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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 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. We object to this appeal on Transport & Access grounds. 

2. In our submission, the appeal proposal fails to demonstrate that this site is, or can properly be made, 

sustainable in transport terms. It also fails to demonstrate that safe and suitable access can be achieved for 

all users, as required by national and local policy. 

3. The appeal should be dismissed because the proposal remains fundamentally reliant on the private car, 

while the non-car access case is incomplete, conditional, and in important respects speculative. The site’s 

walking, wheeling, cycling and bus accessibility is not shown to be adequate in present-day, deliverable 

terms. 

4. The Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan now forms part of the statutory development 

plan. Its transport policies are recent, directly site-relevant, and deliberately stricter in their emphasis on 

active travel, inclusive movement and sustainable connectivity. It requires large developments to prioritise 

safe active travel and sustainable transport over private car use, and to create convenient, safe and attractive 

environments for pedestrians with differing mobility levels, linked to surrounding paths, community 

facilities and public transport. 
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5. The same plan also records, as part of its evidence base, that pedestrian connectivity in the area is poor, 

roads are unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists because of speed, lack of pavements and pollution, public 

transport is a serious impediment to sustainability, developments on the outskirts are disadvantaged by 

distance to bus stops, and the A228/Peninsula Way is the only real access corridor and is already at capacity. 

6. Saved policies in the Medway Council Local Plan 2003 point in the same direction. Policy T1 requires the 

highway network to have adequate capacity taking account of alternatives to the private car, and not to add 

significantly to accident risk. Policy T2 requires access arrangements not to prejudice the safety of 

motorists, cyclists and pedestrians. Policy T3 requires attractive and safe pedestrian access and the 

maintenance or improvement of related pedestrian routes. Policy T6 requires substantial new development to 

provide access by public transport, including facilities for disabled people. Policy T11 supports off-site 

improvements and improved accessibility by all modes, Policy T12 supports traffic calming and speed 

restraint where danger interferes with pedestrian and cycle movement, Policy T14 requires travel plans, and 

Policy T22 requires the needs of disabled people to be fully taken into account. 

7. National policy is equally clear. The NPPF 2024 requires a vision-led approach to transport planning, 

requires significant development to be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, requires 

sustainable transport modes to be prioritised, and requires safe and suitable access for all users. It also 

requires priority first for pedestrians and cyclists, second for high quality public transport, and requires the 

needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility to be addressed across all modes. 

8. The specialist transport evidence reinforces the policy conflict. The statutory consultee responses and 

highway advice on this appeal raise repeated concerns over the site’s real accessibility, the poor quality and 

inclusivity of the proposed pedestrian routes, the speed and crossing environment on Ratcliffe Highway, the 

uncertainty of bus provision, and the proposal’s dependence on future measures beyond the site. 

9. The emerging Medway Council Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment also materially strengthens 

the objection. It demonstrates that the Hoo Peninsula is a highly sensitive transport corridor, with growth 

pressure concentrated on the A228 and key junctions including Bell’s Lane, Main Road Hoo and Four Elms. 

That evidence points strongly to the need for strategic, co-ordinated, plan-led mitigation rather than 

piecemeal permissions based on hoped-for future interventions. 

10. Finally, the adjacent West of Hoo refusal (MC/14/3405) and dismissed appeal 

(APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) are highly material. Medway Council refused that proposal as an unsustainable 

form of development, poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on the private car, and the Inspector 

dismissed the appeal, concluding that the site would not be made adequately sustainable and that the 

resulting high dependency on car travel was a significant and enduring harm. That conclusion was reached 

despite a substantial mitigation package including bus improvements, bus tickets, footway works, cycleway 

works and junction contributions. 

11. For all of those reasons, the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

 

12. This representation is confined to Transport & Access matters only. 

13. We make no submissions here on landscape, ecology, drainage, heritage, housing land supply, design 

generally, or any other issue, except where those matters overlap directly with transport policy or transport 

effects. 
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14. The central issue is not whether some form of highway works, travel plan or contribution package could 

be attached to the proposal. The real issue is whether the appeal proposal demonstrates a coherent, 

deliverable, inclusive and policy-compliant transport strategy that reduces car dependency and provides 

safe and suitable access for all users from the outset. 

15. In our submission, it does not. 

 

Chapter 3: Development Plan and National Policy Framework

 

16. The starting point is the development plan. The Neighbourhood Plan expressly states that, once made, it 

forms part of the statutory development plan alongside the Medway Council Local Plan, and that planning 

applications must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. 

17. The Neighbourhood Plan is especially important because it is recent, place-specific, and was prepared in 

the knowledge of ongoing and future growth pressures in the parish. It was intended to ensure that 

development is sustainable environmentally, socially and economically, with transport infrastructure as a 

central part of that exercise. 

18. Policy HOO11 requires travel proposals for large developments to include layouts that prioritise safe, 

active travel and sustainable movement over private car use. It also requires development 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. 

19. The supporting text to HOO11 is equally important. It requires permeable, safe and attractive walking 

routes and networks within sites and connecting to the wider locality and public footpath networks; it says 

the needs of all users must be taken into account in design, including children, carers, older people and 

people with disabilities; and it emphasises the need to avoid streets and spaces being dominated by parking 

and vehicle movement. 

20. Policy HOO12 adds a separate protection for paths. It states that development should not have any 

significant adverse impact on the safety or accessibility of public rights of way, national cycle routes or 

bridleways, and should take opportunities to enhance the safety, amenity and accessibility of those routes. Its 

interpretation notes that blank edges, hostile frontages and poor surveillance can create unsafe and visually 

unappealing walking environments, whereas active frontages and landscaping can improve safety and 

natural surveillance. 

21. The Neighbourhood Plan’s evidence base is highly material because it records the actual transport 

conditions in this locality. It identifies poor pedestrian connectivity, poor links between new housing and the 

existing footpath network, unsafe roads for pedestrians and cyclists due to traffic speeds, lack of pavements 

and pollution, public transport as a serious impediment to sustainability, and severe lack of route 

connectivity. It also records that the A228/Peninsula Way is the only real access corridor and is already at 

capacity. 

22. Those findings are not background commentary. They are the locally-derived evidence explaining why 

the development plan requires particularly strong performance on sustainable transport, access and 

inclusivity in this area. 

23. The saved Medway Council Local Plan 2003 remains relevant. The Neighbourhood Plan itself notes 

that, although the 2003 plan is old, many of its transport policies remain consistent with the NPPF and have 
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been recognised as such by planning inspectors, while the Neighbourhood Plan provides more up-to-date 

emphasis on active travel. 

24. Policy T1 requires the highway network to have adequate capacity to cater for development traffic, 

taking into account alternative modes to the private car, and requires that development does not significantly 

add to accident risk. The supporting text states that sustainable development means, among other things, that 

as many trips as practicable should be made by public transport or other alternatives, and that development 

should be designed to offer realistic alternatives to travel by private car. It also states that public transport is 

likely to provide a genuine alternative where a site is within 400m of a bus stop with at least a 20-minute 

peak frequency. 

25. Policy T2 requires new accesses, or intensified use of existing accesses, only where they are not 

detrimental to the safety of vehicle occupants, cyclists and pedestrians, or can be improved to an acceptable 

standard. 

26. Policy T3 requires safe and convenient footpaths linking homes, schools, town centres, workplaces, 

recreation areas and public transport routes. It requires development proposals to provide attractive and safe 

pedestrian access, to maintain or improve pedestrian routes related to the site, and to ensure routes follow 

pedestrians’ preferred lines and are accessible to disabled people wherever possible. The supporting text also 

stresses that routes should not be isolated from activity because that undermines attractiveness and personal 

safety, and that easy and safe crossing of busy roads is essential. 

27. Policy T4 and its supporting text require provision for cyclists and emphasise that cycle crossings of 

heavily trafficked roads, speed reduction where segregation is not possible, and avoidance of unsafe shared-

use arrangements are all important. The Local Plan text expressly says unsegregated shared use should be 

avoided, particularly where better solutions exist. 

28. Policy T6 is especially important in this appeal. It requires substantial new developments to make 

provision for access by public transport and for related facilities including safe and attractive waiting areas, 

information systems, signed pedestrian access routes and facilities for disabled people. The supporting text 

goes further and states that substantial new housing areas should offer full access to buses, with easier and 

more direct access and egress for buses than is offered to the private car. 

29. Policy T11 permits and expects off-site transport improvements where needed because of development, 

including public transport, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, together with improved accessibility by all 

modes. Policy T12 supports traffic management and calming where traffic volumes or perceived danger 

significantly interfere with movement by pedestrians or cyclists, and requires new developments to be 

designed with measures to limit speeds and improve safety for all road users. 

30. Policy T14 requires travel plans for developments requiring a transport assessment, and also where local 

traffic problems would otherwise lead to refusal. Policy T22 requires development, including new housing, 

to demonstrate that the needs of people with disabilities have been fully taken into account. 

31. National policy now reinforces all of this. NPPF paragraph 109 requires transport issues to be considered 

from the earliest stages using a vision-led approach that identifies transport solutions for well-designed, 

sustainable and popular places. Paragraph 110 says the planning system should actively manage patterns of 

growth in support of those objectives. 

32. NPPF paragraph 115 then requires that, in assessing specific applications, it should be ensured that 

sustainable transport modes are prioritised, safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users, transport 

design reflects current national guidance, and any significant impacts on the network or highway safety can 

be mitigated through a vision-led approach. 

33. NPPF paragraph 116 is sometimes invoked by developers as though it sets a high bar against refusal in 

almost every case. It does not. It requires assessment against all reasonable future scenarios, and only then 
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says development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds where highway safety is 

unacceptable or residual cumulative impacts would be severe. The definition of “reasonable future 

scenarios” in Annex 2 is important: they must be realistic transport scenarios agreed with relevant bodies 

and used to determine the optimum infrastructure needed to mitigate impacts and realise the vision for the 

site. 

34. NPPF paragraph 117 is equally important. It requires applications to give priority first to pedestrian and 

cycle movements both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas, and second, so far as possible, to 

access to high quality public transport. It also requires applications to address the needs of people with 

disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all modes of transport, and to create places that minimise 

conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. 

35. Read together, the development plan and the NPPF do not support a weakly connected, vehicle-led 

housing scheme in this location unless the applicant has shown, with clarity and certainty, that sustainable 

access is real, inclusive, safe and deliverable. That has not been shown. 

 

Chapter 4: Existing Transport Context on the Hoo Peninsula

 

36. The appeal site must be assessed against the actual transport conditions on the Hoo Peninsula, not 

against an abstract or assumed baseline. 

37. The Neighbourhood Plan states that the A228/Peninsula Way is the only real access road through the 

parish, that it serves the whole parish and wider peninsula, and that Medway Council advises it is already at 

capacity. It further records a severe lack of route connectivity and says that new development on the 

outskirts is disadvantaged by distance to bus stops. 

38. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 likewise records that the A228 carries large volumes of 

commercial traffic north towards the Hoo Peninsula, suffers from poor vertical and horizontal alignment, 

and has a poor accident record. 

39. Those are not minor contextual issues. They show that this is a corridor where additional development 

must perform particularly strongly in sustainable transport terms if it is to be policy-compliant. 

40. The previous West of Hoo material also demonstrates that this western edge of Hoo has long been a 

sensitive transport location. The committee report recorded that the Main Road Hoo/A228 roundabout 

already operated at theoretical capacity in the morning peak, that queues backed up along Main Road Hoo, 

and that traffic already diverted via Ratcliffe Highway and Bells Lane, while Four Elms roundabout was 

also under pressure. 

41. The existing transport context is therefore one of constrained network capacity, weak peripheral public 

transport convenience, and poor active travel permeability. The appeal proposal should be judged against 

that real-world setting. 

 

Chapter 5: Significance of the Statutory Consultee and Highway 

Evidence

 



8 
 

42. The specialist consultee evidence in this appeal is highly significant because it goes directly to the 

matters that national and local policy now prioritise: inclusive walking and wheeling, realistic cycling 

connections, public transport accessibility, highway safety, and the deliverability of sustainable access. 

43. Active Travel England’s response dated 29 September 2023 recommended refusal. Its concerns were 

fundamental rather than cosmetic. 

44. First, Active Travel England concluded that the site, considered in isolation, did not provide safe and 

accessible connections to everyday amenities by walking, wheeling or cycling. 

45. Second, it criticised the applicant’s route assessment and distances, and identified that the nearest bus 

stops and key services were materially further away in practical terms than the transport case suggested. 

46. Third, it focused heavily on Public Right of Way RS102, which the applicant relied upon as the shortest 

connection into Hoo. Active Travel England found that the route had not been properly assessed as an 

inclusive access route and that its narrow final section, approximately 1 metre wide, was unsuitable as a 

principal pedestrian route for a development of this scale, especially for wheelchair users, parents with 

buggies, and people with reduced mobility. 

47. Fourth, it criticised the poor route environment associated with that connection, including limited width, 

poor surveillance, absence of adequate design justification and lack of evidence that it could function as a 

safe, attractive and inclusive everyday route. 

48. Fifth, Active Travel England raised concerns about Ratcliffe Highway itself, including the speed 

environment, crossing treatment and lack of clear priority or protection for pedestrians and cyclists at the 

proposed access arrangements. 

49. Those concerns matter directly under NPPF paragraphs 115 and 117, under HOO11 and HOO12, and 

under Local Plan policies T2, T3 and T22. 

50. Active Travel England’s later response dated 24 June 2025 did not remove those concerns. On the 

contrary, it said ATE was still not in a position to support the appeal. 

51. That later response is especially important because it shows that, even after additional material was 

produced, the key accessibility concerns remained unresolved. It continued to question the quality and 

realism of the active travel connections, remained concerned by the lack of a proper route assessment, noted 

unresolved issues about bus access and deliverability, and specifically highlighted the dependence on the 

adjoining site and spine road proposals. 

52. In other words, the Government’s specialist consultee on walking, wheeling and cycling never moved to 

a supportive position on this appeal. 

53. Medway Council’s own highways advice, provided through Project Centre in its response of 10 April 

2024, is equally important. It concluded that the development was not currently acceptable in highways 

terms. 

54. The principal concern expressed by Project Centre was not a narrow junction geometry point. It was the 

site’s relative inaccessibility by non-car modes and the lack of sufficient accessible active travel connections 

to nearby facilities. That is a profound objection because it goes to the heart of whether the site is acceptable 

in principle as a sustainable location for housing. 

55. Project Centre also criticised the prematurity of relying on the severance or reconfiguration of Ratcliffe 

Highway and on future changes associated with the adjoining land before those works were consented or 

delivered. It treated that dependence on third-party and future-site infrastructure as a fundamental weakness 

in the transport case. 
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56. Project Centre also shared the concerns about RS102, finding that it could not sensibly operate as the 

principal pedestrian access to schools, nurseries and sports facilities and was not sufficient as the main link 

for a development of this scale. 

57. It further raised concerns about bus accessibility, stating in substance that the site should be served so 

that dwellings are within a reasonable walking distance of a bus stop and that, absent better active travel 

links, the development would require a much more robust public transport solution than was presently 

shown. 

58. On network impacts, Project Centre also identified worsening conditions at key peninsula junctions, 

including Bell’s Lane/A228 and Main Road Hoo/A228, reinforcing that the site’s transport effects cannot be 

viewed in isolation from the wider corridor. 

59. National Highways’ earlier responses are also material, even though its final position later narrowed. In 

its responses of 6 March 2024 and 12 April 2024, National Highways criticised the proposal’s reliance on 

the future spine road through adjacent land to deliver sustainable mode shift and highlighted the lack of a 

sufficiently robust, quantified and site-specific travel plan and transport vision. 

60. That matters because it shows that concern about dependence on future and uncertain mitigation was not 

confined to one consultee. It was a recurring theme across consultees and advisers. 

61. Although National Highways later moved to a no-objection position in July 2024 subject to a travel plan 

condition, that was in the context of its own remit over the strategic road network. It was not a positive 

finding that the site had become acceptable in local walking, cycling, bus or inclusive-access terms. It 

simply means that, on the later information, National Highways no longer maintained a strategic road 

network objection. 

62. The Inspector should therefore give substantial weight to the fact that the most relevant specialist 

evidence on active travel and local accessibility remained either objectional or unsupportive. 

 

Chapter 6: Significance of the Emerging Medway Council Local 

Plan Strategic Transport Assessment

 

63. The emerging Medway Council Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment (“STA”), which we rely on 

as supporting evidence, materially strengthens the transport objection. 

64. The significance of the STA is not that it is itself development plan policy. It is significant because it is 

the strategic, area-wide technical evidence prepared to understand how growth affects the network and what 

infrastructure is required to mitigate that growth. 

65. The STA forecasting work demonstrates that the Hoo Peninsula is one of the most pressure-sensitive 

parts of the network, with substantial growth flows focused on the A228 corridor and key connecting 

junctions. 

66. The forecasting work identifies large traffic increases on the A228/Peninsula Way associated with 

peninsula growth and explains that demand through Four Elms is heavily influenced by vehicles accessing 

and egressing the peninsula, with limited alternative parallel routes. 

67. The STA also records that queueing at key nodes, especially Four Elms, creates rerouting pressure onto 

other routes. That is highly relevant because it demonstrates that the network responds to stress by 

displacing traffic problems elsewhere rather than simply absorbing them. 
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68. The junction modelling evidence goes further. It shows that important peninsula junctions, including 

Main Road Hoo/A228 and Bell’s Lane/A228, experience severe pressure and require mitigation in future 

scenarios associated with growth. That is directly relevant to this appeal because those same junctions are 

central to the appeal site’s traffic consequences and accessibility. 

69. The emerging STA therefore supports four key conclusions. 

70. First, the Hoo Peninsula transport network is not robust or unconstrained. It is sensitive and already 

under pressure. 

71. Second, future growth acceptability depends on co-ordinated strategic mitigation, not on isolated or 

piecemeal site decisions. 

72. Third, the transport effects of development in this location are cumulative and corridor-based, not merely 

confined to the red line boundary. 

73. Fourth, the planning response to growth in this area should be infrastructure-led and plan-led. That 

strongly undermines any case that a site can safely proceed first and rely on hoped-for later interventions to 

sort out sustainable access and network effects. 

74. The NPPF’s reference to “reasonable future scenarios” is important in this context. It is not sufficient to 

assess the site only on the basis of best-case assumptions. The relevant scenarios must be realistic, tested 

with relevant bodies, and used to determine the optimum transport infrastructure needed to realise the site 

vision. 

75. In this case, the realistic scenario is not that all future bus routeing, adjoining site delivery, spine road 

delivery and wider junction mitigation will simply occur on time and in the right sequence. A realistic 

scenario must also include the possibility that some of those external elements are delayed, altered, or not 

delivered in the way assumed. On that basis, the appeal transport case is weak. 

 

Chapter 7: Significance of the Adjacent West of Hoo Refusal and 

Dismissed Appeal

 

76. The previous West of Hoo proposal (MC/14/3405) is highly material to this appeal because it concerned 

adjacent land in the same western approach to Hoo, raised the same core questions of transport 

sustainability, and was examined through both local decision-making and appeal. 

77. Medway Council refused that proposal in 2015 on the basis that it was an unsustainable form of 

development, poorly related to the settlement of Hoo and overly reliant on the private car. 

78. The committee report in that case likewise concluded that the proposal’s poor relationship with Hoo, 

over-reliance on private vehicular movements and wider transport context outweighed the benefits, even 

though the technical details could largely be conditioned or mitigated. 

79. That point is very important here. It shows that transport unsustainability was not treated merely as a 

matter of later engineering detail. It was treated as a fundamental issue of principle. 

80. On appeal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141), the Inspector identified as a main issue whether the site was in 

a location which is, or can be made, sustainable. 
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81. The Inspector accepted that Hoo in general may be regarded as a settlement with some sustainability 

credentials, but he then drew the critical distinction that the western edge site did not automatically inherit 

that status merely because it abutted the village. Accessibility varied across the site, and its connection to 

Hoo was materially weakened by layout, extent and poor permeability. 

82. The Inspector analysed the western site by reference to work, schools, shopping and public transport, 

and concluded that much of it would generate a need to travel by car, especially because only some parts 

were well-located for public transport, much of the site lay beyond desirable walking distance to key 

facilities, and pedestrian connectivity was poor. 

83. He then concluded that the site would not be made adequately sustainable because of the almost 

complete absence of on-site employment, limited nearby off-site employment, the extent of the site, the 

absence of bus penetration and poor pedestrian connectivity with adjoining parts of Hoo. He expressly found 

that the resulting high dependency on car travel was significant. 

84. That conclusion was not reached in a mitigation vacuum. On the contrary, the West of Hoo proposal had 

a substantial package of transport mitigation, including bus service contributions, real-time passenger 

information, a season ticket offer, a filter lane at Main Road Hoo/A228, footway improvements along Main 

Road Hoo, a footway/cycleway along Ratcliffe Highway, and a contribution towards Four Elms capacity. 

85. Despite all of that, the Inspector still dismissed the appeal. He found that the harm caused by high 

dependency on car travel was significant and enduring, and enough to weigh decisively in the planning 

balance. 

86. That previous decision is not identical to the present appeal, but it is plainly analogous. It demonstrates 

that this western edge of Hoo has already been tested and found deficient in sustainability and accessibility 

terms. 

87. It also demonstrates a second important point: mitigation of the familiar type does not necessarily 

cure the underlying problem. Bus contributions, tickets, footways, cycleways and junction contributions 

may ameliorate impacts, but they do not by themselves transform a poorly connected western-edge site into 

one that is genuinely sustainable. 

88. The Inspector should therefore treat the West of Hoo refusal and dismissal as a powerful material 

consideration that strongly supports dismissal here. 

 

Chapter 8: Main Ground 1 - The Site is Not Shown to be a 

Sustainable Location in Transport Terms

 

89. The first and most fundamental objection is that the appeal site is not shown to be a location which is, or 

can truly be made, sustainable in transport terms. 

90. The policy question is not whether some trips can be made by bus, bicycle or on foot. Almost any site 

can show that. The real policy question is whether the site offers a genuine choice of modes, prioritises 

sustainable movement, and materially reduces reliance on private car travel. 

91. The local evidence base points clearly the other way. The Neighbourhood Plan records serious problems 

with public transport sustainability, poor pedestrian connectivity, unsafe walking and cycling conditions, 

severe lack of route connectivity, and a single access corridor already at capacity. 
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92. That means the burden on the appellant is higher, not lower. A site in such a context must show 

exceptional clarity and certainty as to walking, wheeling, cycling and bus access if it is to comply with 

HOO11 and the NPPF. 

93. It has not done so. The appeal case instead relies on a patchwork of routes and assumptions, some of 

which are unattractive or unsuitable, and some of which depend on future changes outside the site. 

94. The result is a location that remains vehicle-led. That conflicts with HOO11, with the Local Plan 

objective of providing realistic alternatives to the private car, and with the NPPF’s requirement for a vision-

led approach and prioritisation of sustainable transport modes. 

 

Chapter 9: Main Ground 2 - Safe and Suitable Access for All Users 

Has Not Been Demonstrated

 

95. NPPF paragraph 115(b) requires that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users, 

not simply for motorists. Paragraph 117(b) separately requires the needs of people with disabilities and 

reduced mobility to be addressed in relation to all modes of transport. 

96. That requirement is echoed directly in HOO11 and T22. HOO11 requires pedestrian environments for 

differing levels of mobility. T22 requires that the needs of disabled people are fully taken into account. 

97. The appeal has not satisfied that requirement. 

98. The problem is not merely that detailed design is absent. The problem is that the principal non-car access 

concept itself is unresolved and, on the specialist evidence, inadequate. 

99. In particular, a site cannot be said to have demonstrated safe and suitable access for all users where a 

principal walking route is too narrow, not properly inclusive, poorly surveilled, unattractive, and not 

demonstrably suitable for wheelchair users, buggies and reduced-mobility users. 

100. Nor can a site be said to have demonstrated safe and suitable access for all users where the main 

external road environment involves unresolved issues of traffic speed, crossing type, visibility, route 

continuity and priority for pedestrians and cyclists. 

101. These are not minor residual design matters. They go directly to whether the proposal complies with 

the threshold policy requirement for permission at all. 

 

Chapter 10: Main Ground 3 - RS102 Cannot Reliably Serve as the 

Principal Pedestrian Link

 

102. A central weakness in the appeal case is its reliance on Public Right of Way RS102 as a key route into 

the village and to local services. 

103. The Neighbourhood Plan protects public rights of way from significant adverse impacts on safety or 

accessibility and expects opportunities to enhance them. It also emphasises that sustainable transport and 

active travel are a priority. 
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104. The Local Plan requires pedestrian routes to be attractive, safe, related to desire lines, and accessible 

for disabled people wherever possible, while avoiding isolated and hostile walking environments. 

105. The specialist consultee evidence indicates that RS102 does not meet those expectations as a principal 

route for a development of this scale. 

106. Active Travel England identified the narrow and constrained final section of the route as fundamentally 

unsuitable as a main pedestrian connection for everyday use by all. Project Centre similarly found that the 

route could not sensibly function as the principal link to schools and other village facilities. 

107. That is highly significant. A constrained public right of way may be acceptable as a supplementary 

recreational route. It is not necessarily acceptable as the main practical route by which residents are expected 

to reach bus stops, schools, community services and other everyday destinations. 

108. The route also raises issues of width, surveillance, legibility, attractiveness and inclusive usability. A 

route which is tolerated rather than positively attractive is not what policy requires here. Local Plan T3 and 

NPPF paragraph 117 require routes that encourage, not merely permit, walking. 

109. The West of Hoo appeal reasoning is relevant by analogy. There too, the Inspector distinguished 

between routes within acceptable distance and routes within desirable distance, and emphasised that only 

those parts of a site within desirable walking distance are likely to maximise use of walking as a sustainable 

mode. 

110. In this appeal, the problem is worse than simple distance. It is also a problem of route quality. An 

unattractive, narrow, poorly functioning pedestrian connection is not the kind of link that will materially 

shift behaviour away from the car. 

 

Chapter 11: Main Ground 4 - Ratcliffe Highway Presents an 

Unresolved Safety and Accessibility Problem

 

111. Ratcliffe Highway is a central element of the access strategy and also one of its most serious 

weaknesses. 

112. The earlier West of Hoo material is useful context. It described Ratcliffe Highway as an unlit local 

access road, prone to speeding and used as an emergency route when the A228 is unavailable, including by 

HGVs at such times. It also recorded that further treatment of the route and junction would need detailed 

design and careful consideration. 

113. In the current appeal, the specialist evidence raises concern about the same sort of issues but in a more 

policy-demanding context because the access strategy now depends heavily on safe pedestrian and cycle 

movement. 

114. Active Travel England raised specific concerns about high vehicle speeds, inadequate crossing 

treatment, lack of pedestrian/cycle priority, and insufficient evidence that the route environment could be 

made safe and attractive enough for everyday use. 

115. Project Centre similarly identified the need for substantially better treatment of this corridor if it is to 

function as part of a serious active travel strategy. 

116. That engages Local Plan policies T2 and T12 directly. T2 requires access not to be detrimental to the 

safety of cyclists and pedestrians. T12 supports traffic calming where traffic volume or perceived danger 
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interferes with movement by pedestrians and cyclists, and requires new development to include measures to 

limit vehicle speeds and improve safety for all users. 

117. It also engages NPPF paragraph 117(c), which requires places to be safe, secure and attractive and to 

minimise conflict between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. 

118. On the present material, the Inspector cannot safely conclude that Ratcliffe Highway will provide a 

safe, inclusive and attractive active travel environment from day one. 

 

Chapter 12: Main Ground 5 - The Public Transport Strategy is 

Weak, Incomplete and Speculative

 

119. The public transport case is another major weakness in the appeal. 

120. The Neighbourhood Plan states that public transport provision is a serious impediment to sustainability 

in the area and that development on the outskirts is disadvantaged by distance to bus stops. 

121. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 states that substantial housing should offer full access to buses 

and, indeed, easier and more direct bus access than for the private car. It requires safe waiting areas, 

information systems, signed routes and facilities for disabled people. 

122. The West of Hoo appeal decision is again instructive. There, even where the whole site was within an 

acceptable walking distance of a bus stop, the Inspector still found that little more than half the site was 

within a desirable walking distance that would maximise public transport use, and concluded that only parts 

of that site were well-located for public transport. 

123. In this appeal, the public transport case is weaker because it appears to depend materially on future 

routeing, future stops, future loop arrangements or future network changes that are not all secured by this 

proposal itself. 

124. Active Travel England’s later response expressly raised concern about the deliverability of bus 

improvements and about the consequences if the adjoining site and spine road do not come forward in the 

expected way. 

125. Project Centre likewise emphasised the need for a more robust bus solution, including proper walking 

accessibility to bus stops and a realistic operational arrangement for buses before any adjacent site is 

delivered. 

126. That is not a mere drafting defect in the travel plan. It is a structural problem in the transport case. 

127. Public transport can only carry real weight in favour of a scheme where it is direct, attractive, frequent, 

inclusive and secured from the outset. A hopeful or contingent bus strategy is not enough. 

 

Chapter 13: Main Ground 6 - The Appeal Relies Improperly on 

Future Third-Party Infrastructure and Adjacent Land
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128. One of the strongest objections is that the appeal does not stand sufficiently on its own transport merits. 

129. Instead, it relies materially on future and uncertain interventions outside the red line, including changes 

linked to the adjoining land, the future spine road, potential future bus routeing, and future wider transport 

mitigation. 

130. That approach is deeply problematic in policy terms. 

131. The NPPF requires a vision-led approach and assessment against reasonable future scenarios, not a 

best-case scenario based on multiple uncertain events all occurring in the right order. 

132. The Medway Council Local Plan objective is that development should be phased to the provision of 

any transport works or facilities necessary to enable it to proceed. 

133. The statutory consultees expressly identified this weakness. Active Travel England and National 

Highways both criticised reliance on the future spine road and future bus arrangements, and Project Centre 

likewise regarded reliance on adjacent land changes as premature. 

134. That concern should carry great weight. A site must not be treated as acceptable today because it may 

become more acceptable later if another proposal progresses, another access arrangement is delivered, 

another operator agrees, or another legal and technical process succeeds. 

135. If the sustainable transport case only truly works once adjoining infrastructure is built, that is strong 

evidence that the site is not yet acceptable. 

 

Chapter 14: Main Ground 7 - The Residual and Cumulative Effects 

on the Peninsula Network Are Not Shown to be Acceptable

 

136. The appeal also fails to show that the residual and cumulative effects of the development on the 

peninsula transport network are acceptable. 

137. The relevant background is clear. The A228 corridor is already under pressure; the Neighbourhood 

Plan says it is already at capacity; the Local Plan records its poor accident record and strategic importance; 

and the emerging STA demonstrates the corridor’s sensitivity to growth. 

138. The emerging STA materially strengthens this point because it identifies severe and strategic pressure 

on key peninsula junctions, including Bell’s Lane/A228, Main Road Hoo/A228 and Four Elms, and 

demonstrates that substantial co-ordinated mitigation is required. 

139. The West of Hoo Inspector also recognised that Hoo relies heavily on a single road corridor and in 

particular Four Elms roundabout for vehicular connection to the wider network, and treated that dependence 

as part of the reason why the resulting car dependency harm was significant. 

140. The current appeal has not shown that its cumulative contribution to this already fragile corridor is 

acceptable in the absence of certain and co-ordinated strategic mitigation. 

141. NPPF paragraph 116 does not rescue the appeal. It does not say that only raw junction over-capacity 

matters. It also requires consideration of all reasonable future scenarios. Where a site’s sustainable access 

case is weak, where modal shift assumptions are fragile, and where wider corridor mitigation is uncertain, 

the Inspector is entitled to conclude that the residual cumulative effects are unacceptable. 
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Chapter 15: Main Ground 8 - A Travel Plan Cannot Cure a 

Fundamentally Unsustainable Location

 

142. The appellant may seek to rely on a framework travel plan or related measures. That should be given 

limited weight in the overall accessibility assessment. 

143. Travel plans are required by policy and can be useful in managing travel behaviour where a site is 

otherwise acceptably located and connected. They are not a substitute for fundamental locational 

sustainability. 

144. The previous West of Hoo case proves that point. That proposal included not only a travel plan but also 

bus incentives, information systems and infrastructure contributions, yet the Inspector still found that the site 

would not be made adequately sustainable and that high car dependency remained a significant harm. 

145. The same logic applies here. A travel plan can encourage marginal behavioural change. It cannot turn a 

poorly connected, weakly served and externally dependent site into one that is compliant with HOO11, T3, 

T6 and the NPPF. 

 

Chapter 16: Main Ground 9 - The Outline Nature of the Appeal 

Does Not Permit the Inspector to Defer the Critical Access Failures

 

146. This is an outline proposal, but access is a matter for determination now. That point is important. 

147. The Inspector is not being asked merely whether housing is acceptable in principle. He is also being 

asked to accept that the access strategy is good enough in principle and detail to allow the appeal to proceed. 

148. Where the main defects concern the adequacy, inclusivity and safety of the principal walking, 

wheeling, cycling and bus access strategy, those defects cannot simply be pushed forward to reserved 

matters. 

149. The earlier West of Hoo appeal decision is again instructive. The Inspector recognised that later details 

could not solve the core problem that the site itself would not be made adequately sustainable. 

150. The same is true here. Later drawings, lighting details, surfacing choices or landscaping conditions 

cannot retrospectively cure a transport strategy that is fundamentally too dependent on unsuitable routes, 

uncertain bus provision and future external mitigation. 

 

Chapter 17: Main Ground 10 - The Appeal Conflicts with the 

Rights of Way and Active Travel Policies of the Neighbourhood 

Plan
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151. The Inspector should also attach weight to the combined effect of HOO11 and HOO12. 

152. HOO11 is not a generic encouragement policy. It requires a hierarchy: active travel and sustainable 

movement first, private car use second. It also requires inclusivity and proper linkage to public transport and 

community facilities. 

153. HOO12 then adds specific protection for the safety and accessibility of public rights of way and other 

path networks and expects opportunities for enhancement. 

154. The appeal proposal conflicts with both policies because it does not show that the path network relied 

upon is safe, inclusive or sufficiently enhanced for the role the proposal expects it to perform. 

155. In particular, reliance on an inadequate section of route as a principal pedestrian connector is the 

opposite of enhancement. It is an attempt to make an existing constrained route carry a level and function of 

movement it is not shown to be capable of accommodating safely and attractively. 

 

Chapter 18: Main Ground 11 - The Appeal Also Has Transport-

Related Air Quality Implications in a Sensitive Corridor

 

156. Although this objection is confined to Transport & Access, it is relevant to note that the Neighbourhood 

Plan includes a specific air quality policy directed at areas with recognised traffic-related problems, 

including Four Elms Hill/Peninsula Way. It states that development should not significantly exacerbate 

pollution in such areas and that schemes generating additional vehicle movements should include mitigation. 

157. This matters because the transport case advanced by the appeal still points to substantial private car 

dependency and additional pressure on the same corridor already identified as constrained and 

environmentally sensitive. A transport strategy that fails to reduce car dependence is not neutral in policy 

terms; it aggravates the very conditions that local policy is trying to address. 

158. We do not advance a separate air quality objection chapter beyond that point, but it reinforces why a 

weak transport case is especially harmful in this location. 

 

Chapter 19: Overall Planning Conclusion on Transport & Access

 

159. Drawing the evidence together, the appeal proposal conflicts with the transport policy framework at 

every level. 

160. It conflicts with the Neighbourhood Plan because it does not prioritise safe active travel over private car 

use, does not provide a convenient, safe and attractive pedestrian environment for users with differing 

mobility, and does not show that the public rights of way and path network relied upon will be safe, 

inclusive and enhanced. 

161. It conflicts with the Medway Council Local Plan because it does not demonstrate realistic alternatives 

to the private car, does not show satisfactory and safe access for cyclists and pedestrians, does not provide 

attractive and safe pedestrian access following preferred routes, does not show full and direct public 

transport access of the kind expected for a substantial housing site, and does not adequately address the 

needs of disabled users. 
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162. It conflicts with the NPPF because it does not demonstrate a genuine vision-led transport solution, does 

not show safe and suitable access for all users, does not adequately prioritise walking, cycling and public 

transport, and does not robustly address reasonable future scenarios given the dependence on future off-site 

and third-party infrastructure. 

163. The specialist transport evidence supports that conclusion. The most relevant consultees and advisers 

repeatedly expressed concern or objection on precisely those matters: inclusive walking access, route 

quality, speed environment, crossing safety, public transport deliverability, and over-reliance on future and 

uncertain mitigation. 

164. The strategic evidence supports it too. The emerging STA demonstrates that the wider Hoo Peninsula 

network is already under pressure and requires co-ordinated mitigation, not piecemeal permissions with 

unresolved sustainable access. 

165. The previous West of Hoo refusal (MC/14/3405) and dismissal (APP/A2280/W/15/3132141) reinforce 

it most strongly of all. They show that adjacent western-edge land has already been found not to be 

adequately sustainable in transport terms and overly reliant on private car travel, even with a considerable 

mitigation package in place. 

 

Chapter 20: Formal Conclusion and Request

 

166. For the reasons set out above, we object to the appeal on Transport & Access grounds. 

167. The appeal proposal has not demonstrated that this site is, or can be made, sustainable in transport 

terms. 

168. It has not demonstrated safe and suitable access for all users. 

169. It has not demonstrated an inclusive and policy-compliant walking and wheeling network. 

170. It has not demonstrated a robust and secured public transport solution. 

171. It relies materially on future and uncertain mitigation outside the site and outside the appellant’s 

control. 

172. It would add development into a peninsula corridor already recognised as constrained, poorly 

connected and under strategic pressure. 

173. The appeal therefore conflicts with the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, 

particularly Policies HOO11 and HOO12; with the saved Medway Council Local Plan 2003 transport 

policies including T1, T2, T3, T6, T11, T12, T14 and T22; and with the NPPF 2024, particularly paragraphs 

109, 115, 116 and 117. 

174. Accordingly, the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Appendix 1: List of Core Transport and Access Documents Relied 

Upon
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1. Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (September 2024) - in particular 

Chapter 8 (Travel Infrastructure), including Policy HOO11, the supporting interpretation, and the 

transport evidence on pedestrian connectivity, public transport and A228 capacity. 

2. Medway Council Local Plan 2003 (May 2003) - in particular the saved transport policies relied 

upon in the representation, including Policies T1, T2, T3, T4, T6, T11, T12, T14 and T22, together 

with the supporting text on sustainable transport, pedestrian provision, public transport access and 

the A228 corridor. 

3. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) - in particular Chapter 9 on promoting 

sustainable transport, including paragraphs 109 to 117 and the definition of “reasonable future 

scenarios”. 

4. MC231934 - Statutory Consultees - including the transport and access responses from, among 

others, Active Travel England, National Highways and Medway Council’s highway advisers / 

Project Centre, as relied upon in the representation. 

5. Medway Council’s New Local Plan STA - including the strategic transport assessment material and 

supporting junction/network evidence relating to the Hoo Peninsula, A228 corridor, Bell’s Lane, 

Main Road Hoo and Four Elms. 

6. MC/14/3405 - Decision Notice (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - refusal notice dated 2 April 2015. 

7. MC/14/3405 - Committee Report (Land West of Hoo St Werburgh) - including the assessment of 

sustainability, private car dependence, Main Road Hoo/A228, Ratcliffe Highway, Four Elms and 

public transport mitigation. 

8. Appeal Decision APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, Land West of Hoo St Werburgh, decision dated 6 

September 2016 - including the Inspector’s findings on sustainability, accessibility, bus access, 

walking distances, car dependency and the significance of the mitigation package. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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Written by Cllr. Michael Pearce (Group Planning Spokes). 

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


