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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. This representation is submitted to the Inspector in opposition to the appeal, on Transport and Access 

grounds only. 

2. The core submission is that the appellant has failed to demonstrate that the appeal proposal would provide 

safe and suitable access for all users, has failed to show that its transport effects can be acceptably 

mitigated, and relies on an accessibility and mode-share case that is materially more optimistic than the 

local evidence base supports. 

3. The National Planning Policy Framework 2024 requires transport issues to be considered through a 

vision-led approach, requires significant development to be focused on locations which are or can be made 

sustainable, and requires that safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users, with significant impacts 

on the network and on highway safety mitigated to an acceptable degree. It also requires priority first to 

pedestrian and cycle movements and second to high quality public transport. 

4. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 remains directly relevant. Policy T1 requires the highway 

network to have adequate capacity, taking into account alternative modes to the private car, and guards 

against accident risk and harmful traffic effects. Policy T2 requires safe access for motorists, cyclists and 

pedestrians. Policy T6 requires proper access by public transport. Policy T11 provides for off-site transport 
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improvements where the need arises from development. Policy T22 requires the needs of people with 

disabilities to be fully taken into account. 

5. The recently made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023–2040 is highly 

material. It records that public transport provision is a serious impediment to sustainability, that the 

A228/Peninsula Way is the only real access route and is already at capacity, and that there is a severe lack 

of walking and cycling route connectivity. Policy HOO11 requires large developments to prioritise safe 

active travel and sustainable movement over private car use, while Policy HOO12 requires development not 

to have a significant adverse impact on the safety or accessibility of paths and cycle routes. Policy HOO10 

is also relevant in relation to additional traffic pressure at Four Elms Hill/Peninsula Way. 

6. The historic planning evidence points in the same direction. The previous proposal on this land, 

MC/14/3405, was refused as an unsustainable form of development, poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant 

on the private car. 

7. The 2016 Inspector then dismissed the appeal, finding that Hoo relies largely on a single road, the A228, 

and particularly the Four Elms roundabout, that the site suffered from poor pedestrian connectivity and a 

lack of bus penetration, and that the resulting high dependency on car travel was significant. The 

Inspector also found conflict with Local Plan Policy BNE25, because permissible countryside development 

must offer a realistic chance of access by a range of transport modes. 

8. Those findings remain highly material. The current local evidence base is, if anything, clearer than before 

that the area remains heavily constrained in transport terms. The Neighbourhood Plan now states expressly 

that the A228 is already at capacity. 

9. The current statutory consultee evidence strengthens rather than weakens the transport objection. Active 

Travel England recommends deferral and states that it is not currently in a position to support the 

application, identifying unresolved issues on active-travel design, access-point detail, public transport 

feasibility and the absence of the level of segregated provision expected for a development of this scale. 

10. By contrast, National Highways raises no objection subject to a Construction Traffic Management 

Plan, but that conclusion is limited to the Strategic Road Network / M2. It is not a finding that the 

proposal is acceptable in local transport terms. 

11. The representation from Leigh Academies Trust is also important. While maintaining an overall 

impartial position, it identifies unresolved operational and safety issues concerning the proposed pedestrian 

corridor between Main Road and the site at the academy interface, including fencing, controlled gates, 

retained rights of access, maintenance, lighting, security, redesign at the Primary Academy access point, and 

existing drop-off problems already causing delay on Main Road. 

12. In addition, the appellant’s own transport material shows that the bus case depends heavily on a 

proposed diversion of the Arriva 191 service, yet the correspondence in the Transport Assessment does not 

amount to a firm operator commitment. Instead, it shows repeated operator concern about viability, route 

efficiency, timetable slack, wider peninsula planning and funding uncertainty. 

13. The appellant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum also confirms that the Housing Infrastructure 

Fund (HIF) package for the Hoo Peninsula was withdrawn in July 2023 due to inflationary pressures 

and concerns regarding scheduling and delivery. That is a material change in strategic infrastructure context, 

because it removes any realistic basis for assuming that the appeal proposal is progressing in tandem with 

the earlier funded peninsula-wide infrastructure programme. 

14. The new Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment evidence also points the same way. Its evidence 

base adopts a 70% by car baseline for development trip-making and treats 60% by car only as a reduced 

assumption for certain clusters with better infrastructure or intervention potential, including the Hoo 
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Peninsula. The same STA material identifies ongoing pressure at key Hoo corridor junctions including Main 

Road Hoo and Four Elms. In transport terms, that is materially less optimistic than the appellant’s case. 

15. For all of those reasons, the Inspector is respectfully requested to find that the appeal proposal fails on 

Transport and Access grounds and that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

 

16. This representation addresses Transport and Access issues only. 

17. It does not deal with landscape, ecology, drainage, housing need, heritage, or any other issue except 

where such matters intersect directly with transport, movement, accessibility or highway functioning. 

18. The evidence relied upon includes the NPPF 2024, the Medway Council Local Plan 2003, the Hoo St 

Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023–2040, the previous MC/14/3405 refusal and 

appeal decision, the appellant’s current Transport Assessment Addendum, the current statutory consultee 

material including Active Travel England, National Highways and Leigh Academies Trust, and the 

Strategic Transport Assessment material. 

 

Chapter 3: National and Development Plan Policy

 

19. Paragraphs 109 and 110 of the NPPF require transport issues to be considered from the earliest stages 

through a vision-led approach and require significant development to be focused on locations which are or 

can be made sustainable by limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. 

Paragraphs 115 to 117 require safe and suitable access for all users, acceptable mitigation of significant 

impacts, refusal where residual cumulative highway impacts would be severe, and priority first to walking 

and cycling and second to high quality public transport. 

20. Policy T1 of the Medway Council Local Plan requires that the highway network has adequate capacity 

to cater for development traffic, taking account of alternative modes to the private car; that development 

does not significantly add to accident risk; and that it does not generate harmful traffic effects on residential 

roads. Policy T2 requires access arrangements that are not detrimental to the safety of vehicle occupants, 

cyclists and pedestrians. 

21. Policy T6 requires developments of sufficient scale to provide for access by public transport, including 

safe and attractive passenger waiting areas, signed pedestrian routes and facilities for people with 

disabilities. Policy T11 supports legal agreements to secure off-site transport improvements and improved 

accessibility by all modes where the need arises from the proposed development. Policy T22 requires 

development open to the public, and new housing development, to demonstrate that the needs of people with 

disabilities have been fully taken into account. 

22. The Neighbourhood Plan is especially important because it is recent, local and transport-specific. It 

records poor pedestrian connectivity, unsafe conditions for pedestrians and cyclists in places, serious public 

transport limitations, a severe lack of route connectivity, and that the A228/Peninsula Way is already at 

capacity. Policy HOO11 requires large developments to prioritise safe active travel and sustainable 

movement over private car use and to create a convenient, safe and attractive environment for pedestrians 

with differing levels of mobility. Policy HOO12 protects the safety and accessibility of rights of way and 
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cycle routes and warns against unsafe or visually poor path environments such as those created by blank 

edges or high fencing. 

23. The previous Inspector also confirmed that Policy BNE25 is transport-relevant in this context because 

permissible countryside development must offer a realistic chance of access by a range of transport modes. 

 

Chapter 4: Existing Transport Context on the Hoo Peninsula

 

24. The appeal site is not being promoted in a neutral transport context. It lies in a part of the Hoo Peninsula 

that is already highly dependent on the private car, heavily reliant on the A228 corridor, and characterised 

by weak walking and cycling connectivity. 

25. The Neighbourhood Plan records that public transport provision is a serious impediment to sustainability 

in the area, that the A228/Peninsula Way is the only real access route connecting the parish to the Medway 

Towns and wider network, and that Medway Council advises it is already at capacity. 

26. The Medway Council Local Plan also recognises that the A228 carries large volumes of traffic to and 

from the Hoo Peninsula and suffers from poor alignment and a poor accident record. 

27. The previous committee report on MC/14/3405 recorded that the Main Road Hoo / A228 roundabout 

operated at theoretical capacity in the morning peak, that long queues formed on Main Road Hoo, and that 

vehicles already diverted via Ratcliffe Highway, Bells Lane, Elm Avenue and Broadwood Road. It also 

recorded that the Four Elms roundabout already operated over its theoretical capacity during the peak 

periods. 

28. The 2016 Inspector then found that Hoo relies largely on a single road, the A228, and in particular a 

single roundabout, Four Elms, for vehicular connection to the wider world, and accepted that Four Elms was 

already overloaded at peak hours. 

29. This is therefore not a corridor with ample resilience. It is already sensitive to added demand, to 

congestion and to disruption. 

 

Chapter 5: Strategic Transport Assessment Evidence

 

30. The new Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment evidence base is materially relevant, even though 

it is not itself adopted policy. It is the Council’s own emerging strategic transport evidence. 

31. That evidence base adopts 70% by car as a baseline assumption for development trip-making, and only 

reduces to 60% by car for certain clusters where infrastructure or intervention is judged capable of 

supporting some degree of modal shift. The Hoo Peninsula is one of the clusters discussed within that 

framework. 

32. That matters because the appellant’s transport case depends on a materially more optimistic behavioural 

shift than the strategic evidence base naturally suggests for this area. 

33. The STA material also identifies key pressure points around Main Road Hoo and Four Elms and treats 

them as sensitive parts of the network under growth scenarios. 
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34. The Inspector is not asked to treat the STA as determinative. The point is narrower but important: it 

materially weakens any suggestion that a major scheme on this site can safely be assessed on the basis of 

unusually ambitious reductions in private-car reliance. 

 

Chapter 6: Current Statutory Consultee Evidence

 

Active Travel England 

35. The Active Travel England representation is one of the most important current documents before the 

Inspector. 

36. ATE’s formal position is deferral, because it is not currently in a position to support the application. 

37. Its concerns include insufficient detail on access points, lack of the segregated provision expected for a 

development of this scale, concerns over the relationship between on-site and off-site active-travel links, and 

unresolved questions regarding public transport and travel-plan assumptions. 

38. ATE also treats the Main Road / school-side access corridor as a critical active-travel access point that 

should be properly resolved now, not deferred. 

39. That is a profound difficulty for the appeal. Where the statutory consultee responsible for active travel is 

not in a position to support the proposal, the Inspector cannot lightly conclude that safe and suitable access 

for all users has been demonstrated. 

National Highways 

40. National Highways’ position is limited and should be read as such. 

41. Its current stance is one of no objection subject to a Construction Traffic Management Plan, and its 

later response confirms that the further submissions mainly concern internal site and local matters and 

have no implications for the Strategic Road Network. That position is properly limited to the effect of the 

proposal on the M2 / SRN. 

42. It does not amount to any finding that the proposal is acceptable in relation to Main Road Hoo, 

A228/Peninsula Way, Four Elms, Ratcliffe Highway, the academy-side pedestrian corridor, or the 

wider question whether safe and suitable access has been shown for pedestrians and cyclists in Hoo itself. 

43. National Highways’ lack of objection therefore does not answer the local transport concerns raised in 

this representation. 

Leigh Academies Trust 

44. The representation from Leigh Academies Trust is also highly material. 

45. Although Leigh maintains an impartial overall position, it identifies a number of unresolved operational 

and safety matters concerning the proposed pedestrian route between Main Road and the site through or 

alongside the academy interface. 

46. Those matters include the need for 2 metre anti-climb fencing along the trackway boundaries, lockable 

gates at crossing points, retention of existing rights of access, clear responsibility for maintenance, lighting 
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and security, redesign of the junction between the trackway and the Primary Academy access, and the fact 

that the existing drop-off arrangement already causes significant delays on Main Road. 

47. Those are not peripheral comments. They go directly to whether one of the appellant’s principal walking 

routes can safely and effectively serve the role attributed to it in the transport case. 

 

Chapter 7: The Main Road – Academy Interface

 

48. The Main Road–academy corridor deserves separate treatment because it is one of the most important 

components of the appellant’s sustainable-access narrative. 

49. The previous committee report identified a separate pedestrian and cycle access from Main Road via the 

existing footpath dividing the Hundred of Hoo school land, and treated it as an important link to the village 

and local schools. 

50. The earlier appeal decision also treated the southern Main Road access passing between the academy 

buildings and the playing fields as the most direct route for parts of the site to Main Road and to bus 

services, but noted that it would not itself provide a route for buses through the site. 

51. The Inspector also found that because of the extent of the school grounds, the extent of the site, and the 

lack of connectivity, much of the earlier proposal would remain beyond acceptable or desirable walking 

distances to schools, generating reliance on car travel for school journeys. 

52. The current Leigh Academies Trust representation adds practical and current evidence to that historical 

concern. It shows that the route is not merely a line on a plan but a live operational corridor adjoining 

functioning school land, where safeguarding, rights of access, security, maintenance and junction design 

remain unresolved. 

53. The fact that Leigh seeks fencing, gates, legal safeguards, maintenance clarity and redesign at the 

Primary Academy access point is itself evidence that this access route cannot presently be treated as a 

settled, demonstrated and policy-compliant solution. 

54. This matters directly under NPPF paragraph 115(b), under Local Plan Policy T2, and under 

Neighbourhood Plan Policies HOO11 and HOO12. 

 

Chapter 8: Safe and Suitable Access for All Users Has Not Been 

Demonstrated

 

55. The appeal must be judged not simply on whether vehicles can enter and leave the site, but on whether 

all users can do so safely and conveniently. 

56. That includes pedestrians, cyclists, children walking to school, older people, bus users and people with 

disabilities or reduced mobility. The NPPF and Local Plan both require that those interests are properly 

addressed. 

57. The present appeal does not satisfy that requirement. 
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58. First, ATE is not currently in a position to support the proposal. 

59. Second, the Neighbourhood Plan records poor pedestrian connectivity, unsafe walking and cycling 

conditions in places, and a severe lack of route connectivity in the area as a whole. 

60. Third, the Main Road–academy route remains subject to unresolved operational and safety issues. 

61. Fourth, the previous Inspector found that only parts of the site were well-located for public transport use, 

that much of the site was beyond desirable walking distance to a bus stop, and that the development would 

therefore produce a high degree of reliance on car travel. 

62. Fifth, the school-related access problems identified in the earlier appeal have not been convincingly 

solved in principle and are now reinforced by Leigh’s current comments. 

63. In those circumstances, the Inspector could not safely conclude that the appellant has demonstrated safe 

and suitable access for all users. 

 

Chapter 9: Arriva Bus and the Lack of a Firm Public Transport 

Commitment

 

64. A further major weakness in the appellant’s case is the lack of any firm, binding or operator-backed 

commitment from Arriva to deliver the bus service changes on which the appellant’s accessibility case 

materially depends. 

65. The appeal proposal relies heavily on the proposition that the existing 191 service can be diverted 

through the development in a way that materially improves accessibility and reduces reliance on the car. 

66. However, the material included in the appellant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum does not 

establish any firm commitment of that kind. What it shows is a sequence of discussions, caveats and 

qualified comments, not an agreed operational undertaking. 

67. The recorded March 2022 meeting notes show Arriva making several important points. Arriva said bus 

provision for the wider Hoo masterplan should be looked at holistically, said it had not been presented with 

a coordinated plan by Medway Council, and explained that it was difficult to judge future service provision 

while bus funding and patronage remained uncertain. 

68. The same notes record that Arriva considered a simple early “dog-leg” diversion into the site unlikely to 

be viable in cost and timetable terms, especially in peak periods, and instead suggested that in early phases 

residents should use the existing stops on Main Road. 

69. The October 2022 meeting notes are no stronger. Arriva said the proposed full loop arrangement made 

more sense from a bus point of view, but also said that the challenge would be the phasing, stressed that 

simplicity is key, warned that parking on the spine road could cause operational difficulty, and stated that if 

the revised route were any longer an extra bus might be needed because there is very little slack in the 

current timetable. 

70. The February 2023 email is also qualified. Arriva said the future of the 191 depended on the bus funding 

landscape, that the service could reduce from every 20 minutes to every 30 minutes, and that without 

knowing the base position it was difficult to create amended timetables to accommodate the development. 

Although Arriva said it was “happy with the proposals at this stage”, that plainly fell well short of a binding 

service commitment. 
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71. The November 2025 email is, if anything, more cautious still. Arriva expressly stated that it neither 

supports nor opposes developments, said routes through developments must be easy and efficient and not 

“dog legs”, and stated that for the wider 191 it is very difficult to predict what the future network 

pattern will be, because the details will only become apparent when more is known about wider peninsula 

development plans. 

72. That correspondence materially weakens the appellant’s public transport case. It shows that the bus 

strategy is not secured, not operator-committed, and still dependent on wider uncertainties including 

network design, funding and other Hoo Peninsula development. 

73. This is especially important because the earlier Inspector treated the absence of bus penetration 

through the site as one of the reasons why the previous proposal would not be made adequately sustainable. 

The current appeal cannot plausibly be said to have cured that historic weakness where the operator itself 

has not made a clear commitment to the service pattern on which the appellant relies. 

74. Nor does this point sit in isolation. The Neighbourhood Plan itself states that public transport provision 

is a serious impediment to sustainability and that developments on the outskirts of the parish are 

disadvantaged by their distance from bus stops. 

75. The proper conclusion is therefore that the appellant’s bus case is speculative to a material degree. In a 

location already known to be weak in public transport terms, that uncertainty should carry substantial weight 

against the appeal. 

 

Chapter 10: Withdrawal of the £170 Million Housing Infrastructure 

Fund Project

 

76. A further material consideration is the withdrawal of the Housing Infrastructure Fund package for 

the Hoo Peninsula. 

77. The appellant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum records that, in 2019, funding had been 

announced for a package of transport measures to underpin the wider Hoo expansion through the Housing 

Infrastructure Fund, and then records that in July 2023 Homes England announced that the HIF funding 

for the Hoo Peninsula would be withdrawn due to inflationary pressures and concerns regarding 

scheduling and delivery. 

78. That is significant because the wider strategic growth context for Hoo had for some time been associated 

with the expectation of a coordinated infrastructure package. Once that package was withdrawn, the strategic 

context changed materially. 

79. The point is not that the HIF withdrawal alone determines the appeal. It does not. The point is that it 

removes any realistic basis for assuming that the site is now progressing against the background of a funded, 

transformational Hoo Peninsula-wide transport programme. 

80. In strategic terms, the loss of the HIF package weakens confidence that the Hoo Peninsula will receive 

the scale of coordinated road, rail and public transport improvements that might otherwise have supported a 

stronger modal shift away from the car. 

81. In site-specific terms, it means the appeal must be judged against the infrastructure environment that 

actually exists or is actually secured now, not against a previously envisaged programme that has fallen 

away. 
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82. This matters particularly because the rest of the evidence already points to a constrained corridor, serious 

public transport impediments and high baseline car dependency. The HIF withdrawal does not create those 

weaknesses, but it materially increases their significance. 

83. It also undermines confidence in the appellant’s optimistic transport narrative. Where a mode-share case 

depends on a broader improving infrastructure context, the withdrawal of a major strategic infrastructure 

package weakens the credibility of the behavioural assumptions built upon it. 

84. The Inspector should therefore attach material weight to the HIF withdrawal as a further reason why the 

appeal proposal’s transport case lacks robustness. 

 

Chapter 11: The Appellant’s Mode Share and Accessibility Case Is 

Over-Optimistic

 

85. The appeal depends on an optimistic accessibility and mode-share case. 

86. But the local evidence base does not support that optimism. 

87. The new STA evidence base adopts 70% by car as a baseline and only identifies 60% by car as a 

reduced assumption for certain clusters where intervention potential exists. That is a materially more 

cautious starting point than the appellant’s transport narrative suggests. 

88. The earlier Inspector reached a similar conclusion in practical terms. He recorded evidence that in a 

sustainable location the modal split would be around 60% by car, whereas at this site around 70% by car 

before mitigation was typical. 

89. The Inspector also found that only parts of the site were within desirable walking distance of bus stops, 

and that most of fields F4 and F5 were not. 

90. The Neighbourhood Plan reinforces the same point by recording that public transport is a serious 

impediment to sustainability and that developments on the outskirts of the parish are disadvantaged by 

distance to bus stops. 

91. There is therefore a real risk that the appellant’s traffic forecasts understate actual vehicular demand 

because they assume too much sustainable-mode uptake in a location whose underlying structure remains 

heavily car-oriented. 

 

Chapter 12: Pressure on the Wider Highway Network

 

92. The transport issue in this appeal is not confined to the immediate site access. The wider corridor matters 

because that is how the development will function in reality. 

93. The previous committee report recorded that the Main Road Hoo / A228 roundabout already operated 

at theoretical capacity in the morning peak, that queues formed on Main Road Hoo, and that drivers already 

diverted to Ratcliffe Highway, Bells Lane, Elm Avenue and Broadwood Road when congestion worsened. 
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94. The same report recorded that Four Elms roundabout already operated over its theoretical capacity and 

that the development would add substantial peak-hour traffic to that junction. 

95. The 2016 Inspector accepted that Four Elms was currently overloaded at peak hours and that Hoo’s 

dependency on the A228 and Four Elms was a major reason why the resulting car dependency was harmful. 

96. The Neighbourhood Plan now adds current local evidence that the A228/Peninsula Way is already at 

capacity and that this has been a factor in recent planning appeals. 

97. Once that constrained baseline is recognised, the importance of the appellant’s optimistic modal 

assumptions becomes obvious. Even a moderate understatement of car trips could materially alter the 

practical impact on this already-stressed corridor. 

98. In those circumstances, it is not enough to point to a package of possible mitigation. The Inspector must 

consider the residual cumulative impacts following mitigation. On the present evidence, there is no sound 

basis for concluding that those impacts are clearly acceptable. 

 

Chapter 13: Ratcliffe Highway and Network Resilience 

 

99. Ratcliffe Highway requires separate mention because it illustrates the underlying fragility of the local 

network. 

100. The previous committee report described Ratcliffe Highway as an unlit local access road with generally 

low traffic levels, prone to excessive speeds and fly-tipping, but also used as an emergency access route for 

the Peninsula when the dual carriageway is closed, including significant HGV traffic on those occasions. 

101. That is important because the network problem here is not merely ordinary-day congestion. It is also 

one of limited resilience and limited alternative route choice. 

102. The earlier committee report also confirmed that when congestion built at the A228 roundabout, drivers 

already sought alternative routes including Ratcliffe Highway and Bells Lane. 

103. The Inspector recognised the same fragility, referring to the consequences when the A228 is blocked, 

closed or reduced in capacity. 

104. The proposal would therefore add not merely to ordinary peak demand, but to the underlying fragility 

of access to and from this part of the Peninsula. 

 

Chapter 14: Relevance of the Previous Refusal and Appeal Decision

 

105. The previous refusal and appeal are highly material and should be given substantial weight. 

106. The previous refusal reason stated that the development was an unsustainable form of development, 

poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on the private car. 

107. The 2016 appeal decision then confirmed, in substance, that conclusion. The Inspector found that the 

site would not be made adequately sustainable because of the almost complete absence of on-site 
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employment, the paucity of nearby off-site employment, the extent of the site, the absence of bus service 

penetration through it, and poor pedestrian connectivity with adjoining parts of Hoo. He concluded that the 

resulting high dependency on car travel was significant. 

108. Those findings were reached even though the earlier scheme included a substantial package of 

mitigation and contributions, including bus service improvements, discounted tickets, real-time information, 

a Main Road Hoo / A228 filter lane, footway improvements, a Ratcliffe Highway footway/cycleway, and a 

contribution to Four Elms. 

109. In other words, the existence of mitigation measures did not prevent the Inspector from finding 

enduring transport harm. 

110. The present appeal is not identical, but the transport fundamentals have not changed in the way 

necessary to displace the earlier reasoning. The Hoo corridor remains constrained; Four Elms remains 

critical; the site still depends on imperfect and contested connections to schools, buses and village facilities; 

and the current local evidence base is, if anything, stronger than before against the proposition that this is a 

robustly sustainable location. 

 

Chapter 15: Conditions, Travel Plans and Deferred Detail Cannot 

Cure the Present Defects

 

111. It may be said that any remaining transport concerns can be dealt with by condition, reserved matters, 

travel planning or later monitoring. 

112. That is not an adequate answer. 

113. First, Active Travel England’s own position is that key matters should be addressed before approval. 

114. Second, the Main Road–academy corridor issues raised by Leigh Academies Trust are not merely 

cosmetic details; they concern whether a principal pedestrian route works safely and effectively at all. 

115. Third, conditions may refine a solution that is already shown to be acceptable in principle. They should 

not be used to postpone proof of whether safe and suitable access exists in principle. 

116. Fourth, a travel plan is not a substitute for inherent locational sustainability. The previous appeal 

demonstrates that clearly. 

117. Fifth, a monitor-and-manage approach is especially weak where the underlying demand assumptions 

are themselves optimistic. If actual car demand is higher than forecast, mitigation triggers may be wrongly 

calibrated or come too late. 

118. The Inspector must therefore decide the appeal on the basis of what is robustly demonstrated now, not 

on the basis of what might later be refined. 

 

Chapter 16: Overall Planning Judgment and Conclusion
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119. The transport objection does not rest on one isolated point. It arises from the cumulative force of 

several interlocking problems. 

120. There is a locational sustainability problem. The site lies in an area where public transport is a serious 

impediment, walking and cycling connectivity is weak, and the A228 is already at capacity. 

121. There is an access demonstration problem. Active Travel England is not currently in a position to 

support the proposal, and key active-travel and edge-of-site access arrangements remain unresolved. 

122. There is a school-side corridor problem. Leigh Academies Trust has identified unresolved fencing, 

gating, maintenance, security, redesign and Main Road operational issues affecting one of the proposal’s 

principal pedestrian links. 

123. There is a public transport deliverability problem. The appeal depends heavily on a diversion of the 

Arriva 191 service, yet the appellant’s own evidence shows no firm operator commitment and instead 

records repeated caveats about viability, route efficiency, timetable slack and wider uncertainty. 

124. There is a strategic infrastructure problem. The HIF package that once underpinned the wider Hoo 

transport narrative has been withdrawn, materially weakening confidence in any assumption of coordinated 

peninsula-wide transport transformation. 

125. There is a forecasting credibility problem. The appellant’s optimistic assumptions on modal shift are 

not well aligned with the strategic evidence base for Hoo or with the earlier Inspector’s findings. 

126. There is a wider network problem. Main Road Hoo, the A228 corridor, Four Elms and Ratcliffe 

Highway are already sensitive and constrained, with limited resilience and existing route reassignment under 

stress. 

127. There is a policy conflict problem. The proposal is not shown to comply with NPPF paragraphs 109, 

110 and 115–117; with Local Plan Policies T1, T2, T6, T11 and T22; with the BNE25 principle identified 

by the Inspector; or with Neighbourhood Plan Policies HOO10, HOO11 and HOO12. 

128. For all of those reasons, the Inspector is respectfully requested to conclude that the appellant has failed 

to demonstrate: 

safe and suitable access for all users; 

a robust and deliverable public transport strategy; 

a reliable basis for the claimed level of modal shift away from private-car use; and 

an acceptable residual cumulative impact on the local highway network. 

129. The appeal should therefore be dismissed on Transport and Access grounds. 

 

Appendix 1: List of Core Transport and Access Documents Relied 

Upon

 

A1.1 This Appendix identifies the principal Transport and Access documents relied upon in this 

representation, including national and development plan policy documents, current appeal transport material, 
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statutory consultee and third-party access representations, strategic transport evidence, and historic 

application / appeal documents relating to the site context. 

A. National and Development Plan Policy Documents 

A1.2 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2024. 

A1.3 Medway Council Local Plan 2003, May 2003, including in particular the transport policies within 

Chapter 8 and related provisions including Policies T1, T2, T5, T6, T11 and T22. 

A1.4 Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023–2040, September 2024, including in 

particular Policies HOO10, HOO11 and HOO12 and the supporting transport evidence. 

B. Current Appeal / Application Transport Documents 

A1.5 MC/24/2022 Environmental Statement Chapter 10A: Transport and Access. 

A1.6 MC/24/2022 Appendix 10.1A: Transport Assessment. 

A1.7 Transport Assessment Addendum / Updated Scope of Addendum materials submitted with the current 

appeal. 

A1.8 Travel Plan submitted with the current appeal. 

A1.9 Current transport and access drawings submitted with the appeal, including as relevant: 

 Site Access drawing(s) 

 Footway Improvements drawing(s) 

 Peninsular Way / Main Road mitigation drawing(s) 

 Four Elms roundabout mitigation drawing(s) 

 Ratcliffe Highway access drawing(s) 

 Concept on-site highway layout drawing(s) 

C. Current Statutory Consultee and Third-Party Transport / Access 

Representations 

A1.10 Active Travel England representation on application MC/24/2022. 

A1.11 National Highways representations on application MC/24/2022, including Part 1, Part 2, and the later 

updated response confirming no objection subject to a Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

A1.12 Leigh Academies Trust representation on application MC/24/2022, submitted in the name of Richard 

Cottam, concerning the Main Road / academy-side pedestrian corridor, trackway interface, access rights, 

fencing, gates, maintenance, security, and school access / drop-off issues. 

D. Strategic Transport Evidence 

A1.13 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Forecasting Report. 

A1.14 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Mode Share Strategy. 
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A1.15 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Junction Modelling and 

Mitigation Report. 

A1.16 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Forecasting Methodology 

Report. 

A1.17 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Local Model Validation 

Report. 

A1.18 Medway Council’s New Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment – Data Collection Report. 

A1.19 Any associated Hoo Peninsula / Main Road Hoo / Four Elms technical notes and supporting 

modelling documents contained within the Strategic Transport Assessment bundle. 

E. Historic Site-Specific Application / Appeal Documents 

A1.20 MC/14/3405 Decision Notice. 

A1.21 MC/14/3405 Committee Report. 

A1.22 MC/14/3405 Appeal Decision, Appeal Ref APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, dated 6 September 2016. 

F. Historic Transport Material Referred to Through the Previous 

Application / Appeal Documents 

A1.23 Historic Transport Assessment material and highways evidence referred to in the MC/14/3405 

Committee Report and Appeal Decision. 

A1.24 Historic highway mitigation and access proposals referred to in the MC/14/3405 Committee Report 

and Appeal Decision, including: 

 Main Road Hoo / A228 filter lane proposals 

 Footway improvements along Main Road Hoo 

 Ratcliffe Highway footway / cycleway proposals 

 Four Elms roundabout contribution / mitigation proposals 

 Bus service contribution, real-time information and bus ticket measures. 

G. Bus Service / Public Transport Evidence 

A1.25 Arriva email correspondence and meeting-note material reproduced within the current Transport 

Assessment / Transport Assessment Addendum, concerning the proposed routing of bus services, including 

the 191 service, through or in relation to the appeal site. 

A1.26 Public transport assumptions, service-diversion proposals, and associated accessibility analysis 

contained within the current Transport Assessment, Transport Assessment Addendum and Travel Plan. 

H. Housing Infrastructure Fund / Strategic Infrastructure Context 

A1.27 The current Transport Assessment Addendum, insofar as it addresses the withdrawal of the Housing 

Infrastructure Fund package for the Hoo Peninsula and the implications of that withdrawal for the strategic 

transport context of the appeal proposal. 
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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 

 Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind) 

 Group Member 

 Hoo & High Halstow Ward 

 

 

 

 

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. 


