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3. Summary of Landscape Proof 
 
3.1 This proof addresses the landscape, visual and settlement-separation harm arising from the proposed development of up to 240 

dwellings on land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh. It is submitted on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG). I do not 
present this evidence as an independent technical GLVIA3 assessment. I present it as local planning and landscape evidence, informed by 
local knowledge, the Appellant's Landscape and Visual Appraisal, the Landscape SoCG, the all-party SoCG, the 2024 Medway Landscape 

Character Assessment, the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, the Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal and the 
earlier West of Hoo appeal decision. 

 
3.2 My central conclusion is that the appeal site is not an ordinary low-sensitivity settlement-edge parcel. It forms part of the open, 
rural Chattenden Valley landscape between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. That valley has local landscape value because of its 

openness, rural character, public route experience, relationship with Chattenden Ridge and Cockham Ridge, contribution to the rural 
setting of Hoo St Werburgh, and role in maintaining separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 

 
3.3 The Neighbourhood Plan is particularly important. It identifies Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor between Hoo St 
Werburgh and Chattenden, maintaining the distinctive identity of the two settlements and allowing views of hills, woodlands, river, open 

farmland and marshes. Policy HOO8 states that the open character of the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and 
Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. 

 
3.4 The Appellant's own LVA accepts that the site and immediate context have medium landscape value and medium sensitivity, that 
agricultural land would be replaced by residential development and green infrastructure, and that the effects on the site and immediate 

context would be Moderate Adverse at completion. It also identifies Major/Moderate Adverse effects on users of RS102 at completion and 
Moderate Adverse effects at year 15. In my judgment, those effects should not be treated as acceptable merely because planting may 

reduce visibility over time. Screening is not the same as retaining open countryside. 
 

3.5 The appeal would extend built form westwards into the valley, erode the open rural edge of Hoo St Werburgh, change the 
experience of RS102, and weaken the perceived separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. The harm is reinforced by the 
Council's own Sustainability Appraisal, which recognises landscape risks from Hoo Peninsula growth, identifies allocation HHH11 (the 

appeal site) as having a negative landscape/townscape effect even after mitigation, and records that policy SA8 (Hoo St Werburgh and 
Chattenden) requires a landscape-led masterplan and strategic landscape corridor. Granting this appeal ahead of that strategic framework 

would prejudice the landscape-led approach which the emerging plan itself says is required. This is also consistent with the earlier West of 
Hoo St Werburgh refusal and appeal material, where landscape harm and settlement separation were central issues. 
 

3.6 For these reasons, I consider that the appeal proposal conflicts with Policies S2, BNE25, BNE45 and H11 of the Medway Local Plan 
2003, Policies HOO4, HOO6, HOO8, HOO11 and HOO12 of the Neighbourhood Plan, and the landscape, countryside and design objectives 

of the NPPF. I invite the Inspector to give substantial weight to the landscape and visual harm identified in this proof. 
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4. Proof of Evidence 
 
 

5. Introduction and scope of evidence 
 

5.1 My name is Cllr. Michael Pearce. I give this proof on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG), a Rule 6 Party to the appeal. The 
appeal concerns land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh, for outline permission for up to 240 dwellings, 25% affordable 
housing, access from Ratcliffe Highway, open space, landscaping and associated works. 

 
5.2 This proof addresses landscape character, visual effects, settlement separation and the wider strategic landscape context. It does 

not address ecology, highways or the overall planning balance except where those matters overlap with landscape and public route 
experience. 
 

5.3 I am not a chartered landscape architect and I do not present this proof as a substitute for an independent technical LVIA prepared 
under GLVIA3. My evidence is local planning and landscape evidence. It is based on my extensive knowledge of Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden, my review of the appeal material, the adopted and emerging policy context, and the photographic evidence appended to this 
proof. 
 

5.4 The main documents I rely on are the Appellant's Landscape and Visual Appraisal (CD1.5), the Landscape SoCG between the 
Appellant and Council (CD15.3), the all-party SoCG (CD15.5), the Medway Council Landscape Character Assessment 2024 (CD8.1), the 

Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (CD6.6), the Neighbourhood Plan Design Code (CD6.7), the 
Sustainability Appraisal for the emerging Medway Local Plan (CD10.2, CD10.3 and CD10.4), the emerging Policy SA8 material in the 
Medway Council Local Plan 2041 (CD6.12), the MC/14/3405 West of Hoo committee report (CD11.1), the MC/14/3405 West of Hoo 

decision notice (CD11.2) and the West of Hoo appeal decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141 (CD11.3). 
 

 

6. Main conclusions 

 
6.1 My conclusions are these. First, the appeal site forms part of the open Chattenden Valley landscape between Hoo St Werburgh and 
Chattenden. Secondly, that landscape is locally valued for planning purposes, even though it is not nationally designated and is not an 

adopted local plan landscape designation. Thirdly, the appeal scheme would replace open agricultural land with a substantial residential 
estate and associated roads, lighting, activity and domestic features. Fourthly, the proposed planting and green infrastructure would not 

avoid the principal harm, because the harm arises from loss of openness and the westward spread of the settlement into the valley. 
Fifthly, the proposal would conflict with adopted Neighbourhood Plan policy and would be premature in landscape terms if reliance is 
placed on the emerging Hoo St Werburgh/Chattenden growth strategy. 

 
 

7. Landscape baseline 
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7.1 The appeal site comprises about 12 hectares of agricultural land south of Ratcliffe Highway. The western and southern boundaries 
abut open agricultural land. Existing residential development lies to the east. Ratcliffe Highway and the A228 lie to the north. Public 

Footpath RS102 passes through the north-eastern part of the site, linking Ratcliffe Highway with Vidgeon Avenue. 
 
7.2 In the 2024 Medway Council Landscape Character Assessment (MCLCA) the site lies within Landscape Character Area G3: Hoo St 

Werburgh. This LCA is described as being between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden and between Chattenden Ridge to the north and 
Cockham Ridge to the south. It is an undulating arable landscape of large-scale fields, fragmented hedgerows and a resulting open 

character. Its key characteristics include open, exposed land, far-reaching views, visible wooded ridges, views to the Medway Estuary and 
the visible but still distinct edges of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. 
 

7.3 The 2024 MCLCA is especially important because it post-dates the Appellant's original 2023 LVA. It identifies as a key sensitivity 
and value of LCA G3 an open buffer helping to prevent the coalescence of Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden and maintaining their 

distinctive identities. It also identifies rural landscape with limited development, open views across the River Medway, and a rural 
backdrop to Hoo St Werburgh. Its strategy is to restore and enhance the rural landscape, not to urbanise it. 
 

7.4 The Appellant's LVA fairly records some of the relevant baseline features. It accepts that the site and immediate context have 
medium susceptibility, medium landscape value and medium overall sensitivity. It accepts that the primary change would be the 

replacement of agricultural land with residential development and green infrastructure, and that existing topography would need to be 
altered to accommodate built form and infrastructure. It assesses the effect on the site and immediate context as Moderate Adverse at 

completion, reducing to Minor Adverse after 15 years. Those admissions are significant. 
 
 

8. Local landscape value and Chattenden Valley 
 

8.1 TIG’s case is that the valley between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is a locally valued landscape for the purposes of NPPF 
paragraph 187. I accept that the appeal site is not within a National Park or National Landscape and is not covered by an adopted local 
plan landscape designation. I also note that the Appellant and Council have agreed between themselves that the site itself is not a valued 

landscape. TIG does not adopt that conclusion. TIG’s case is that the site should not be assessed in isolation as two fields only. Its value 
derives from its role within the wider Chattenden Valley landscape. 

 
8.2 The Neighbourhood Plan gives strong local evidence for that conclusion. It describes Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden as 

attractive, distinctive estuarine, woodland and farmed countryside. It identifies Chattenden Valley as an important green corridor between 
Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, maintaining the distinctive identity of the settlements and allowing views of hills, woodlands, river, 
open farmland and marshes. It says the Parish should continue to operate as a green lung for the Medway Council area, conserving rural 

views and landscape, wildlife sites and corridors, agricultural land and recreation opportunities. 
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8.3 NP Policy HOO8 is central. It requires development to enhance and avoid significant harm to landscape character, flora, fauna and 
habitats. It also states that development creating a new urban edge to open landscape areas of Hoo St Werburgh should include 

landscape transition zones to avoid hard edges. Most importantly, HOO8(7) states that the open character of the landscape separation 
between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden is of significant local value and should be retained. 

 
8.4 In my judgment, the appeal site contributes directly to that significant local value. It is open, agricultural, sloping land on the 
western edge of Hoo St Werburgh. It is experienced from PROW RS102, Ratcliffe Highway, nearby public routes and wider viewpoints. It 

contributes to the visual and perceptual gap between Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden, Deangate Ridge and Lodge Hill. The fact that there 
are roads, settlement edges and other human influences nearby does not remove that value; it makes the remaining open valley more 

important. 
 
Neighbourhood Plan - Map 10 - Chattenden Valley Indicative Setting (with the appeal site outlined in blue) 

 

Source: Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023–2040, Map 10, with appeal site outline added by TIG. 
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9. Visual effects and PROW RS102 
 
9.1 PROW RS102 is one of the most important public receptors in this appeal. It is not merely a line on a plan. It is a public route 

through and beside the appeal site, from which the existing experience is of open rural-edge land, expansive skies, sloping fields and 
wider valley views. 

 
9.2 The Appellant's own visual effects table identifies users of PROW RS102 as having High/Medium sensitivity. It records that views 
from this footpath are expected to be full, with development located adjacent to the route. It assesses the visual effect as Major 

Adverse during construction, Major/Moderate Adverse at completion and Moderate Adverse at year 15. That is powerful evidence 
from the Appellant's own consultant. 

 
9.3 My photographs taken from PROW RS102 in January and April 2024 are included at Appendix 1. They show the existing open field 
character, the sloping landform, long views and the route's immediate relationship with the agricultural landscape. Wider photographs, 

taken by me, looking towards the appeal site are included at Appendix 2. They demonstrate that the site is part of a broader open, 
sloping landscape rather than a contained urban-edge parcel. 

 
9.4 In my judgment, the appeal proposal would fundamentally alter the experience of PROW RS102. Users would no longer experience 
a rural-edge footpath through open countryside. They would experience a route associated with a substantial residential development, 

engineered open space, estate roads, lighting, boundary treatments, domestic activity and urban edge planting. That harm should not be 
given limited weight simply because the most direct visual receptors are local. Local residents and footpath users are the people who 

experience this landscape most often. 
 
 

10. Settlement separation and perceived coalescence 
 

10.1 TIG does not say that the appeal scheme would physically join Hoo St Werburgh to Chattenden. I note that the Appellant and 
Council agree between themselves that there would be no physical or perceptual coalescence. TIG does not agree with that conclusion. 

The issue for TIG is perceptual coalescence, erosion of openness, and weakening of the landscape separation which the Neighbourhood 
Plan says is of significant local value. 
  

10.2 Development of the appeal site would extend built form westwards from Hoo St Werburgh into the valley. It would make the 
approach from the west and the experience from public routes more urban. It would weaken the present distinction between the 

settlement edge and the open valley landscape. 
 
10.3 The West of Hoo material remains highly relevant, not because it binds the Inspector in this appeal, but because it addressed the 

same broad landscape relationship between Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden and the intervening countryside. The 2015 committee report 
recorded serious concern that development would significantly undermine local landscape character and that the gap was important not 



Page 8 
 

just in a linear sense, but in the appreciable sense of separation between the settlements. The decision notice refused that scheme partly 
because it would cause significant harm to the local landscape and coalescence between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden. The 

subsequent appeal decision also recognised that absence of a local landscape designation does not mean land cannot serve a green lung 
or buffer function, and that landscaping may provide severance rather than true separation. 

 
10.4 The policy context is now stronger than it was in 2016 because the Neighbourhood Plan expressly identifies the open character of 
the landscape separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden as being of significant local value. That should increase, not reduce, 

the weight given to the separation function of this landscape. 
 

 

11. Mitigation and reserved matters 
 
11.1 I accept that retained hedgerows, new planting, SuDS, open space and long-term management could soften some local views over 
time. But they cannot avoid the central landscape harm. Planting at the edge of a housing estate is not the same as retaining open 

agricultural land as part of the valley. 
 

11.2 The Appellant's case relies heavily on future reserved matters and maturing vegetation. However, the outline proposal already fixes 
the principle of up to 240 dwellings, the access from Ratcliffe Highway, the broad developable area and the broad green infrastructure 
framework. Reserved matters can influence the detailed appearance of the development, but they cannot remove the harm caused by the 

introduction of built form into this open rural landscape. 
 

11.3 Nor should mitigation be treated as a substitute for avoidance. Where the harm arises from the development of the site itself, 
partial screening does not restore openness, rural character or settlement separation. It may reduce visibility of some roofs or elevations, 
but the landscape would still have changed from open countryside to a residential edge. 

 
11.4 If permission were granted, robust conditions and obligations would be necessary, including a landscape-led design code, maximum 

developable parameters, settlement-edge treatment, retained and new hedgerows, tree and woodland buffers, lighting controls, public 
access management, long-term landscape management, monitoring, remedial planting and clear implementation triggers. However, the 
need for those controls reinforces my concern that the outline proposal has not yet demonstrated an acceptable landscape outcome.   

 
 

12. Strategic and cumulative landscape context 
 

12.1 The appeal should not be assessed as an isolated landscape change. It sits within a wider pattern of proposed growth around Hoo 
St Werburgh and Chattenden, including the neighbouring MC/24/2022 proposal and the emerging Local Plan's policy SA8 strategy. 
 

12.2 The Council's Sustainability Appraisal is material. It identifies landscape issues in the Medway Council area including changes to 
views from local residents and PRoW users, alterations to the urban/rural fringe and increased risk of coalescence between settlements. It 
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records the Hoo Peninsula as the worst performing Spatial Delivery Option in the earlier SA work, with adverse effects associated with a 
large quantum of growth in small settlements and near sensitive receptors. 

 
12.3 The policy SA8 material is also important. It says development at Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden should be landscape-led, 

should respond sensitively to the natural surroundings and heritage, and that separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden 
should be secured through a strategic landscape corridor. It also requires a strategic masterplan for design, landscape and green 
infrastructure, heritage, services, transport and infrastructure. 

 
12.4 The same SA material still assesses allocation HHH11, the appeal site, as having a negative effect on landscape/townscape after 

mitigation. That is an important point. Even within the Council's emerging plan framework, and even after taking account of proposed 
policy mitigation, the site is not assessed as landscape-neutral. 
 

12.5 In my judgment, granting this appeal now would risk prejudicing the landscape-led approach which the emerging plan itself says is 
required. A single outline permission on one promoted site would establish built development in the valley before the wider strategic 

landscape corridor, masterplan, phasing, mitigation and cumulative effects have been resolved. 
 
 

13. Policy conflict 
 

13.1 The appeal proposal conflicts with adopted development plan policy. In the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 it conflicts with Policy 
S2 because it would not protect the environment and local character; with Policy BNE25 because it would not maintain or enhance the 

character, amenity and functioning of the countryside; with Policy BNE45 because of harm to the undeveloped coastal context; and with 
Policy H11 because it would not represent acceptable rural settlement development in this location. 
 

13.2 It also conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan. It conflicts with HOO8 because it would harm the open landscape separation between 
Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden and would fail to retain the significant local value of that characteristic. It conflicts with HOO6 because 

it would not respond sympathetically to local character and landscape setting. It conflicts with HOO11 and HOO12 because the public 
route and active-travel experience through the valley would become more urbanised and less attractive. 
 

13.3 In NPPF terms, the appeal would fail to protect and enhance a valued local landscape and would fail to recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside. It would also fail to create a strong sense of place because it would weaken one of the place-

defining characteristics of this part of Hoo St Werburgh: the open valley relationship between Hoo St Werburgh, Chattenden, wooded 
ridges, farmland and the estuary landscape.   

 
 

14. Overall conclusion 
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14.1 The appeal site is not landscape-neutral. It forms part of a locally valued valley landscape which performs a real function in 
settlement separation, public route experience, rural setting and local distinctiveness. The Appellant's own evidence identifies material 

adverse effects on the site, its immediate context and PROW RS102. The Neighbourhood Plan, the 2024 MCLCA, the 2016 appeal 
decision and the Council's emerging Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal all reinforce TIG's concern. 

 
14.2 I therefore conclude that the appeal proposal would cause unacceptable landscape and visual harm. The harm would be long-
term and, in important respects, permanent. Planting and reserved matters could soften some effects but could not restore the present 

openness, rural character or landscape separation. I invite the Inspector to attach substantial weight to this harm in the planning balance 
and to dismiss the appeal. 

 
14.3 I confirm that the opinions expressed in this proof are my honestly held planning judgment, based on the evidence available to me 
and my local knowledge. 
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15. Appendix 1 - Photographs from PROW RS102 
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15.1 Photo 1 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///regal.trespass.dreaming 

 
 

Location: Approx. 12m away from the Ratcliffe Highway entrance to PROW RS102 and on the appeal site Date: 26/01/2024 

Direction/View: Looking south-east towards the River Medway and Medway Estuary Time: 16:09 

Description: View along the footpath route showing open field character, sloping landform and long-distance views 

 

River Medway Medway Estuary 
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15.2 Photo 2 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///regal.trespass.dreaming 

 
 

Location: Approx. 12m away from the Ratcliffe Highway entrance to PROW RS102 and on the appeal site Date: 26/01/2024 

Direction/View: Looking south towards the River Medway and Gillingham/Chatham area Time: 16:09 

Description: Panoramic view across open grassland/agricultural land towards the wider landscape 

 

Gillingham Chatham 
River Medway 
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15.3 Photo 3 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///regal.trespass.dreaming 

 
 

Location: Approx. 12m away from the Ratcliffe Highway entrance to PROW RS102 and on the appeal site Date: 26/01/2024 

Direction/View: Looking south-west towards Chattenden Time: 16:09 

Description: View across the open field and wider landscape, showing the present rural-edge character and long views 

 

Chattenden 
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15.4 Photo 4 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///soaks.oxidation.pouting 

 
 

Location: From the PROW RS102 stile off Vidgeon Avenue and looking across the appeal site Date: 13/04/2024 

Direction/View: Looking across the Chattenden Valley and south towards the Gillingham/Chatham area Time: 17:57 

Description: Spring view showing open grassland, the sloping landform and visual relationship with the wider valley 

 

Gillingham Chatham 
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15.5 Photo 5 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///soaks.oxidation.pouting 

 
 

Location: From the PROW RS102 stile off Vidgeon Avenue and looking across the appeal site Date: 13/04/2024 

Direction/View: Looking across the Chattenden Valley and west towards Chattenden Time: 17:57 

Description: Public footpath entrance and view into open field landscape, showing the route’s direct relationship with the site 

 

Chattenden 
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15.6 Photo 6 from PROW RS102 - What Three Words Location: ///soaks.oxidation.pouting 

 
 

Location: From the PROW RS102 stile off Vidgeon Avenue and looking across the appeal site Date: 13/04/2024 

Direction/View: Looking across the Chattenden Valley and north-west towards Ratcliffe Highway Time: 17:57 

Description: View across the appeal site showing openness, grassland and the rural character of the route 

 

Chattenden 
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16. Appendix 2 - Wider photograph views towards the appeal site 
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16.1 Photo 1 from Ratcliffe Highway - What Three Words Location: ///takeover.conductor.renewals 

 
 

Location: From the southern roadside on Ratcliffe Highway directly adjacent to the appeal site Date: 24/10/2024 

Direction/View: Looking south-east across the appeal site towards St Werburgh Church and Medway Estuary Time: 16:50 

Description: View towards the Medway Estuary, showing undeveloped rural/coastal context and long-distance visibility 

 

Appeal Site 

 Medway Estuary 
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16.2 Photo 1 from PROW RS105 England Coast Path - What Three Words Location: ///rooftop.club.taxed 

 
 

Location: Approx. 900m away from the appeal site (top right corner) along PROW RS105 Date: 03/11/2024 

Direction/View: Looking north towards Ratcliffe Highway, views of the Chattenden Valley Time: 12:36 

Description: View showing open, rural and agricultural valley character with linear development along village access road  

 

Appeal Site 
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16.3 Photo 2 from PROW RS105 England Coast Path - What Three Words Location: ///rooftop.club.taxed 

 
 

Location: Approx. 900m away from the appeal site (top centre) along PROW RS105 Date: 03/11/2024 

Direction/View: Looking north-east towards Ratcliffe Highway, views of the Chattenden Valley Time: 12:36 

Description: View showing the appeal site as part of a broader open agricultural slope, with settlement and wooded ridge features 

 

Appeal Site 
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16.4 Photo 3 from PROW RS105 England Coast Path - What Three Words Location: ///rooftop.club.taxed 

 
 

Location: Approx. 900m away from the appeal site (top left corner) along PROW RS105 Date: 03/11/2024 

Direction/View: Looking east towards Hoo St Werburgh, views of the Chattenden Valley Time: 12:36 

Description: View across open agricultural land and appeal site, showing the wider valley landscape and existing settlement edge 

 

Appeal Site 


