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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. 

 

Executive Summary 

 

1. The application conflicts with the Development Plan because it would cause material harm to the 

open character and function of the landscape gap between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, 

contrary to the Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan policy protecting the 

separation and the valued landscape of the Chattenden Valley. 

2. The applicant’s own LVIA baseline acknowledges the very limited remaining separation (approx. 

250m physical separation, limited perceptual separation, and no visual separation due to 

intervisibility). Developing the remaining open land within this “gap” would inevitably erode what 

little open countryside separation remains, undermining settlement identity and the landscape 

function of the valley. 

3. The applicant seeks to downplay coalescence by asserting “little perceived coalescence” and relying 

on the previous appeal Inspector’s view that coalescence harm was “relatively minor”. However, the 

current Development Plan position includes a made Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2024) with explicit 

requirements for protecting landscape separation and the Chattenden Valley as a valued landscape. 

This policy context must be given full weight now. 

4. The applicant’s own appended published landscape evidence identifies the relevant parcels as 

performing a “valuable anti-coalescent role” and specifically calls for a “substantial swathe of 

open countryside” to be retained as a strong green buffer between communities. The proposal does 

not deliver that strategic requirement at the scale needed to avoid harm. 
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5. The LPA previously refused a proposal for the same site and applicant, and it was dismissed on 

appeal. Where the previous reasons relate to landscape character/appearance and the role of the 

countryside gap, the current outline scheme still fails to demonstrate that the fundamental harm has 

been overcome (particularly when judged against the now-adopted neighbourhood plan protections). 

Accordingly, the application should be refused on landscape/separation grounds. The application is 

incapable of being redesigned to retain a meaningful and robust countryside gap and protect the Chattenden 

Valley’s valued landscape function. 

 

Chapter 1 - Scope of this Representation

 

1.1 This representation addresses only: 

 Landscape and visual effects, and 

 Settlement separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden, 

with particular focus on the Chattenden Valley as a valued landscape and green buffer. 

1.2 It is based on scrutiny of the applicant’s LVIA/ES landscape chapter and its appendices/figures, 

including: 

 ES Chapter 7A Landscape and Visual 

 Appendix 7.2 Published Landscape Character Extracts 

 Appendix 7.7 Visual Effects Table 

 Planning Statement / Outline application material that addresses coalescence and Neighbourhood 

Plan policy 

 

Chapter 2 - Development Plan and Policy Context

 

2.1 Neighbourhood Plan: protection of Chattenden Valley and separation 

2.1.1 The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2024) identifies the Chattenden 

Valley as a valued landscape and contains policy protection intended to prevent harm to: 

 the open character of the separation between settlements, and 

 the landscape function of the valley as a strategic green gap / corridor. 

2.1.2 The policy approach is not a vague aspiration: it is an explicit Development Plan requirement that the 

planning balance must apply. 

2.2 Medway Local Plan 2003: local landscape protection concept 

2.2.1 The applicant’s LVIA material itself recognises the purpose of local landscape designations as green 

buffers, maintaining settlement identity and protecting against urban sprawl. 
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2.2.2 Even where the site boundary may not perfectly overlap an ALLI, the landscape function 

(buffer/separation/containment) is a core planning consideration, and the Neighbourhood Plan strengthens 

that requirement. 

2.3 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.3.1 The NPPF (Dec 2024) requires planning decisions to recognise and protect valued landscapes and 

character, and to pursue good design that is sympathetic to local character (including landscape setting and 

settlement identity). 

2.3.2 In this context, the Chattenden Valley’s recognised function as a settlement gap and green corridor is 

exactly the kind of locally-valued landscape asset the NPPF expects decision-makers to conserve and 

enhance. 

 

Chapter 3 - The Chattenden Valley is a Valued Landscape 

Performing a Strategic Anti-Coalescence Role

 

3.1 The applicant’s own evidence base (published landscape character extracts appended to the LVIA) 

describes the relevant landscape parcels as providing: 

 a “valuable anti-coalescent role” in retaining separation between Hoo St Werburgh and 

Chattenden; and 

 guidance that a “substantial swathe of open countryside is retained … to provide a strong green 

buffer” between the communities. 

3.2 This is a direct recognition (from the applicant’s own submitted appendix) that: 

 the valley’s contribution to settlement separation is real and important; and 

 “gap” function is not solved by cosmetic planting—it requires the retention of meaningful open 

countryside at a strategic scale. 

3.3 The same source identifies the valley as a landscape with: 

 an intact farmland structure (hedgerow pattern and open views), 

 a green backdrop relationship between ridges, and 

 a key function separating communities and retaining legibility of the landscape structure. 

Planning point: the proposal must be judged against this identified strategic function. Development that 

consumes the open countryside that performs the gap role will, by definition, undermine that role. 

 

Chapter 4 - The Applicant’s LVIA Baseline Concedes Separation is 

Already Extremely Limited 
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4.1 The ES landscape baseline states: 

 the physical separation between housing on Main Road Hoo and housing in Chattenden is around 

250m; 

 perceptual separation is limited due to existing road infrastructure, lighting and signage; and 

 “There is no visual separation … due to the intervisibility between residential properties in 

Chattenden and those at the western end of Main Road Hoo.” 

4.2 This is a critical admission. If the gap is already minimal and visually/perceptually weak, then it 

becomes more (not less) important to: 

 avoid further erosion of remaining openness; and 

 protect, strengthen and widen the countryside buffer—consistent with the Neighbourhood Plan aim 

and the appended landscape guidance calling for a substantial retained swathe. 

4.3 The applicant attempts to address this by “offsetting” built form in the south-west and relying on 

planting. 

But offsetting within an already tiny gap is not equivalent to safeguarding the open character and strategic 

function of separation. The remaining open land is not “spare” land; it is the last meaningful countryside 

component that prevents practical coalescence. 

 

Chapter 5 - The Applicant’s Conclusions on Coalescence and 

“Little Perceived Coalescence” are Not Robust

 

5.1 The Planning Statement claims: 

 the proposal “will not reduce the landscape gap function”; and 

 “There will be little perceived coalescence between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden.” 

5.2 This is not convincingly supported when set against: 

 the LVIA baseline admission that separation is already minimal and visually connected; and 

 the appended landscape character guidance that the parcel’s role is specifically anti-coalescent and 

requires a substantial open countryside buffer. 

5.3 The applicant also downplays harm by citing the earlier appeal Inspector’s view that coalescence harm 

was “relatively minor”. 

However: 

 a “relatively minor” contribution to harm is still harm; and 

 the current decision must apply today’s Development Plan, including the (now made) 

Neighbourhood Plan protections for separation and the Chattenden Valley. 

5.4 The LVIA’s approach to visual receptor sensitivity also raises concern. For example, the Visual Effects 

Table treats some key routes as low sensitivity, with effects predicted to become neutral by Year 15 due to 

planting. 
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But the planning issue here is not simply whether planting softens built form. The core issue is the loss of 

openness and the weakening of settlement separation and landscape legibility—a harm that planting 

cannot reverse once the land is urbanised. 

 

Chapter 6 - Harm to Settlement Identity and the Open Character of 

the Separation

 

6.1 Settlement separation is not just a measurement of metres; it is about: 

 whether residents and visitors experience distinct settlements with a meaningful countryside break, 

and 

 whether the landscape continues to read as a coherent valley/ridge structure rather than continuous 

suburbanisation. 

6.2 The LVIA baseline confirms the area already has: 

 strong highway/infrastructure influences and intervisibility, i.e., a fragile separation condition. 

6.3 In this context, introducing a major housing development into the remaining open land will: 

 reduce perceived openness at the gateway between Hoo and Chattenden; 

 increase the impression of one settlement bleeding into the other; and 

 undermine the Neighbourhood Plan’s requirement that development must not harm the open 

character of the separation and must protect the Chattenden Valley landscape. 

 

Chapter 7 - Visual and Landscape Effects: “Mitigation-by-

Maturation” Does Not Resolve the Policy Conflict

 

7.1 The LVIA approach places significant weight on the idea that, by Year 15, planting and management 

will integrate built form and reduce effects. 

7.2 That does not answer the principal policy question. Even if the development edges become visually 

softer, the policy harm remains because: 

 the land use changes from open countryside valley to built development; and 

 the settlement gap function is permanently reduced. 

7.3 The published landscape guidance appended to the ES explicitly recognises that buffers become “more 

difficult to achieve as ground rises and development becomes more prominent”, and emphasises the need to 

control the extent of development to protect backdrops, corridors, and openness. 

7.4 In other words, the correct mitigation is not simply landscape planting. It is strategic restraint and 

retention of open countryside at the appropriate scale and location. 
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Chapter 8 - Previous Refusal and Appeal Dismissal: The 

Landscape/Separation Concerns Have Not Been Overcome

 

8.1 The LPA previously refused development on the same site by the same applicant, and the scheme was 

dismissed on appeal. 

8.2 Where the previous reasons for refusal and the Inspector’s reasoning relate to: 

 the effect on landscape character and appearance, and/or 

 the erosion of countryside function and settlement identity, 

the applicant must demonstrate (with clarity, not assertion) that those harms have been overcome. 

8.3 The current scheme does not do so, for three reasons: 

 The LVIA baseline acknowledges separation is already minimal and visually connected—making the 

remaining open land even more critical. 

 The applicant’s own appended landscape evidence says the area performs an anti-coalescent role and 

calls for a substantial retained swathe of open countryside buffer; the proposal does not meet that 

strategic requirement. 

 The policy context is now strengthened by the made Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2024) which 

explicitly protects the Chattenden Valley and the open character of separation. 

 

Chapter 9 - Conclusion and Request

 

9.1 For the reasons set out above, we object to the application because it would cause unacceptable and 

policy-conflicting harm to: 

 the valued landscape of the Chattenden Valley, and 

 the open countryside separation between Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden (settlement identity 

and anti-coalescence function). 

9.2 Request: The application should be refused on Landscape/Settlement Separation grounds. 

9.3 At a minimum the LPA should require: 

 a materially reduced developable area in the valley/gap; 

 retention of a substantial open countryside swathe forming a robust buffer between the two 

settlements (not merely a planted strip); 

 enforceable parameters securing long-term openness, legibility, and public access/GI function 

consistent with the valley’s identified role; and 

 updated verified views/wirelines that specifically test the settlement separation experience from 

agreed receptors, with the separation objective treated as a primary design constraint. (The published 

guidance itself emphasises verifying impacts from agreed viewpoints and controlling extent of 

development. ) 
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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. 


