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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.

Chapter 1. Executive Summary

1. We object to the appeal on Active Travel grounds.

2. In our submission, the proposal fails to demonstrate that the site would provide a genuinely sustainable
pattern of movement based on walking, cycling and effective access to public transport. Instead, the appeal
relies too heavily on aspiration, future detail and assumed bus improvements rather than secured and
enforceable delivery.

3. A development of this scale must not merely leave open the possibility of sustainable travel. It must show
that sustainable travel choices will work in practice from the outset and across the whole site. The current
policy framework requires major development to prioritise active travel and sustainable movement over
private car use, create convenient and attractive pedestrian links to public transport, and facilitate access to
high quality public transport through design and layout.

4. The Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan is especially important. It records that public
transport provision is a serious impediment to sustainability; that new development on the outskirts is
disadvantaged by distance to bus stops; that there is a severe lack of route connectivity for walking and
cycling; and that improved public transport, improved footpath connections and cycleways are needed to
provide balanced transport choices and more sustainable live-work patterns. Policy HOO11 then requires



large developments to prioritise safe active travel and sustainable transport over private car use, and to
create convenient, safe and attractive pedestrian environments linking to public transport.

5. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 points in the same direction. Policy T1 requires realistic
alternatives to private car travel. Policy T3 requires safe and convenient footpaths linking homes, schools,
workplaces, recreation areas and public transport routes. Policy T4 requires cycle facilities. Policies T5 and
T6 require bus preference measures and provision for public transport, and state that substantial new
housing areas should offer full access to buses, and easier and more direct bus access than for the private
car where appropriate.

6. National policy is similarly clear. NPPF paragraph 109 requires transport issues to be addressed from the
earliest stages, including identifying opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport.
Paragraph 110 says significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made
sustainable through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. Paragraphs
115 and 117 require sustainable transport modes to be prioritised and layouts to give priority first to
pedestrians and cyclists, and second to facilitating access to high quality public transport, with layouts that
maximise bus catchment and provide appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use.

7. Against that policy background, the central difficulty for the appellant is that the appeal appears to depend
materially on improved bus penetration and better bus access, while no firm and enforceable operator
commitment has been demonstrated. In particular, we have not identified evidence of any binding
commitment from Arriva to route a service through the development, maintain it, operate it at a specified
frequency, commence it at occupation triggers, or continue it for any secured period.

8. This conclusion is reinforced by the position of Active Travel England, the specialist statutory consultee
on walking, wheeling and cycling. Its representations are material because the central issue in this appeal is
whether the proposal genuinely prioritises active travel and provides realistic, policy-compliant access to
public transport, rather than merely describing a layout in which such improvements might occur in future.
That is exactly the type of issue addressed by Policy HOO11, the saved Medway transport policies, and
NPPF paragraphs 109, 110, 115 and 117.

9. The earlier West of Hoo refusal (MC/14/3405) and dismissed appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) is
highly instructive. In that case, the scheme offered a bus service contribution, real time information, and a
24-week bus season ticket for each completed dwelling, together with pedestrian and cycle improvements.
Even so, the Inspector still found that the site would not be made adequately sustainable, noting in particular
the absence of bus service penetration through the site, limited bus accessibility for parts of the site, and
significant resulting dependency on car travel.

10. In our submission, that is a powerful comparator. If an earlier adjacent scheme with concrete bus
mitigation was still found to be insufficiently sustainable, the present appeal cannot lawfully be treated as
acceptable on the basis of mere expectation, future discussion or uncommitted operator involvement.

11. For those reasons, and for the detailed grounds below, the appeal should be dismissed on Active Travel
grounds.

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

12. This representation is confined to Active Travel matters only.

13. Strictly speaking, active travel principally means walking and cycling. However, in this case bus
accessibility is inseparable from the active travel issue because policy requires developments not only to



promote walking and cycling internally, but also to create safe and attractive pedestrian connections to
public transport and to reduce dependence on the private car.

14. We therefore address the adequacy of walking and cycling provision, the relationship of the site to local
facilities, the practical usefulness of bus access, the absence of demonstrated commitment from the bus
operator, and the extent to which the appeal would, in reality, remain car-dependent.

15. We do not address general highway capacity, ecology, landscape or other matters except where they
overlap directly with walking, cycling, bus use and sustainable movement.

Chapter 3: Policy Framework

16. The statutory starting point is the development plan, which includes the Hoo St Werburgh and
Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2024 and the Medway Council Local Plan 2003. The Neighbourhood
Plan states that, once made, it forms part of the statutory development plan and that planning applications
must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.

17. The Neighbourhood Plan’s travel chapter is directly on point. It states that transport infrastructure in the
neighbourhood area is deficient in important respects, including poor pedestrian connectivity, unsafe roads
for pedestrians and cyclists, serious public transport shortcomings, and the fact that developments on the
outskirts are disadvantaged by the distance to bus stops. It also records that improved public transport,
cycleways and better connections to footpaths and open spaces are necessary to provide balanced transport
choices and more sustainable live-work patterns.

18. Policy HOO11: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel is central. It requires large developments to
include layouts that prioritise safe, active travel and sustainable movement over private car use, and requires
layouts to create a convenient, safe and attractive environment for pedestrians with differing levels of
mobility, linking to surrounding paths, community facilities and public transport. Its interpretation adds that
new development should create permeable, safe and attractive walking and cycling routes within sites and to
the wider locality.

19. Policy HOO12: Paths is also relevant because it requires development not to have a significant adverse
impact on the safety or accessibility of public rights of way, cycle routes or bridleways, and to take
opportunities to enhance their safety, amenity and accessibility.

20. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 remains important. Its transport objectives include encouraging
more sustainable transport choices for journeys, reducing unnecessary use of the private car, improving
opportunities for public transport, cycling and walking, and promoting new development that reduces the
need to travel and offers transport choices.

21. Policy T1 is directly relevant because it says development should be assessed taking into account
alternative modes to the private car, and because the supporting text states that new developments should be
designed to offer realistic alternatives to travel by private car. It also explains that public transport is only
likely to provide a genuine alternative where a site is within 400m of a bus stop with at least a 20-minute
peak-hour service.

22. Policy T3 requires safe and convenient footpaths linking homes, schools, town centres, work places,
recreation areas and public transport routes, and requires development proposals to provide attractive and
safe pedestrian access and maintain or improve pedestrian routes related to the site.



23. Policy T4 requires major trip-attracting development to make provision for cycle facilities, while the
Local Plan explanation stresses that cycling is a viable alternative for many short journeys and that
developments should contribute to safer and more attractive cycling networks.

24. Policies T5 and T6 are especially important to the bus issue. T5 supports bus preference measures and
enhanced waiting, access and information systems. T6 requires large developments to make provision for
access by public transport, together with safe and attractive waiting areas, information systems, signed
pedestrian access routes and facilities for people with disabilities. The supporting text then states that
substantial new housing areas should offer full access to buses and easier, more direct access and egress for
buses than is offered to the private car.

25. National policy reinforces all of this. NPPF paragraph 109 requires development proposals to identify
opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use. Paragraph 110 says significant
development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable through limiting the need
to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. Paragraph 115 requires sustainable transport
modes to be prioritised, and paragraph 117 requires development first to prioritise pedestrians and cyclists
and second, so far as possible, to facilitate access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise
the catchment area for bus or other public transport services.

Chapter 4: Active Travel England’s Position

26. Additional weight should be given to the representations of Active Travel England as the statutory
consultee concerned specifically with walking, wheeling and cycling.

27. Its evidence is particularly important in this appeal because the central question is not simply whether
vehicles can enter and leave the site, but whether the development genuinely prioritises active travel,
provides safe and attractive connections for everyday journeys, and facilitates realistic access to public
transport in accordance with Policy HOO11, Policies T1, T3, T4, T5 and T6, and NPPF paragraphs 109,
110, 115and 117.

28. In its earlier representation dated 29 September 2023, Active Travel England concluded that the
development as proposed failed to provide safe and accessible connections for people to walk, wheel or
cycle to a range of everyday amenities.

29. In its later representation dated 24 June 2025, Active Travel England stated that it remained not in a
position to support the application and sought further information. That later response is particularly
important because it shows that, even after additional material had been produced, the active travel case was
still not regarded as sufficiently robust.

30. Of special relevance to this objection, Active Travel England recorded that it was understood that
Arriva was supportive in principle of the potential diversion of the 191 bus service through the site, but it
then sought further information on how improvements to the bus service would be secured, and whether
the local highway authority considered those improvements to be deliverable and feasible.

31. In our submission, that materially strengthens the Arriva point made elsewhere in this representation. If
the specialist active-travel consultee itself was still asking how the bus improvement would be secured and
whether it was deliverable, the claimed public transport benefits plainly cannot be treated as settled or robust
at this stage.

32. Active Travel England also sought further clarity on the absence of a detailed route assessment, on
permeability and route choice, and on whether a scheme of traffic calming and associated measures had



actually been agreed to address the speed environment and crossings on Ratcliffe Highway. Those points
reinforce the wider submission that the active-travel strategy remains unresolved in both design and delivery
terms.

33. Taken together, the Active Travel England representations materially strengthen the objection that the
proposal has not yet demonstrated a robust, deliverable and policy-compliant active travel strategy. They
also reinforce the concern that the bus element of the sustainability case still depends too heavily on future
assumptions rather than secured delivery. That conclusion sits squarely with the neighbourhood plan
evidence that public transport provision is already a serious impediment to sustainability in this area, and
with the Local Plan requirement that substantial housing should offer full and realistic access to buses.

Chapter 5: The Existing Local Baseline Is Already Weak

34. The appeal must be judged against the real transport baseline in Hoo and Chattenden, not against an
abstract assumption that any large site can be made sustainable with enough good intentions.

35. The Neighbourhood Plan is unambiguous that public transport provision is currently a serious
impediment to sustainability in the villages, that developments on the outskirts are disadvantaged due to
their distance from bus stops, that the Peninsula Way is already at capacity, and that there is a severe lack of
route connectivity for walking and cycling.

36. That is a highly material starting point. It means the appeal is not coming forward in a location where
strong baseline sustainable transport already exists and needs only modest reinforcement. It is coming
forward in an area where the development plan itself identifies significant existing deficiencies.

37. The Local Plan likewise recognises the fragility of bus provision. It explains that buses are especially
important for households without access to a car, including schoolchildren and elderly people, but also states
that resources to fund socially necessary services that are not economic for operators are strictly limited. It
further notes that bus use has declined over time and that reliability and speed have suffered from congestion
and lack of priority measures.

38. That context is crucial to the Arriva issue. In a place where bus provision is already fragile and
dependent on commercial reality, the Inspector should not assume that a better service will emerge simply
because the road layout might technically allow it.

Chapter 6: Main Ground 1 - The Appeal Depends on Bus
Assumptions Rather Than Secured Delivery

39. The first principal ground of objection is that the appeal appears to rely materially on bus improvements
that are not shown to be firmly secured.

40. We have reviewed the materials before the appeal with this issue in mind. On that review, we have not
identified a binding and enforceable commitment from Arriva to provide, route, penetrate, commence or
maintain bus services through the development at a specified frequency, from specified trigger points, for a
specified period.



41. In our submission, that absence is decisive. A major development cannot satisfy policies requiring
realistic transport choices merely by demonstrating that buses could theoretically enter the site if an operator
chose to do so.

42. Policy T6 does not ask whether public transport access might someday be possible in principle. It
expects developments of sufficient scale to make provision for access by public transport, and its
reasoned justification goes further by saying substantial new housing should offer full access to buses. That
is a practical requirement, not a speculative one.

43. Likewise, NPPF paragraph 117(a) requires layouts that facilitate access to high quality public
transport, maximise the catchment area for bus services, and include facilities that encourage public
transport use. A layout that only works if an operator later decides, without obligation, to run a service is not
enough.

44. The Neighbourhood Plan is also important here because it identifies public transport weakness as an
existing local problem and expressly requires development layouts to link conveniently to public transport.
That policy would be undermined if major development were approved on the basis of bus service
aspirations rather than secured operational reality.

Chapter 7: Main Ground 2 - Lack of Arriva Commitment Makes
the Sustainability Case Speculative

45. The second ground concerns Arriva specifically. If the sustainable transport case depends on bus
improvements, the Inspector must know whether those improvements are actually committed by the operator
that would be expected to run them.

46. In our submission, absent a signed agreement, service specification, timetable commitment, minimum
frequency, funding mechanism, trigger-based obligation, or equivalent enforceable evidence, the claimed
bus benefits remain speculative.

47. That is not a minor evidential gap. It is a core deficiency, because the appeal’s sustainability case
depends on reducing car use by enabling realistic alternatives.

48. The Local Plan itself shows why this matters. It says buses are important, but also records that many
socially necessary services are not economic for operators to provide commercially and that council funding
resources are limited. That means the decision-maker cannot assume that a commercial operator will simply
provide the desired service because the development would find it useful.

49. The same Local Plan also emphasises Quality Bus Partnerships, infrastructure, service reliability,
waiting facilities and information systems. That policy approach reflects a recognition that successful bus
provision requires active alignment between authority, infrastructure and operator. It is not achieved by a
notional route line on a parameter plan.

50. For that reason, the Inspector should give limited weight to any suggestion that Arriva support exists
unless it is evidenced by a clear, operationally meaningful and enforceable commitment.



Chapter 8: Main Ground 3 - Walking to Bus Stops Is Not the Same
as Effective Public Transport Access

51. The third ground is that even where a site may be technically within reach of a bus stop, that does not
mean it is genuinely well served by public transport in the way policy requires.

52. This was a central finding in the earlier West of Hoo appeal. The Inspector accepted that the whole site
there would be within an acceptable walking distance of a bus stop, but found that little more than half
would be within a desirable walking distance that would maximise bus use. He held that only some parts of
the site were well-located for public transport and that, overall, limited access to bus services contributed to
a high degree of car dependence.

53. He also found that the development would give rise to reliance on the car for journeys to work, school,
shops and other day-to-day facilities, and that public transport had little to contribute to some of those trips.

54. Those findings are highly material here because they show that the existence of nearby bus stops, or the
theoretical possibility of walking to them, is not enough. The real question is whether bus access is
convenient, attractive and useful across the whole site for everyday journeys.

55. The Neighbourhood Plan reinforces the same point, recording that new developments on the outskirts of
the parish are disadvantaged because of the distance to bus stops and that public transport provision is
currently a serious impediment to sustainability.

Chapter 9: Main Ground 4 - The Appeal Fails to Show Genuine Bus
Penetration and Site-Wide Accessibility

56. The fourth ground is that a development of this scale should provide site-wide, genuinely usable public
transport access, not merely edge-of-site availability or partial serviceability.

57. The Local Plan reasoned justification to Policy T6 is explicit that substantial new housing areas should
offer full access to buses and easier and more direct bus access and egress than private cars where
appropriate.

58. The significance of this requirement is demonstrated by the earlier West of Hoo decision. There, despite
bus-related contributions, the Inspector expressly identified the absence of bus service penetration
through the site as one of the factors that meant the location would not be made adequately sustainable.

59. That is a particularly powerful precedent for the present appeal. It shows that peripheral service or
external stop access is not enough for a large site if internal accessibility and penetration remain poor.

60. In the current appeal, unless and until there is clear evidence that a bus operator has committed to
running a service through the site, the appellant cannot show that the scheme will in fact deliver the level of
access contemplated by Policy T6 and NPPF paragraph 117(a).



Chapter 10: Main Ground 5 - Prior Appeal Evidence Shows Even
Concrete Bus Mitigation May Be Insufficient

61. The fifth ground arises from the earlier adjacent West of Hoo appeal material.

62. That earlier scheme included a bus service contribution to secure improved Sunday services, a public
transport contribution for real time information at bus stops, and a 24-week bus season ticket for each
completed dwelling. It also included footway improvements and a footway/cycleway.

63. The associated committee report recommended a specific contribution of £131,919 towards improving
Sunday frequency and upgrading bus infrastructure on Main Road, and also considered discounted bus
tickets appropriate.

64. In other words, that earlier scheme did not simply rely on aspiration. It contained concrete public
transport measures and identifiable financial contributions.

65. Yet the Inspector still concluded that the site would not be made adequately sustainable. He found that
only parts of the site were well located for public transport; that the absence of bus penetration through the
site was a material problem; and that the resulting high dependency on car travel was significant. The appeal
was dismissed.

66. That is a compelling point in the present case. If even a scheme with specified bus contributions, real-
time information and season tickets failed to overcome the sustainability problem, then a current proposal
that lacks demonstrated firm operator commitment is in a still weaker position.

Chapter 11: Main Ground 6 - Walking Connectivity Remains
Fundamental and Must Not Be Deferred

67. The sixth ground is that active travel depends not merely on internal estate paths, but on direct, safe and
attractive external connectivity to real destinations.

68. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies poor pedestrian connectivity as an existing local deficiency and says
there should be improved connections to footpaths and open spaces. Policy HOO11 requires a convenient,
safe and attractive environment for pedestrians linking to surrounding paths, facilities and public transport.

69. The Medway Council Local Plan similarly requires attractive and safe pedestrian access, maintenance or
improvement of pedestrian routes related to the site, and new routes following pedestrian desire lines and
linking to public transport.

70. The earlier West of Hoo Inspector repeatedly emphasised lack of connectivity as a central problem,
including in relation to schools, shops and other local facilities. He considered that much of the site would
lie beyond desirable walking distances and that the absence of convenient connections would still produce a
need to travel.

10



71. That reasoning remains highly relevant. Active travel policy is not satisfied by saying people can
theoretically walk longer distances along indirect routes. The purpose of the policy is to create the kind of
environment that would actually encourage walking and cycling for everyday journeys.

Chapter 12: Main Ground 7 - Cycling Provision Must Be Practical,
Safe and Attractive, Not Residual

72. The seventh ground is that cycling must be treated as a real transport mode rather than a residual design
feature.

73. The Neighbourhood Plan requires active travel to be prioritised and explicitly includes cycling. Its
interpretation requires permeable, safe and attractive walking and cycling routes and networks within sites
and connections to the wider locality.

74. The Local Plan likewise states that cycling is a viable alternative for many short journeys, requires cycle
facilities through Policy T4, and says that new cycle provision should be safer and more attractive, with
proper consideration of crossings, speeds, segregation and the avoidance of unsafe shared arrangements.

75. Those requirements matter because cycling is often relied upon rhetorically to justify sites that are
otherwise weakly connected. But the earlier Inspector’s reasoning is instructive: although he considered the
West of Hoo site relatively well located for cycling, he still concluded that cycling does not appeal to all,
that bus access remained limited, and that overall car dependence would still be high.

76. In other words, cycling potential cannot by itself rescue a site from an otherwise poor sustainable
transport performance, especially where walking connectivity is weak and bus provision is uncertain.

Chapter 13: Main Ground 8 - The Appeal Would Remain Highly
Car-Dependent

77. The eighth and overarching ground is that the appeal would, in reality, remain highly dependent on
private car use.

78. The earlier West of Hoo committee report found an average peak-hour modal split of 74% private
vehicle trips notwithstanding a reasonably frequent bus service on Main Road, and concluded that this was
not sustainable for development of that scale. It said the limited connectivity to the village centre and local
services meant most residents would likely drive, and that the development was better related to the strategic
road network than to Hoo itself.

79. The Inspector reached the same broad conclusion, finding that the location would not be made
adequately sustainable and that the harm caused by the resulting high dependency on car travel was
significant.

80. The present local policy context is now even stronger through the Neighbourhood Plan, which identifies

existing deficiencies in public transport and active travel and requires positive prioritisation of active and
sustainable movement.
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81. In that context, a major development that still lacks demonstrated, committed bus provision and depends
on future operator decisions cannot be said to offer a genuine choice of transport modes in the way required
by NPPF paragraph 110.

Chapter 14: Main Ground 9 - This Is Not a Detail That Can Safely
Be Left to Conditions or Reserved Matters

82. The ninth ground is that the deficiencies in active travel and bus provision are not minor design matters
capable of being safely deferred.

83. NPPF paragraph 109 requires transport issues to be considered from the earliest stages, and paragraph
115 requires sustainable transport modes to be prioritised in assessing development proposals. Those are
front-loaded requirements.

84. The issue here is not simply where shelters, kerbs or cycle stands might go. The central issue is whether
the site can in fact function with meaningful walking, cycling and public transport access, and whether the
claimed bus benefits are real and secured.

85. If the answer to that depends on later negotiations with Arriva or another operator, later design
refinement, later route decisions, later viability testing or later funding discussions, then the scheme has not
yet shown compliance with the policy framework.

86. The earlier West of Hoo appeal also demonstrates the danger of deferral. Even where outline details and
mitigation were available, the Inspector still concluded that the site would not be made adequately
sustainable. The present appeal should not be granted in the hope that unresolved bus and connectivity
issues will somehow resolve themselves afterwards.

Chapter 15: Specific Submissions on Arriva

87. Because Arriva is a central part of the appellant’s likely bus case, we summarise our submission on that
point separately.

88. First, if the appellant’s active travel and sustainable transport case depends in any material way on
improved bus services through or around the site, then the existence or absence of a firm commitment from
Arriva is a matter of real planning significance.

89. Second, on the material before this appeal, we have not identified any signed, binding or enforceable
commitment from Arriva covering routeing, frequency, commencement, duration, trigger points, review
mechanisms or fallback protections.

90. Third, without that commitment, the claimed bus improvements are not robust enough to carry
substantial weight in favour of the appeal.

91. Fourth, the significance of that omission is underlined by the later Active Travel England response,

which itself sought further information on how improvements to the bus service would be secured and
whether they were considered deliverable and feasible.
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92. Fifth, that conclusion is strengthened by the Local Plan’s recognition that socially necessary bus services
may not be economic for operators and that public funding resources are limited. A decision-maker should
therefore be cautious about assuming commercial bus enhancements in the absence of clear operator
commitment.

93. Sixth, the previous West of Hoo material shows that even specific bus contributions and ticketing
incentives may be insufficient where underlying site accessibility remains weak. It follows that a present
appeal relying on uncommitted operator participation is weaker still.

94. Seventh, unless the appellant can produce firm and enforceable evidence to the contrary, the Inspector
should conclude that the public transport case remains speculative and that the site’s claimed sustainability
IS overstated.

Chapter 16: Overall Planning Conclusion on Active Travel

95. Drawing the evidence together, the appeal conflicts with the development plan and national policy on
Active Travel grounds.

96. It conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan because the area is already identified as suffering from serious
public transport and connectivity deficiencies, and because Policy HOO11 requires major development to
prioritise active travel and sustainable movement over private car use and to create convenient, safe and
attractive links to public transport. The appeal does not demonstrate that this standard will be achieved in
practice.

97. It conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan because it fails to show realistic alternatives to the
private car as required by T1,; fails to demonstrate attractive and effective pedestrian access and route
integration as required by T3; fails to establish practical cycling provision in the sense required by T4; and
fails to show that a substantial housing development will provide the full and realistic access to buses
required by T5 and T6.

98. It conflicts with the NPPF because it does not sufficiently demonstrate, from the earliest stage, transport
solutions that promote walking, cycling and public transport; it does not show that the site will genuinely be
made sustainable through a genuine choice of transport modes; and it does not adequately prioritise
pedestrians and cyclists while facilitating access to high quality public transport.

99. The Active Travel England responses materially reinforce that conclusion because they show that the
specialist active-travel consultee did not regard the walking, wheeling, cycling and bus-access case as
sufficiently robust, and remained concerned about the securing and deliverability of bus improvements.

100. The earlier West of Hoo material strongly reinforces it too. The Inspector there dismissed an adjacent
scheme despite specific bus contributions, public transport improvements and ticketing measures, because
the site would still not be made adequately sustainable and the resulting car dependence would remain
significant. That reasoning is directly relevant and materially supportive here.

Chapter 17: Formal Conclusion and Request

101. For the reasons set out above, we object to the appeal on Active Travel grounds.
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102. The appeal does not demonstrate that walking and cycling would be prioritised and genuinely attractive
for everyday journeys across the site.

103. It does not demonstrate that public transport accessibility would be sufficiently effective, reliable or
site-wide to reduce car dependency to an acceptable level.

104. In particular, it does not demonstrate a firm and enforceable commitment from Arriva to provide the
bus service improvements on which the sustainability case appears to rely.

105. In the absence of that commitment, the claimed bus benefits remain speculative.

106. The proposal therefore conflicts with Policy HOO11 of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden
Neighbourhood Plan; with Policies T1, T3, T4, T5 and T6 of the Medway Council Local Plan 2003; and
with NPPF 2024 paragraphs 109, 110, 115 and 117.

107. Accordingly, the appeal should be dismissed.

Appendix 1: List of Core Active Travel Documents Relied Upon

1. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular
Chapter 8 (Travel Infrastructure), including the evidence base stating that public transport provision
is a serious impediment to sustainability, that developments on the outskirts are disadvantaged by
distance to bus stops, that route connectivity for walking and cycling is severely lacking, and that
improved public transport, footpath connections and cycleways are needed. It also includes Policy
HOOL11: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel and its supporting interpretation.

2. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular Policy
HOO12: Paths, as relied upon for the requirement that development should not adversely affect the
safety or accessibility of public rights of way and should take opportunities to enhance them.

3. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular the transport objectives and saved
Policies T1, T3, T4, T5, T6 and T22, together with the supporting text on realistic alternatives to the
private car, attractive pedestrian routes to public transport, cycle facilities, bus preference measures,
the need for substantial housing sites to offer full access to buses, and access for people with
disabilities.

4. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular the supporting text on bus service
provision and delivery, including the importance of bus reliability, quality bus partnerships, operator
involvement, and the limited public funding available for non-commercial services.

5. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) - in particular paragraphs 109, 110, 115
and 117, concerning early transport planning, promotion of walking, cycling and public transport,
focusing significant development in locations that are or can be made sustainable, prioritising
sustainable transport modes, and facilitating access to high quality public transport through layout
and design.

6. MC/14/3405 - Committee Report (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - including the public
transport assessment, the recommended contribution toward improving Sunday bus frequency and
bus infrastructure, discounted bus tickets through the local operator, cycle and pedestrian access
measures, and the discussion of travel plan measures.

7. Appeal Decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, Land West of Hoo St Werburgh, decision dated 6
September 2016 - in particular the Inspector’s findings on desirable versus acceptable walking
distance to bus stops, limited public transport accessibility across the site, the absence of bus
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penetration through the site, and the conclusion that the development would not be made adequately
sustainable and would remain significantly car-dependent.

. MC/23/1934 — Statutory Consultee Response: Active Travel England - response dated 29

September 2023 (Our Ref: ATE/23/00561/0UT).

. MC/23/1934 - Statutory Consultee Response: Active Travel England - response dated 24 June

2025 (Our Ref: ATE/23/00561/0UT), including the request for further information on securing bus
improvements and the potential diversion of the Arriva 191 service.

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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INDEPENDENT
GROUP

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL
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Cllr. George Crozer (Ind) Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind)
Group Leader Deputy Group Leader
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

/204 Y Ma/f

Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind)
Group Member

Hoo & High Halstow Ward

Written by ClIr. Michael Pearce (Group Planning Spokes).

Please note: this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and ClIr. 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.
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