hill Road / Higham Road: “local road users” are not low sensitivity here

The LVIA treats these users as medium (or medium-low) sensitivity largely because they are road users.
That is an overly simplified approach where the road is part of the rural edge experience and part of an
ALLl/rural lane landscape setting. The scale of proposed change - replacing open fields/polytunnel - framed
farmland with a major settlement edge - materially alters that experience.

6.4 The “visual envelope is localised” claim is questionable

The ZTV plan indicates potential visibility across a broader surrounding area, and the LVIA’s own scoped-
out list includes places that were removed due to vegetation/topography judgements. In an undulating
landscape with shelterbelts and seasonal change, it is not robust to treat those scoping judgements as
eliminating the need to grapple with broader perceptual effects and gateway/edge-of-settlement experience.

Chapter 7 - Mitigation and outline uncertainty: why the harm
cannot be conditioned away

7.1 The mitigation is concept-led and maturity-dependent

The Green Infrastructure Strategy and “rural edge” narrative are heavily reliant on future planting structure,
establishment success, and long-term management. That approach is inherently uncertain and:

« cannot reliably remove Year 1 significant harms (which the appellant accepts occur); and
« cannot preserve the ALLI’s strategic functions once the land use becomes urban.



7.2 Outline status magnifies the uncertainty in assessing effects

This is an outline scheme with matters reserved. The LVIA necessarily assesses “parameters”, but the
acceptability case depends on:

» set-backs from sensitive edges,

e maximum heights (in metres, not just storeys),
o buffer widths and planting structure, and

o what built form is placed on higher ground.

If those matters are not secured in enforceable parameters and conditions (with clear drawings), the Year 15
“no significant residual effects” conclusion lacks decision-grade certainty.

7.3 Rural lanes: the risk of “urbanising” engineering is real and policy-relevant

BNEA47 explicitly requires that urbanising lane treatments (kerbs, fencing, walls) be avoided unless essential
and requires locally distinctive materials for lane works.

A development of this scale almost inevitably generates pressure for lighting, signage, visibility splays,
junction works, and boundary treatments that suburbanise the lane experience - particularly at accesses and
along edges. This is a landscape impact in its own right and is not convincingly addressed by the appellant’s
material.

Chapter 8 - Conclusions and request to the Inspector

8.1 Main conclusion
On the appellant’s own evidence:

e The scheme lies wholly within the Dillywood Lane ALLI with defined strategic functions;

o The LVIA acknowledges significant adverse effects at Year 1 on landscape character and key
visual receptors (Bunters Hill Road, the PRoW crossing the site, and Dillywood Lane);

e The proposal would materially harm the landscape character and function of the ALLI and
adversely affect the experience/value of designated rural lanes and PRoWs.

That conflicts with the development plan (BNE34, BNE47, BNEG6) and national policy duties to protect
valued landscapes and countryside character.

8.2 Request
We request that the Inspector:

1. Dismiss Appeal 6002071 and uphold refusal of MC/25/0006 on landscape/visual grounds; and

2. Give substantial weight to the fact that the proposal would urbanise a locally designated landscape
whose identified purpose is to provide rural setting, buffer, and separation - effects which are
acknowledged to be significant in early years and are not genuinely avoidable.
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Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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