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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

1. The development would exacerbate an already constrained network that relies heavily on the A228
and critical junctions/roundabouts including Four EIms and A228 Peninsula Way / Main Road
Hoo. The applicant’s own ES Transport work identifies moderate adverse and significant effects at
key junctions before mitigation.

2. The previous scheme on the same site by the same applicant was refused and dismissed at appeal,
with the Inspector finding the resulting high dependency on car travel to be a significant and
enduring harm, rooted in Hoo’s reliance on a single road connection and an overloaded Four EIms
roundabout. Those core issues remain.

3. National Highways maintain a position that (in summary) indicates unresolved concerns on the
strategic network/impacts (as set out in their representations).

4. Active Travel England issue a deferral: they are not currently able to support the application due to
missing/insufficient evidence and requirements around active travel assessment and delivery. This
matters because the applicant’s “sustainable mode share” case is integral to whether impacts become
“severe”.

5. The Hundred of Hoo Academy / Leigh Academies Trust raise material concerns about traffic,
access and safety around the school context. These are directly relevant to access arrangements, trip
timing, and local congestion and safety risk.



6. The Council’s own Strategic Transport Assessment (new Local Plan Regulation 19/22 evidence
base) indicates at/over-capacity conditions at key locations (including A228/Main Road Hoo in the
modelling outputs). This supports the objection that the network is already constrained and that
additional growth materially worsens performance.

7. The applicant’s bus strategy/deliverability is undermined by (i) Arriva-related constraints noted
within the applicant’s own reporting and (i1) the acknowledged withdrawal of the £170m HIF
project, which materially changes the assumed wider mitigation context.

For these reasons, the proposal conflicts with transport-related policy requirements and results in
unacceptable impacts which are not robustly mitigated or demonstrably deliverable at outline stage.

Chapter 1 — Policy & Decision-Making Framework (Transport &
Access)

1.1 NPPF tests for refusal on transport grounds

The National Planning Policy Framework (Dec 2024) makes clear that development should only be
prevented/refused on highways grounds where there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety,
or where the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.

That test cannot be applied properly unless:

« baseline constraints are accurately described;
e cumulative growth is robustly assessed; and
« the mitigation relied upon is deliverable, timely, and secured.

1.2 Development plan policy: “realistic chance” of non-car access

Policy BNE25 (Medway Local Plan 2003) requires development to offer a realistic chance of access by a
range of transport modes.

This policy issue was central to the previous appeal outcome (see Chapter 2).
1.3 Neighbourhood Plan emphasis on safe, practical walking/cycling
The Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (Sept 2024) includes policy expectations that

development should deliver safe and appropriate walking/cycling access and connections in practice (not
aspirationally).

Chapter 2 — Previous Refusal & Appeal Dismissal: Why the
Applicant Still Hasn’t Overcome It

2.1 Refusal (MC/14/3405): unsustainable and overly reliant on the private car



The LPA refused the previous outline scheme because it was an unsustainable form of development,
poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on the private car, contrary to the NPPF’s sustainable
development objectives.

2.2 Appeal dismissal: enduring harm from high car dependency and a constrained single-
road network

The Inspector dismissed the appeal, finding:

« the relative dependency on car travel would be significant, particularly for commuting;

e Hoo relies largely on a single road (A228) and a single roundabout (Four EIms) for vehicular
connection;

 the submitted Transport Assessment confirmed Four EIms was overloaded at peak hours; and
« the site could not be made “adequately sustainable”, resulting in significant harm from high car
dependency.

The Inspector concluded the proposal could not be said to be sustainable development and dismissed the
appeal accordingly.

2.3 Why that still bites here (transport/access)

Although the application is updated, the structural reasons for the earlier dismissal remain highly relevant
to this proposal:

o the settlement’s reliance on the A228 / Four EIms remains;

« the site geography still creates practical limitations on bus penetration and walkable connectivity
across the full site extent (a key appeal theme); and

o the applicant’s own ES Transport analysis again identifies material junction impacts requiring
mitigation.

In short: the applicant has not demonstrated that the site is now “adequately sustainable” in transport terms,
nor that the network constraint underpinning the Inspector’s decision has been resolved.

Chapter 3 — Baseline Network Constraint: Evidence the Network is
Already at/Over Capacity

3.1 Previous committee evidence: Main Road Hoo / A228 operating at theoretical capacity
The earlier committee reporting recorded that Main Road Hoo / A228 operated at its theoretical capacity
in the morning peak, with queues backing up and vehicles diverting to alternative routes, and that
development traffic would exacerbate this.

This is important context: congestion and diversionary routing are not hypothetical - they are part of the
baseline problem.

3.2 Applicant’s own evidence of over-capacity at critical junctions



The applicant’s Transport Assessment material acknowledges over-capacity conditions at A228/Main Road
Hoo. For example, the applicant records over capacity performance and significant effects at this junction

in the baseline assessment (including RFC values above 1.0 and a “major adverse” impact conclusion at
baseline AM).

3.3 Applicant ES addendum: significant effects pre-mitigation at Four Elms and Peninsula
Way/Main Road Hoo

In the ES Transport chapter, the applicant identifies:

« adverse impacts on delay at A228 Peninsula Way / Main Road Hoo, with a judgement of moderate
adverse and significant effect requiring mitigation; and

« adverse impacts on delay at Four Elms, again judged moderate adverse and significant before
mitigation.

This matters because the NPPF “severe” judgement must be made on the residual impacts, and the
acceptability therefore hinges on whether mitigation is certain, timely, and effective.

Chapter 4 — Mitigation at Outline Stage: Uncertainty,
Deliverability, and Residual Risk

4.1 “Nil detriment” claims depend on mitigation delivery and assumptions

The applicant’s ES discusses mitigation producing a “nil detriment” outcome on several arms at key
junctions after mitigation assumptions are applied.

However, at outline stage, the critical questions are:

« Is the mitigation fully defined (geometry, land take, signal staging, non-motorised user provision,
safety audit pathway)?

o s it deliverable (land control, third-party approvals, Traffic Regulation Orders, funding certainty)?
e Isittimed properly (delivered prior to occupation thresholds that actually prevent harm)?

Where these points are not resolved, the LPA cannot safely conclude that residual impacts will not be
severe.

4.2 Induced demand / re-routing and the “single-road” fragility remains

The appeal decision highlighted the unique fragility of the network (A228 and Four Elms being the principal
connection) and the real-world consequences of incidents/closures. compliant delivery).

This is not a technicality. The applicant’s case depends heavily on achieving mode shift
(walking/cycling/public transport). If ATE cannot support the active travel case as presented, then the
Council should treat the proposed mode split and mitigation assumptions as unproven, increasing the
likelihood that residual impacts are severe under the NPPF test.



Chapter 5 - Active travel and bus are being used to offset car
dependence, but neither is secured

The applicant’s overall transport narrative depends on a “vision” scenario reducing vehicle mode share
materially by encouraging bus use, walking and cycling.

But:

e ATE says the active travel evidence base and design commitments are not yet sufficient (Deferral).
o The bus proposal depends on Arriva deliverability and timetabling, where Arriva correspondence
highlights significant uncertainty and operational risk.

Objection point: If either pillar fails (active travel quality/deliverability or bus reliability/directness), car
mode share will be higher than claimed, undermining the whole “sustainable location” argument.

Chapter 6 — National Highways: Strategic Network Concerns Must
Be Given Significant Weight

National Highways’ representations (including their current position on this proposal’s impacts) are a highly
material consideration for major development.

Given the Inspector’s previous emphasis on the constrained strategic connection via the A228/Four Elms
and the reliance on wider network functioning, the LPA should not accept optimistic conclusions where
National Highways maintain unresolved concerns.

Chapter 7 — Hundred of Hoo Academy / Leigh Academies Trust:
Access and Safety in the School Context

The Hundred of Hoo Academy / Leigh Academies Trust representation raises concerns that are directly
relevant to:

o peak-time traffic and safety conditions;
o school-related movements (drop-off/pick-up peaks that overlap with commuter peaks); and
« safe access arrangements in the locality.
The appeal decision itself also recognised the relationship between parts of the site and school travel

patterns, including limitations on desirable walking distances and practicalities of public transport
contribution to the journey to school.



These issues weigh against concluding that the site offers a “realistic chance” of non-car access across the
whole development, as required by BNE25.

Chapter 8 — Arriva / Bus Provision: Deliverability Problems in the
Applicant’s Own Evidence

8.1 The bus penetration problem is long-standing

One of the Inspector’s core concerns previously was the absence of bus service penetration through the
site and the resulting sustainability harm.

8.2 Applicant’s reporting: “dog-leg” / interim routing unlikely to be supported or
attractive

Within the applicant’s own Transport Assessment reporting:

o the applicant records that a “dog-leg” type route is unlikely to be supported by Arriva, and is not
attractive because of indirectness; and

o the applicant states that the “dog-leg” option was not taken forward.
This is critical: if the bus solution is not supported by the operator and not taken forward, then the
applicant’s sustainability case is weakened, directly affecting trip distribution, mode share, and thus junction
impacts.

8.3 Consequence: higher car mode share and greater network stress

If bus penetration/frequency improvements are uncertain, the likely real outcome is higher car mode share -
exactly the concern that drove the appeal dismissal (high dependency on car travel as a significant harm).

Chapter 9 — Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) £170m
Withdrawal: A Material Change Undermining the Mitigation
Context

The applicant acknowledges that the £170m Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) project has been
withdrawn.

This matters for transport assessment and decision-making because:

1. HIF was widely understood as a key enabling component of the wider area mitigation context
(directly or indirectly). If it has been withdrawn, then any narrative that assumes that scheme (or its
effects) is no longer robust.

2. Withdrawal increases uncertainty that strategic mitigation will come forward in time (or at all),
increasing the risk that residual cumulative impacts remain severe.



3. The applicant should therefore be required to demonstrate that the proposal is acceptable without
reliance on uncertain strategic schemes - particularly where both historic decisions and current
evidence show the network is already constrained.

Chapter 10 — Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment (STA):
Independent Evidence of Capacity Exceedance

The Council’s new Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment (regulation 19/22) provides highly relevant
evidence on baseline and forecast conditions.

10.1 STA identifies over-capacity performance at key junctions

STA outputs identify significant over-capacity performance at key junctions including A228/Main Road
Hoo, with very high RFC values in the reported results.

10.2 The STA context supports this objection

Whatever methodological differences exist between the applicant’s TA and the STA, both point in the same
direction:

 the network is constrained now; and
 additional demand worsens performance unless mitigation is extensive, deliverable, and timely.

This supports the conclusion that the development risks tipping cumulative impacts into “severe” territory,
particularly if operator-supported public transport improvements and active travel deliverability are not
secured (ATE deferral; Arriva concerns).

10.3 Which assessment indicates the network is more constrained?
On the face of the figures presented in the documents:

o the applicant’s TA acknowledges over-capacity and significant effects at key junctions; but

« the STA outputs show very substantial over-capacity conditions in the modelling results at key
locations (notably A228/Main Road Hoo), suggesting greater constraint at least at some nodes in
the forecast scenarios.

Chapter 11 — Planning Balance (Transport & Access Only): Why
Refusal Is Justified

Applying the NPPF transport tests, and giving appropriate weight to:

o the appeal Inspector’s previous findings on car dependency and network fragility;
 the applicant’s own identification of significant pre-mitigation effects at critical junctions;
e ATE’s deferral (undermining the sustainable mode-share assumptions);

o National Highways’ position (strategic network implications);



the school operator’s concerns;
the STA evidence of over-capacity;
and the HIF withdrawal undermining the wider mitigation context;

...the LPA cannot reasonably conclude, on the evidence provided, that residual cumulative impacts on the
road network would not be severe, or that the scheme offers a “realistic chance” of access by a range of
modes (BNE25) across the whole site.

Chapter 12 — Conclusion and Request

For the reasons set out above, we object to the application on Transport and Access grounds and request
that the LPA refuse planning permission, because:

1.

The proposal repeats the core harm identified in the previous appeal dismissal: high dependency on
car travel arising from the site’s location, connectivity limitations and constrained network.

The applicant’s own evidence identifies significant adverse effects at key junctions before
mitigation, and the mitigation case is not sufficiently certain/deliverable at outline stage to safely
conclude residual impacts will not be severe.

ATE’s deferral and Arriva-related constraints weaken the applicant’s sustainable transport
assumptions - raising the risk of higher car mode share and severe residual impacts.

The new Local Plan STA (Regulation 19/22) provides independent support that the network is
already constrained / over-capacity at key locations relevant to this development.

The withdrawal of the £170m HIF scheme is a material change, increasing uncertainty and
undermining any reliance on wider strategic mitigation context.

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.

10



THE
INDEPENDENT
GROUP

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL

& ea7e C rozer /f/cﬁ@e/ / easce
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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 CllIr. Ron
Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located.
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