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3. Summary of Highways Proof

3.1 This proof addresses highways matters arising from the proposed development of up to 240 dwellings on land south of Ratcliffe
Highway, Hoo St Werburgh. It is submitted on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG). I do not present this evidence as an independent
technical transport assessment. I present it as local planning and highways evidence, informed by local knowledge, the Appellant's
transport material, the Statements of Common Ground, Medway Council's appeal material, and the Local Plan transport and infrastructure
evidence.

3.2 My central conclusion is that the Appellant has not demonstrated that the appeal development would have acceptable residual
cumulative highway impacts, or that the highway mitigation relied upon would be sufficiently certain, funded, timed and deliverable when
the development needs it.

3.3 The strongest highways concerns are fourfold. First, the Appellant and the Council agree that the residual cumulative impact of the
proposed development, together with background growth and committed development, would be severe without mitigation at the A228
Peninsula Way/Bell's Lane/Dux Court Road roundabout, the A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo St Werburgh roundabout and Four Elms
Roundabout. Secondly, the Appellant's own Transport Assessment Addendum shows forecast over-capacity conditions at key local A228
junctions and Four Elms, even before reliance is placed on wider future mitigation.

3.4 Thirdly, the mitigation relied upon is not a completed highway scheme but a contribution towards a wider package of strategic
measures. The Strategic Transport Assessment and Infrastructure Delivery Plan show that the transport solution for the Hoo Peninsula is
part of a wider, evolving, expensive and plan-led mitigation strategy. Fourthly, the proposed access, traffic-calming strategy, bus gate,
bus loop and spine-road arrangements remain dependent on later design, conditions, third-party land and the adjacent Taylor Wimpey
scheme.

3.5 For those reasons, I invite the Inspector to give limited weight to the Appellant's claimed highways mitigation benefits.
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4. Proof of Evidence

5. Introduction and scope of evidence

5.1 My name is ClIr. Michael Pearce. I give this proof on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG), a Rule 6 Party to the appeal. The
appeal concerns land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh, for outline permission for up to 240 dwellings, affordable housing, a
new vehicular access from Ratcliffe Highway, open space, landscaping and associated works.

5.2  This proof is limited to highways matters. Active travel matters are addressed in my separate Active Travel proof. I refer to
walking, cycling and public transport only where those matters affect the highway case, the spine road, bus operation, mitigation, traffic
distribution or the claimed reduction in private car use.

5.3 The main documents I rely on are the Appellant's Transport Assessment Addendum (CD5.6), Travel Plan (CD5.7), Link Sensitivity
Plan (CD5.8), Environmental Statement Addendum (CD5.3) and Transport Technical Notes (CD2.4, CD2.7 and CD2.9); the
Appellant/Council Highways and Active Travel Statement of Common Ground (CD15.2); the all-party Statement of Common Ground
(CD15.5); Medway Council's Statement of Case and Officer Report (CD12.2 and CD6.2); the Strategic Transport Assessment material,
including the Forecasting Report, Proportionality Assessment, Junction Modelling and Mitigation Report, and Data Collection Report (CD7.1
to CD7.4); the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (CD10.5); the Developer Contributions and Obligations Guide (CD10.6); the HIF Business Case
(CD10.1); the HIF correspondence and related material, including the Homes England letter to Medway Council, Medway Council's
response letter, the Public Finance article, and Medway Council's response to Homes England's risk comments (CD10.7 to CD10.10); the
adjacent Taylor Wimpey transport evidence (CD7.5); and the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (CD6.6).

6. Main conclusions

6.1 My conclusions are these. First, the local highway network around Hoo St Werburgh is materially constrained. That is not merely
TIG's view. It is reflected in the Appellant/Council SoCG, the Appellant's own modelling, the Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment,
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the earlier HIF Business Case.

6.2 Secondly, the appeal scheme is being advanced as a single 240-dwelling proposal, but the highways case relies heavily on wider
future infrastructure associated with the emerging Local Plan, other developments, and the adjacent Taylor Wimpey site. If the Inspector
gives limited weight to the emerging Local Plan, then the highway benefits said to flow from that framework should also be treated
cautiously.

6.3 Thirdly, a financial contribution is not the same thing as a delivered mitigation scheme. The relevant question is whether the
development can be made acceptable in highways terms through works or obligations that are specific, funded, deliverable, phased and
triggered at the right time. On the evidence I have seen, that has not yet been demonstrated.
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6.4  Fourthly, the proposed access from Ratcliffe Highway may be capable of being engineered, but the final highway arrangement is
not sufficiently settled. The Appellant presents both a change-of-priority spine-road arrangement and an alternative priority-controlled
access. Traffic calming, forward visibility, crossing arrangements, bus operation and the possible bus loop are all central to safety and
highway operation, and should not be treated as minor reserved-matters details.

7. Highways evidence base and areas of disagreement

7.1  The Appellant and Council agree that the Environmental Statement Addendum and Transport Assessment Addendum use up-to-
date traffic data and a standard forecasting methodology. I do not challenge the existence of that modelling base. My concern is the
planning and highways conclusion drawn from it.

7.2 The Appellant/Council Highways and Active Travel SoCG records that the residual cumulative impact of the proposed development,
in combination with background growth and committed development, is shown to result in a severe cumulative impact without mitigation
at three key junctions: A228 Peninsula Way/Bell's Lane/Dux Court Road, A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo St Werburgh and Four Elms
Roundabout. That is a very important agreed starting point.

7.3 The same SoCG records that the requested contribution has the potential to fund significant infrastructure improvements, and that
Medway Council, with Jacobs, has devised measures using the Medway Council Traffic Model to mitigate allocated growth to a level the
Council considers not severe. In my judgement, the words 'has the potential' are important. They do not establish that the mitigation will
be delivered before the appeal development's traffic affects the network.

7.4 The all-party SoCG records TIG's disagreement that the Appellant has demonstrated safe and suitable access for all users or
acceptable residual cumulative impacts. It also records TIG's concerns about Ratcliffe Highway, traffic calming, Bell's Lane/A228
queueing, A228 junction capacity, Four ElIms, the spine road, the bus gate, public transport, Travel Plan mode shift and the sufficiency of
Section 106 mitigation.

7.5 National Highways' no-objection position does not resolve these local highway issues. National Highways is concerned with the
strategic road network. It does not determine whether Ratcliffe Highway, Bell's Lane, Main Road Hoo, the A228 local junctions, the
proposed bus gate or the Council's local mitigation package are acceptable for this appeal.

8. Ratcliffe Highway access, speed and traffic calming

8.1 Access is not reserved. The proposed access from Ratcliffe Highway is therefore not a matter that can be left entirely to later
detailed design. The Inspector should be satisfied now that the access arrangement, speed environment, traffic-calming strategy and
associated highway controls are suitable.
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8.2 The Appellant's Transport Assessment Addendum records 85th percentile speeds on Ratcliffe Highway of 46.9mph south-westbound
and 47.9mph north-eastbound. Those speeds are materially above the posted 40mph limit and are directly relevant to visibility, turning
movements, pedestrian crossings, traffic calming and the design of the site's main access.

8.3 The Appellant's material still presents two access concepts. One is the change-of-priority arrangement associated with the future
spine road. The other is an alternative priority-controlled junction in which development traffic gives way and Ratcliffe Highway retains
priority. In my judgement, that distinction matters because each arrangement has different implications for speed, driver expectation,

turning movements, bus operation, local access and traffic-calming design.

8.4 The Transport Assessment Addendum states that a bus loop within the site to allow buses to turn prior to the opening of the spine
road is acceptable in principle, but is better considered at reserved matters stage. I disagree. If a bus loop is necessary before the spine
road is available, it affects internal road layout, swept paths, parking restrictions, bus stop locations, servicing, emergency access and
residential layout. It should form part of the transport solution now, not a later aspiration.

8.5 The need for traffic calming is central rather than peripheral. The Appellant's own speed survey shows a higher-speed environment;
the access is on Ratcliffe Highway; and the scheme relies on a future traffic regime that may change priority and bring buses through the
site. I consider that the target design speed, physical measures, crossing locations, lighting, visibility, delivery triggers and fallback
arrangements should be clear at appeal stage.

9, Local junction capacity and cumulative highway impact

9.1 The Appellant's own Transport Assessment Addendum contains important admissions. At A228 Peninsula Way/Bell's Lane/Dux
Court Road, the Bell's Lane arm is shown to exceed the practical capacity threshold in the 2031 without-development AM peak with an
RFC of 0.99. With the appeal development, the RFC increases to 1.04, and with the Taylor Wimpey plus spine-road scenario it increases
to 1.06.

9.2 At A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo, the Appellant's modelling shows the Main Road Hoo St Werburgh arm at RFC 1.77 in the
2031 without-development AM peak, rising to 1.84 with the appeal development and 2.10 with the Taylor Wimpey plus spine-road
scenario. The same table shows very substantial queues on that arm: 238.9 PCUs without development, 260.9 PCUs with development
and 354.1 PCUs with development plus Taylor Wimpey and the spine road.

9.3 At Four EIms Roundabout, the Appellant's modelling shows the A289 Wulfere Way arm at RFC 1.14 in the 2031 without-
development AM peak, rising to 1.16 with development and 1.19 with Taylor Wimpey plus spine road. Queues on that arm rise from
243.2 PCUs to 267.0 PCUs and then 307.5 PCUs in those scenarios. The Appellant describes the appeal development's own incremental
effect as comparatively low, but that is not the complete planning question where the receiving network is already materially constrained.
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9.4 The Council's appeal material recognises a specific local risk at Ratcliffe Highway/Bell's Lane and the A228 Peninsula Way/Bell's
Lane roundabout. It states that any increase in traffic turning right from Bell's Lane onto Ratcliffe Highway south increases the risk of
queues backing up into the A228 Peninsula Way/Bell's Lane roundabout, and proposes a detailed trip distribution assessment by
condition, together with a commitment to funding mitigation.

9.5 I do not consider a post-permission trip distribution assessment to be a satisfactory substitute for determining the issue at this
appeal. If there is a recognised risk of queues backing up into the A228 roundabout, then the number of affected trips, the likely queueing
behaviour, the mitigation requirement and the trigger for that mitigation should be resolved before permission is granted.

9.6 The Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment reinforces the constrained nature of the network. Its junction modelling report
identifies 12 junctions requiring further local junction modelling, including Four ElIms, A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo, A228 Peninsula
Way/Dux Court Road, A228 Peninsula Way/Roper's Lane/Ratcliffe Highway and Sans Pareil.

9.7 The same STA material shows the scale of the required intervention. Order-of-magnitude estimates include Four Elms Roundabout
at approximately £51m to £84m, A228 Peninsula Way/Main Road Hoo St Werburgh at approximately £11m to £18m, and A228 Peninsula
Way/Dux Court Road/Bell's Lane and A228 Peninsula Way/Roper's Lane/Ratcliffe Highway each at approximately £1m to £2m. This is not
a minor local works package.

10. Strategic transport mitigation and Section 106

10.1 The Council seeks up to £2,267,040 from this appeal scheme towards a package of transport mitigations including, but not limited
to, Four EIms Roundabout, Sans Pareil Roundabout, local Hoo St Werburgh roundabouts and sustainable transport improvements on the
Hoo Peninsula. I do not object in principle to a proportionate contribution. My concern is whether that contribution has been shown to
secure the mitigation necessary to make this development acceptable.

10.2 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan records existing infrastructure challenges in the Medway Council area including limited capacity
and congestion on road and rail networks, high levels of private vehicle use, few crossings of the River Medway, and limited public
transport and active-travel infrastructure in parts of the Medway Council area. It also describes the IDP as a live document, subject to
periodic review as new information becomes available.

10.3 The Developer Contributions and Obligations Guide confirms that planning obligations are intended to make unacceptable
development acceptable in planning terms, and that obligations may include not only financial payments but also matters such as a new
highway access, provision of a bus service and bus stops. That supports TIG's position that the inquiry should focus on the actual
mitigation secured, not merely the existence of a payment.

10.4 The earlier HIF Business Case is important context. It recorded that development on the Hoo Peninsula was constrained by poor
connections, limited infrastructure capacity, the A228 as the single main road access route, and the Four Elms junction. It also recorded
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that housing development was limited to a transport deadweight of 2,000 homes until those constraints were addressed, and that
developer contributions would be insufficient for the infrastructure needed to unlock the wider scale of Hoo Peninsula growth.

10.5 1 recognise that the HIF project is historic and that the Council now relies on a different Local Plan mitigation strategy. However,
the underlying point remains relevant: the Hoo Peninsula's highway constraints are strategic, expensive and cumulative. The appeal
scheme should not be permitted to rely on an assumed future solution unless that solution is properly secured for the point at which this
development would generate traffic.

10.6 The subsequent HIF correspondence reinforces rather than weakens that point. Homes England’s letter of 9 June 2023 records that,
following due diligence by three separate consultants, Homes England was unable to recommend approval of Medway’s material
amendment for a de-scoped HIF scheme. The concerns identified included a compressed and unrealistic programme, low confidence in
costings, undervalued risk and contingency allowances, the unadopted status of the Local Plan and Hoo Development Framework,
underdeveloped sustainable transport provision, highways modelling risk, land assembly risk, National Highways objection risk and
judicial review risk.

10.7 I acknowledge that Medway Council strongly disputed those findings. However, for the purposes of this appeal, the significance is
that the delivery of strategic transport infrastructure for the Hoo Peninsula has plainly been subject to serious delivery, funding,
modelling, programme and legal risk. That supports TIG’s position that this appeal should not proceed on the assumption that wider
strategic mitigation will be available, effective and delivered when needed unless that position is clearly secured.

10.8 Medway’s own response also confirms that sustainable transport measures for Hoo were to form part of an emerging Hoo area-wide
transport strategy and travel plan, with measures funded by Section 106 and other sources. That is consistent with my concern that the
appeal scheme relies on an evolving, area-wide and contribution-led transport strategy rather than a completed and certain mitigation
package for the appeal development itself.

10.9 The December 2025 Local Plan transport evidence was also identified by the Local Plan Inspectors as a matter requiring
clarification, including whether the STA is final or may need updating, whether the SA needs updating because it predates key evidence,
and what documents were not available at Regulation 19. In my judgement, that supports caution before treating the emerging Local Plan
transport package as a settled and certain solution for this appeal.

11. Spine road, bus gate, Taylor Wimpey dependency and public transport
11.1 The proposed spine road could be beneficial in principle. It is described as a 6.75m carriageway capable of accommodating buses,
with separate pedestrian and cycle infrastructure. However, as a highways mitigation measure, it is contingent. The Appellant/Council

SoCG expressly records that the spine road is reliant on the adjacent Taylor Wimpey scheme and presents an opportunity for improved
bus services and new walking and cycling routes.
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11.2 The appeal scheme can secure a road link to the boundary of the appeal site. It cannot, by itself, secure the completed through-
route across Taylor Wimpey land or the future bus service using that route. If the Taylor Wimpey scheme is delayed, altered, refused, not
implemented, or implemented on different terms, the transport assumptions for this appeal could materially change.

11.3 The Council's appeal material records that the Taylor Wimpey transport assessment proposes that the spine road would not be a
through-route for all traffic, and that only buses, pedestrians and cycles would cross between the sites. It explains that this could be
enforced by a bus gate or cameras to prevent rat-running and encourage bus priority. I consider that to be an important admission. A
general through-route would create a rat-running risk, and the bus gate is therefore central to highway operation, not a minor detail.

11.4 In my judgement, any permission would need to secure the location, design, sighage, enforcement, ANPR or physical arrangement,
legal status, phasing and maintenance of the bus gate or bus-only restriction. It would also need to specify what happens if the adjacent
site does not provide the matching infrastructure.

11.5 Nor is there, on the evidence I have seen, a binding bus-operator commitment securing routeing, frequency, commencement,
duration, funding, monitoring, review or fallback arrangements. A road capable of accommodating buses is not the same as a delivered
bus service. Travel Plan measures and vouchers cannot substitute for an operational public-transport service if the scheme is to rely on
reduced car dependency.

12. Policy and guidance conflict

12.1 The relevant national policy test is whether there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or whether the residual
cumulative impacts on the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into account all reasonable future scenarios. I
accept that this is a high threshold. I do not say that every additional vehicle movement is unacceptable.

12.2 However, this is not a case where the network has ample spare capacity. The Appellant/Council SoCG accepts severe cumulative
impacts without mitigation at three key junctions. The Appellant's own TAA shows over-capacity conditions at Bell's Lane, Main Road Hoo
St Werburgh and Four ElIms. The STA identifies a wide package of expensive junction mitigation. The issue is therefore whether the
residual position following secured mitigation has been demonstrated. In my judgement, it has not.

12.3 The appeal proposal also conflicts with the thrust of adopted local transport policy. Policies T1, T2, T6, T12 and T18 of the Medway
Council Local Plan 2003 are relevant to highway impact, access, public transport, traffic management and transport infrastructure. Policies
HOO11 and HOO12 of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan are relevant because they require large developments to
prioritise safe active and sustainable travel and to maintain and enhance the path network. My Active Travel proof addresses those
matters in more detail.

12.4 If the emerging Local Plan is given limited weight, then the appeal cannot place decisive reliance on draft allocations and future
strategic mitigation to overcome present transport concerns. If, alternatively, the Appellant asks the Inspector to give material weight to
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the emerging Local Plan transport package, then the scheme should also be held to the emerging plan's expectation that development
contributes to and is coordinated with a wider, effective, phased and deliverable transport strategy.

13. Overall conclusion

13.1 My overall conclusion is that the Appellant has not demonstrated an acceptable highways position for the appeal development. The
local and strategic network serving Hoo St Werburgh is already constrained. The Appellant and Council agree that severe cumulative
impacts arise without mitigation at three key junctions. The Appellant's own modelling shows material over-capacity conditions at Bell's
Lane, Main Road Hoo St Werburgh and Four Elms. The Local Plan STA and IDP show that the required mitigation forms part of a wider
strategic package, not a simple site-specific works scheme.

13.2 I accept that the appeal development may be able to make a financial contribution. But the current evidence does not demonstrate
that the contribution would secure timely, funded and deliverable mitigation sufficient to make the appeal development acceptable
independently of wider strategic growth, other sites coming forward, and the emerging Local Plan.

13.3 1 also accept that the spine road could be beneficial in principle. But its full highways and public-transport function depends on the
adjacent Taylor Wimpey site, the inter-site connection, the bus gate or bus-only restriction, bus-service delivery and future phasing.
Those matters are not yet secured with the certainty that should be required for a development of up to 240 dwellings.

13.4 1 therefore invite the Inspector to attach significant weight to the highways deficiencies identified in this proof. In my judgement,
the appeal scheme has not demonstrated safe and suitable access and mitigation for all relevant highway purposes, has not demonstrated
that residual cumulative impacts would be acceptable following secured mitigation, and has not demonstrated that it would avoid
unacceptable reliance on private car travel.

13.5 I confirm that the opinions expressed in this proof are my honestly held planning judgement, based on the evidence available to
me and my local knowledge.
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