5.5.33. - Landscape Sensitivity Analysis — Fitting the evidence to the desired
outcome. Post hoc rationalisation.

SBC has pointed to the Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (LSA) as
defining distinct changes in character of the landscape along the edge of
development sites offered under the Call for Sites under the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). This is not scientific; it is
opportunistic and prejudicial. If you stand in the middle of the fields at
the point where these apparently competing “landscape character”
exist, you will see absolutely no change on the ground. The LSA argues
that often the classification follows tracks and lanes as visible divisions.
Except in this case, the lines have been drawn in the middle of fields that
coincide only with the Sites offered up under SHLAA — that is not
analytical thinking, that is highly prejudicial thinking and an abuse of the
device of LSAs in a process of force-fitting policy to opportunity defined
by developers in direct competition with existing Local Planning
Guidance (Lynsted with Kingsdown Parish Design Statement).

It is transparently obvious, on the ground, that the “land character” lines
drawn on the LSA maps have actually been defined by the southern edge
of two SHLAA Sites and SBC’s desire to open up further countryside gaps
to future housing development - this is clearly stated in para 5.5.47
bullet that reads “A southern link route would ... help unlock
development sites to the south of the village”. SBC has been entirely
dishonest by adopting a post-hoc rationalisation for the definition of
competing landscape character simply to “unlock development sites”
and by ignoring the wonton destruction of BMV Fruit Belt. There is no
evidence on the ground to support their choices.

Image 1: Looking northwards: “Sensitive Edge” defined by SPG
“Lynsted with Kingsdown Parish Design Statement” — houses are built
one-deep

Image 2: (a) Looking South and East from “Coffin Path” BMV land at
the edge of TAO proposed southern boundary.

Image 2: (b) Looking South and West from “Coffin Path” BMV land at
the edge of TAO proposed southern boundary.
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A similar post hoc rationalisation has been adopted in proposing the
northernmost boundary of a “Countryside Gap” to the south of this
poorly evidenced LSA boundary. See also paragraph 5.5.37.

The northernmost boundary for both the LSA and Green Space should
comply with existing SPG at the logical line offered immediately behind
the one-building-deep historic pattern of homes along the northern
boundary of Lynsted with Kingsdown Parish (see Picture 1 above). SBC's
argumentation is specious, tendentious, dishonest and prejudicial. SBC
has drawn its lines solely in order to ‘permit’ development on BMV land
and in opposition to Local Planning Guidance (Lynsted with Kingsdown
Parish Design Statement, 2002) rather than meet objective evidence on
the ground.

The conclusion by SBC that allowing this development would “improve
the existing urban edge” is an appalling travesty of logic and objective
evidence. That “improvement” would destroy BMV land, erase historic
patterns of development and relationship between the built
environment and that BMV. The proposal south of the A2, if permitted,
creates a form of coalescence between the historic patterns of



development along the A2, Lynsted Lane and Cellar Hill undermining
that integrity into one massive block that has absolutely no place in the
very rural Lynsted with Kingsdown Parish. The commitment to a
“southern link route” or bypass across the rural Parish as part of that
improvement of “the existing urban edge” is simply grotesque and
without foundation and SBC has not consulted on this idea with KCC
Highways and Transport (Statutory Consultee). In Pictures 2(a) and (b)
the fields further south are the ones through which the bypass would
intrude.

| strongly contest the association of “improved urban edge” with the
prejudicial support for such catastrophic loss of character and BMV land
through misguided and unsupported ‘placemaking’ to the south of the
A2.

The “TAO” plank of the Local Plan is an exercise in opportunistic
development by the Council through the back door in a thinly disguised
attack on a Conservative-led Ward! | do not say this lightly (noram |l a
Conservative voter) but | have listened to hours of Committee
discussions and, at every turn, the Alliance Members on the Local Plan
Panel (expressed often by the Chairman) stress how ‘evil’ the
Conservatives were in the past. Rather than take responsibility for
their own deficiencies today!




