
1 
 

 

 

 

Representation concerning MC/25/0006 / AR-6002071 

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

 

 

 

"Outline application with some matters reserved (appearance, landscaping, 

layout and scale) for demolition of existing buildings, the erection up to 800 

dwellings (use class C3), 2-Form Entry primary school, mixed use local centre 

(use class E and F2), retirement living (use class C2), associated works and 

public open space. Approval is sought for the principal means of vehicular 

access from Lower Rochester Road and Higham Road." 

 

Land Off Lower Rochester Road, Wainscott 

 

 

 

Active Travel Rebuttal 

 

Friday 27th February 2026 



2 
 

 

INDEX 

 

Page Number: Chapter: 

3 About The Independent Group (TIG) 

3 Chapter 1 - Executive Summary 

4 Chapter 2 - Scope, Method and Documents Reviewed (Active Travel Only) 

5 Chapter 3 - Planning Policy and Decision Tests for Active Travel 

5 Chapter 4 - Active Travel England’s Statutory Position (Why It Is Central) 

7 Chapter 5 - Critical Review of the Appellant’s Active Travel Evidence 

9 Chapter 6 - Key Active Travel Grounds of Objection 

10 Chapter 7 - What the Inspector Should Require (Active Travel Only) 

11 Chapter 8 - Conclusion 

12 The Independent Group (TIG) Signatures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

 

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. 

 

Chapter 1 - Executive Summary 

 

1. This objection is confined to active travel (walking, wheeling, cycling and the Public Rights of 

Way network), including inclusive access for disabled people and those with reduced mobility. 
It does not address general highway capacity, parking, noise or other transport matters except where 

they directly affect walk/cycle safety, directness, coherence or comfort. 

2. The appellant’s own evidence base contains persistent and unresolved active travel 

deficiencies-most notably: 

o Severance and safety risks created by the A289 and by key junction geometry 
(particularly the primary access strategy and its interface with the existing walking/cycling 

network). 

o Over-reliance on shared-use solutions and “qualitative” audits rather than a deliverable 

LTN 1/20-compliant network with secured off-site works. 

o A development layout approach that Active Travel England (ATE) repeatedly 

characterises as vehicle-led, with insufficient permeability and prioritisation for walking 

and cycling (notably the through-traffic issue and the absence of robust filtered permeability / 

modal filtering). 

o Insufficient ambition and specificity in mode-share outcomes for walking and cycling, 

including targets and enforceable commitments. 
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3. National and local policy expects development to be supported by attractive, safe, coherent 

walking and cycling networks and supporting facilities. The NPPF explicitly requires plan-making 

to “provide for attractive and well-designed walking and cycling networks…” (para 111(d)). 

Medway Council’s adopted Local Plan contains clear policies on pedestrian provision, desire lines, 

safe crossings, and cycling infrastructure (Policies T3 and T4), and protection of Public Rights of 

Way (Policy L10). 

4. Active Travel England’s statutory responses (Feb 2025 → Dec 2025) are highly material. ATE 

repeatedly recommended deferral due to missing or inadequate information and, crucially, because 

the scheme’s layout and placemaking principles remain outstanding even after later technical 

updates. 

5. For these reasons, the appeal should be dismissed (or, if the Inspector is minded to allow it, the 

scheme should be deferred or conditioned so that a fully deliverable active travel package-internal 

and off-site, with phasing and secured funding-can be demonstrated and agreed with ATE and the 

Highway Authorities. 

 

Chapter 2 - Scope, Method and Documents Reviewed (Active 

Travel Only)

 

2.1 Scope 

This representation addresses: 

 Walking and wheeling (including inclusive mobility, dropped kerbs, tactile paving, gradients, 

lighting, personal security, crossings, footway widths and obstruction). 

 Cycling (route directness, segregation, junction safety, cycle parking, continuity, priority, safety 

audits where relevant to cycling). 

 Rights of Way and traffic-free links (PRoW continuity, accessibility, surfacing, lighting/signage 

where appropriate, integration into the development). 

 Internal site permeability, filtered permeability, and design features that determine whether active 

travel is genuinely prioritised over unnecessary vehicle movement. 

2.2 Key documents referenced (examples) 

 Transport Assessment (TA Rev C) dated 20/08/2025 (Hub Transport Planning / Richborough). 

 Travel Plan dated 10/12/2024 (and later iterations referenced in ATE’s correspondence). 

 Active Travel Route Audit dated 17/10/2025 (“Routes for Active Travel Road Audit Assessment” / 

Hub Transport Planning). 

 Technical Note TN06 – Addressing ATE comments dated 26/11/2025, Revision A (appeal 

documentation), referencing drawings T22591.001 rev G and T22591.002 rev F. 

 Design & Access Statement / Design Code (Dec 2024) and the access drawings provided. 

 Active Travel England statutory responses (ATE/25/00109/OUT), including letters dated 

05/02/2025, 16/09/2025, 17/11/2025, 16/12/2025. 
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Chapter 3 - Planning Policy and Decision Tests for Active Travel

 

3.1 National policy (NPPF) 

National policy expects developments to be located and designed so that sustainable transport-especially 

walking and cycling-can be realistically chosen for day-to-day trips. The NPPF requires policies to “provide 

for attractive and well-designed walking and cycling networks with supporting facilities such as 

secure cycle parking.” 

This is not an “aspiration”; it is a core decision test for whether development is genuinely sustainable in 

transport terms. 

3.2 Medway Council Local Plan (2003) - pedestrian, cyclist and PRoW duties 

Medway Council’s Local Plan is explicit that: 

 New development must provide “attractive and safe pedestrian access”, maintain or improve 

pedestrian routes, and align routes to pedestrian desire lines, including enabling people to cross 

busy roads easily and safely (Policy T3 and its reasoned justification). 

 Cycle provision should be planned to provide a safer, more attractive network; and the Plan is clear 

that shared pedestrian/cycle routes raise safety issues and should not be a default. Policy T4 requires 

cycle facilities and secure cycle parking as part of major development. 

 Public Rights of Way are a valued network; development that would prejudice amenity or lead to 

diversion/closure is resisted unless an acceptable alternative route with comparable or improved 

amenity is provided (Policy L10). 

3.3 Access for all (inclusive mobility) 

The Local Plan also recognises that pedestrian environments must address barriers created by crossings, 

narrow routes, paving materials and street furniture-particularly for disabled people and those using 

pushchairs or mobility aids. 

These principles matter directly here, because the evidence (including ATE’s letters) repeatedly highlights 

narrow/obstructed footways and hostile junction/crossing environments. 

 

Chapter 4 - Active Travel England’s Statutory Position (Why It Is 

Central)

 

ATE is the statutory consultee for active travel on major applications. Their repeated “deferral” position is 

highly significant because it demonstrates that-even with multiple rounds of information-the proposal has 

not consistently achieved the standards needed to make active travel safe and attractive. 

4.1 05 February 2025 - ATE: Deferral due to fundamental gaps and severance 

ATE’s first detailed response (Our Ref ATE/25/00109/OUT) identified (among other points): 
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 The A289 creates high levels of severance, undermining the ability to access services by active 

modes. 

 The roundabout access concept presented “little provision for active travel,” lacked crossings, and 

included geometry likely to increase vehicle speeds. 

 Concerns about Higham Road footway constraints and pavement parking, with a need for 

measures to enhance the walking and cycling environment. 

4.2 16 September 2025 - ATE: Deferral maintained; shared-use and LTN 1/20 issues 

persist 

ATE acknowledged receipt of an updated TA (20/08/2025) and Travel Plan, but stated it had not been 

possible to identify a clear response that addressed ATE’s earlier concerns. ATE remained “concerned and 

unsupportive” of the approach, specifically highlighting: 

 Failure to deliver adequate LTN 1/20 compliant off-site active travel provision (including concerns 

about shared-use approaches). 

 Ongoing cycle parking concerns. 

4.3 17 November 2025 - ATE: Route Audit received; some progress but key issues still 

outstanding 

ATE confirmed receipt of the Active Travel Route Audit (17/10/2025) and accepted that it helped identify 

deficiencies, but maintained deferral and stated that: 

 The design approach at the primary access remained problematic (including crossing provision and 

geometry). 

 The indicative layout appeared focused on vehicle movement, with unresolved issues regarding 

through-traffic and a need to reconsider the approach (e.g., modal filter / bus gate). 

4.4 16 December 2025 - ATE: Some issues accepted; placemaking/permeability still 

outstanding 

ATE confirmed receipt of TN06 (26/11/25) and stated that while many concerns were now addressed 

(including acceptance of a revised crossing approach at the primary access), ATE was still maintaining 

deferral “primarily” due to layout and placemaking. 

ATE explicitly pointed toward: 

 The need to prioritise segregated walking and cycling routes over shared use; 

 The need to address severance; 

 The need for filtered permeability and clarity on why the appellant claims a modal filter/bus gate is 

incompatible with local standards. 

This is decisive: even after technical updates, ATE’s principal remaining objection is about the scheme’s 

fundamental design logic and whether it truly prioritises walking/cycling. 
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Chapter 5 - Critical Review of the Appellant’s Active Travel 

Evidence

 

5.1 The Transport Assessment (TA Rev C, 20/08/2025): “suitable walking distance” claims 

are not a substitute for safe, attractive networks 

The TA’s Sustainable Travel chapter relies heavily on generic distance guidance and concludes that facilities 

are within “suitable” walking distance. But: 

 Distance alone does not create walkability or cyclability; severance, crossing safety, traffic 

speed/volume, continuity, and personal security determine whether people will actually walk or 

cycle. 

 The TA itself acknowledges constraints-for example, it notes the absence of footways/paths on a key 

route toward Higham Station (undermining claims of practical walk access). 

Given ATE’s repeated emphasis on A289 severance and junction safety, the TA’s “acceptable distance” 

narrative is not a robust active travel case. 

5.2 The Travel Plan: weak active travel outcomes and unclear enforcement 

The Travel Plan includes the headline commitment to a 5% reduction in single-occupancy car journeys 

within five years. That is not the same as achieving meaningful walking/cycling uplift, and it is not framed 

as an active travel outcome. 

Other concerns: 

 The baseline uses 2011 Census Journey to Work data; while this may be a starting point, it is 

outdated and only partially informative for an 800-dwelling mixed-use scheme. 

 The Plan contains no clear, binding targets for walking and cycling mode share that match the scale 

of change expected from a major development. 

 The Plan contains general measures (travel packs, encouragement, information) but does not secure 

the physical network quality that ATE says is missing. 

Most notably, the Travel Plan states: “These cycling and walking routes are well located and are of a 

good standard…” (summary of baseline conditions). This is directly at odds with both (a) the later Active 

Travel Route Audit’s identified weaknesses and (b) ATE’s repeated findings that off-site provision is not 

LTN 1/20 compliant and that key junction/crossing issues were unresolved for much of the application 

process. 

5.3 The Active Travel Route Audit (17/10/2025): a qualitative checklist is not a deliverable 

mitigation scheme 

The Route Audit is presented as a response to ATE’s request for a route audit. However, its own 

methodology section admits that: 

 the ATE tool’s scoring is “not necessarily relevant” and is instead used as a checklist to produce a 

qualitative strengths/weaknesses list. 

That approach has two major problems for decision-making: 
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1. It weakens comparability and accountability. If the recognised audit framework is “de-scored,” it 

becomes much easier for serious issues to be described as merely “weaknesses” without any 

objective pass/fail outcome. 

2. It does not convert deficiencies into a funded, phased package of works. Listing potential 

improvements is not the same as committing to them through drawings, costs, delivery triggers, or 

secured obligations. 

The audit itself describes numerous constraints on key routes (examples include variable/narrow footways; 

obstructions; and junction geometries with flares and roundabouts). This supports-not resolves-ATE’s view 

that significant active travel work is needed. 

5.4 TN06 (26/11/25): partial technical fixes, but continued reliance on shared-use and an 

unconvincing stance on permeability 

TN06 is important because it is the appellant’s direct attempt to close out ATE’s outstanding matters. 

However, TN06 introduces (or confirms) several points that remain objectionable from an active travel 

perspective: 

(a) PRoW approach: “modest changes” because it is “not on a desire line” 

TN06 states that the PRoW changes will be “modest” because it “does not lie on a desire line” to key 

destinations, and that cyclists would instead be accommodated on a shared foot/cycleway along the main site 

road. 

That position is problematic because: 

 PRoWs are not only commuter corridors; they are part of the walking network and a valued amenity 

resource. Policy L10 protects amenity and expects equivalent or improved routes where changes 

occur. 

 ATE explicitly identified the PRoW as a potentially “key east-west link” and sought resurfacing, 

accessibility improvements, and better integration. Dismissing this on “desire line” grounds is not 

consistent with policy or with inclusive access aims. 

(b) Through-traffic and filtered permeability 

ATE’s concern is that the layout facilitates unnecessary vehicle movement through the site, undermining 

walking/cycling comfort and safety. TN06 indicates disagreement with ATE’s placemaking assessment and 

suggests constraints prevent stronger frontage/permeability solutions. 

But TN06 does not provide a clear, evidence-based demonstration that: 

 the internal network will not become a convenient route for vehicles to cut between Lower Rochester 

Road and Higham Road; or 

 a form of filtered permeability cannot be achieved while maintaining necessary access for 

buses/emergency services. 

Given ATE’s continued deferral stance in December 2025, the Inspector should treat this as unresolved. 
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Chapter 6 - Key Active Travel Grounds of Objection

 

Ground 1 - Failure to demonstrate an attractive, safe, coherent walking and cycling 

network (policy conflict) 

The NPPF requires walking/cycling networks and supporting facilities.  

Medway Council policy requires safe pedestrian access and cycle facilities, aligned to desire lines and safe 

crossings. 

Across multiple iterations, the appellant has not consistently demonstrated a deliverable, LTN 1/20-

aligned network that would make active travel the natural choice for short trips-particularly given: 

 severance, 

 junction/crossing risks, 

 reliance on shared-use, 

 and uncertain delivery of off-site upgrades. 

Ground 2 - Severance and junction safety (A289 and key access interfaces) 

ATE repeatedly highlighted the A289 severance problem, and also identified design risks at the primary 

access (roundabout geometry, vehicle speeds, and the absence/adequacy of crossings). These matters go to 

the heart of whether walking/cycling is realistically safe and attractive. 

Even where later revisions appear to incorporate crossings, the history of the application demonstrates that 

active travel safety has been treated as a late-stage add-on rather than a design determinant from the 

outset-contrary to the policy requirement for a vision-led approach to sustainable places. 

Ground 3 - Over-reliance on shared-use solutions and “audits,” not on deliverable LTN 

1/20 provision 

ATE’s September 2025 response was clear that LTN 1/20 discourages shared-use in many contexts and 

expects high-quality provision. The appellant’s documents repeatedly reference shared footway/cycleway 

links and propose only limited upgrades, without a coherent segregated strategy. 

Where shared-use is proposed, the evidence does not robustly demonstrate: 

 inclusive mobility safety (conflict between walkers/wheelchair users and cyclists), 

 continuity and priority at junctions, 

 and suitability for higher cycling volumes generated by an 800-dwelling development. 

Ground 4 - Inadequate commitment to inclusive mobility and walking comfort 

Medway Council policy requires pedestrian routes to be safe, attractive, and accessible for disabled people.  

ATE repeatedly raised concerns about narrow/obstructed footways and the need for better walking 

environments, especially on key access corridors. 
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The current evidence does not provide the Inspector with confidence that the scheme will deliver: 

 consistent footway widths, 

 protected crossing points, 

 legible wayfinding, 

 safe, overlooked routes, 

 and reduced vehicle dominance along the most important desire lines. 

Ground 5 - Internal layout/permeability remains vehicle-led, not active-travel-led 

ATE’s final (Dec 2025) position is that the primary remaining issue is placemaking and permeability-in 

other words, the scheme still does not convincingly prioritise walking and cycling in its spatial logic. 

This is a fundamental design failure: if internal streets are designed to accommodate convenient vehicle 

movement first, walking and cycling becomes secondary, less comfortable, and less safe-reducing mode 

shift and increasing car dependence. 

Ground 6 - PRoW treatment is not policy-compliant and risks degrading a key traffic-free 

link 

Policy L10 protects PRoWs and expects amenity to be maintained or improved.  

The appellant’s stance that improvements should be “modest” because the PRoW is not on a desire line is 

not an acceptable basis for limiting accessibility enhancements-particularly given the importance of traffic-

free routes for inclusive walking and for those who avoid traffic environments. 

 

Chapter 7 - What the Inspector Should Require (Active Travel 

Only)

 

7.1 Primary request: dismiss the appeal on active travel grounds 

Because the scheme has not demonstrated compliance with the development plan and national policy 

requirements for high-quality walking and cycling, and because ATE maintained deferral through the 

process due to outstanding placemaking/permeability issues, the appeal should be dismissed. 

7.2 If the Inspector is minded to allow the appeal: minimum active travel 

conditions/obligations 

If permission is contemplated, it should be subject to strict “Grampian-style” phasing and deliverability 

controls, including: 

1. A single Active Travel Delivery Plan (internal + off-site) to be approved prior to commencement, 

including: 

o LTN 1/20 design compliance narrative, 

o detailed drawings for all key corridors and crossings, 

o inclusive mobility audit, 
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o wayfinding and lighting strategy, 

o cycle parking strategy (visitor + residential + school/local centre), and 

o construction phasing and trigger points. 

2. Secured off-site works (not “aspirational” contributions) for the routes ATE identifies as critical, 

delivered early (e.g., prior to first occupation / early occupation thresholds). 

3. Filtered permeability / modal filtering package that: 

o prevents the site becoming a vehicular cut-through between Lower Rochester Road and 

Higham Road, 

o maintains bus and emergency access, 

o and prioritises directness for walking/cycling over directness for private vehicles. 

4. PRoW enhancement scheme consistent with Policy L10, including surface/accessibility 

improvements and integration into the site’s active travel network, with sensitive design where rural 

character is relevant. 

5. Binding active travel targets (walking and cycling separately), including monitoring, review, and 

enforceable remedial measures if targets are not met. 

 

Chapter 8 - Conclusion

 

For Application MC/25/0006 and Appeal 6002071, the appellant’s own documents and ATE’s statutory 

responses demonstrate that: 

 Active travel safety, coherence and permeability have not been resolved to the standard required for 

a major development; 

 The scheme remains overly reliant on shared-use and non-committal “audit” style evidence rather 

than a deliverable, funded, phased active travel network; and 

 The layout/permeability issue-central to whether walking and cycling will actually be prioritised-

remains outstanding even at the late TN06 stage. 

Accordingly, we request that the Inspector dismiss the appeal on active travel grounds. 

 

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    Elizabeth Turpin 

 Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind)    Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin (Ind) 

 Group Member     Group Whip 

 Hoo & High Halstow Ward   Strood Rural Ward 

 

 John Williams 

 John Williams (Ind) 

 Group Member 

 Strood Rural Ward 

 

 

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


