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About The Independent Group (TIG)

The Independent Group (TIG) is a group of five Independent Councillors who sit on Medway Council. We
represent the following Medway Council Wards and the following rural villages on the Hoo Peninsula in
Kent:

Strood Rural Ward: Cliffe, Cliffe Woods, Cooling, Frindsbury, Wainscott and Upnor.
Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward: Chattenden, Hoo St Werburgh, High Halstow and Kingsnorth.

Cllr. Turpin (Group Whip) and CllIr. Williams (Group Member) represent Strood Rural Ward (achieving
over 52.5% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election) and ClIr. Crozer (Group Leader), Clir. Pearce (Deputy
Group Leader) and CllIr. Sands (Group Member) represent Hoo St Werburgh & High Halstow Ward
(achieving over 70% of the vote at the 2023 Local Election). TIG represents a clear and significant majority
of the electorate on the Hoo Peninsula - a strong rural community with productive fertile agricultural land,
valued landscapes, rich heritage, and internationally and nationally important habitats, supporting bio-
diverse wildlife. The Hoo Peninsula is part of the proposed East Coast Wetlands designation to become a
UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site.

The existing development plan for the Hoo Peninsula includes two recently adopted Neighbourhood Plans:
(1) Hoo St Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan and (2) Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood
Plan.

TIG also supports the residents and Parish Councils of All Saints Ward: Allhallows, St. Mary Hoo, Stoke
and Grain.

Chapter 1. Executive Summary

1. This representation is submitted to the Inspector in objection to the appeal on Active Travel grounds
only, including the closely related issue of whether the appellant has demonstrated a robust and deliverable
public-transport / walking / cycling access strategy.

2. The central submission is that the appeal should be dismissed because the appellant has failed to show
that the development would provide a genuinely safe, attractive and deliverable active-travel and
sustainable-access solution for all users.

3. That failure arises in two principal ways. First, the appellant’s case relies heavily on the proposed
diversion of the Arriva 191 bus service through the development, yet there is no firm operator
commitment to that service pattern and the appellant’s own material records repeated operator concerns
about route efficiency, commercial viability, timetable slack and wider uncertainty. Secondly, one of the
appellant’s key pedestrian/cycle links - the route between Main Road and the site via the academy corridor
- remains subject to significant unresolved safety, security, legal and operational concerns identified by
Leigh Academies Trust.

4. These are not minor technical matters. They go to the heart of whether the proposal can satisfy the NPPF
requirement for safe and suitable access for all users, whether it truly gives priority to walking and cycling



and then to high-quality public transport, and whether its claimed modal shift away from private-car use is
realistic rather than aspirational.

5. The policy framework is clear. The NPPF 2024 requires significant development to be focused on
locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine
choice of transport modes. It requires decision-makers to ensure that safe and suitable access can be
achieved for all users, and that development gives priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements and
second to facilitating access to high-quality public transport, with layouts that maximise public-transport
catchment.

6. The Medway Council Local Plan 2003 points in the same direction. Policy T2 requires access
arrangements that are not detrimental to the safety of cyclists and pedestrians. Policy T3 requires attractive
and safe pedestrian access, including routes that follow desire lines, are safe, and are accessible by people
with disabilities. Policy T4 requires appropriate cycle provision and warns that shared pedestrian/cycle
routes raise particular safety issues. Policies T5 and T6 require major schemes to make real provision for
public transport, including safe waiting areas, direct pedestrian links, and layouts capable of accommodating
modern full-size buses. Policy T22 requires the needs of people with disabilities to be fully taken into
account.

7. The made Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 is especially important.
It records that pedestrian connectivity in the parish is poor, that roads are unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists
in places, that public transport provision is a serious impediment to sustainability, that new development on
the outskirts is disadvantaged by distance from bus stops, and that there is a severe lack of route
connectivity. Policy HOO11 then 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, linking to surrounding paths, community facilities and public transport.
Policy HOO12 protects the safety and accessibility of rights of way and warns against high fences or poor
path environments that create unsafe or visually unappealing routes.

8. The historic evidence is also highly material. The previous MC/14/3405 proposal on this land was refused
by Medway Council as an unsustainable form of development, poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on
the private car.

9. The 2016 Inspector then dismissed the appeal, finding that the absence of bus service penetration
through the site and the poor pedestrian connectivity with adjoining parts of Hoo meant that the location
would not be made adequately sustainable, and that the resulting high dependency on car travel would be
significant. The Inspector also found that only parts of the site were well located for public transport use and
that much of the site was beyond desirable walking distances to facilities.

10. Those historic weaknesses are not cured by the current appeal material. On the contrary, the present
evidence shows that the appellant’s bus solution is still uncertain and that the most sensitive pedestrian/cycle
connection remains unresolved in practical, day-to-day terms.

11. The current Active Travel England response is particularly important. Its formal recommendation is
deferral, and it states that ATE is not currently in a position to support the application, identifying
missing assessment, unresolved public-transport feasibility, deficiencies in off-site and on-site active-travel
design, lack of firm commitment to access points, and the need for safer treatment of the southern
roundabout and key crossing arrangements.

12. The current Leigh Academies Trust representation is equally important. It does not support or oppose
the application overall, but it identifies a series of unresolved concerns about the academy-side trackway /
footpath / cycle route: anti-climb fencing, lockable gates, retained access rights, maintenance, lighting,
security, redesign at the Primary Academy access point, and an ineffective school drop-off arrangement
already causing delays on Main Road.



13. The appellant’s own transport evidence also records that Arriva has not provided a firm, unconditional
commitment to the proposed 191 diversion. Instead, the appellant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum
records that Arriva objected to a “dog-leg” arrangement, said route simplicity is essential, warned that there
is “very little slack” in the timetable, indicated that an additional bus may be required if the route becomes
any longer, and later explained that the future of the 191 depends on the bus-funding landscape and wider
peninsula development.

14. The letter from Cllr Michael Pearce to Arriva is also material. It summarises the same problem in
practical terms: the proposed diversion would send one bus per hour away from the existing village centre
and existing passenger demand; the bus operator has already raised viability and deliverability concerns; and
the claimed modal-shift case is not robustly evidenced.

15. For all of those reasons, the appeal should be dismissed on Active Travel grounds.

Chapter 2: Scope of this Representation

16. This representation addresses Active Travel grounds only.

17. In this context, “active travel” is used in the planning sense reflected in the NPPF and the
Neighbourhood Plan: namely, walking and cycling first, but also the related question whether the site has a
coherent and deliverable sustainable-access strategy that genuinely reduces reliance on private-car travel.
That necessarily includes the proposed bus strategy, because the appellant relies on the diverted 191 service
as one of the principal means by which the site is said to become sustainable.

18. This representation does not address wider highway-capacity or traffic-congestion matters except where
they overlap directly with active travel, public transport accessibility, school access, path safety, route
directness, or the credibility of the appellant’s non-car mode-share case.

Chapter 3: National and Development Plan Policy

19. Paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires transport issues to be considered from the earliest stages using a
vision-led approach, including identifying and pursuing opportunities to promote walking, cycling and
public transport use. Paragraph 110 requires significant development to be focused on locations which are or
can be made sustainable through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport
modes.

20. Paragraph 115 requires that, when assessing development proposals, sustainable transport modes are
prioritised, safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users, and any significant impacts can be
mitigated to an acceptable degree. Paragraph 117 requires priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements,
and second to facilitating access to high-quality public transport, with layouts that maximise catchment for
bus services and appropriate facilities that encourage bus use. It also requires the needs of people with
disabilities and reduced mobility to be addressed. Paragraph 118 requires significant-movement proposals to
provide a travel plan and a vision-led transport statement or transport assessment so that impacts can be
assessed and monitored.



21. Paragraph 96 is also relevant. It requires healthy, inclusive and safe places with easy pedestrian and
cycle connections and clear, legible routes. This matters because the academy-side path is not simply a
convenience route; it is one of the development’s most important everyday walking and cycling connections.

22. Policy T2 of the Medway Council Local Plan requires access arrangements that are not detrimental to
the safety of vehicle occupants, cyclists and pedestrians. That is directly engaged by both the proposed Main
Road / roundabout access arrangements and the academy-side footpath / cycle link.

23. Policy T3 is equally important. It requires development proposals to provide attractive and safe
pedestrian access; to maintain or improve pedestrian routes related to the site; to follow preferred routes or
desire lines; and to ensure accessibility for people with disabilities wherever possible. The supporting text
adds that pedestrian routes should not be segregated by a significant distance from the carriageway or other
activity because isolated routes are unattractive and can generate fears about personal safety, and that
particular emphasis should be given to safe routes to schools.

24. Policy T4 requires major trip-attracting development to make provision for cycle facilities and the
supporting text states that shared pedestrian/cycle routes raise particular safety issues which need careful
consideration. That is highly material because the current appeal relies in part on shared-use solutions and
on a path through the academy corridor that is not yet clearly resolved in design or management terms.

25. Policies T5 and T6 require more than token bus provision. They expect public-transport measures to be
realistic, direct and accessible. T5 supports bus preference measures and improved passenger facilities. T6
requires substantial new development to make provision for access by public transport, including road
layouts, widths, geometry and stopping/turning arrangements suitable for modern full-size buses, together
with safe and attractive waiting areas and signed pedestrian routes for passengers.

26. Policy T11 then provides the mechanism for development-funded improvements to walking, cycling and
public-transport infrastructure where the need arises from the development. But that policy presupposes that
the necessary infrastructure and service interventions are actually identified and deliverable; it is not a
warrant for approving an uncertain access strategy on the hope that something can later be negotiated.

27. Policy T22 requires the needs of people with disabilities to be fully taken into account. That matters
directly to both the bus issue and the academy-side route issue, because a circuitous, unsecured or
inconvenient route is not equally usable by all, and a bus diversion that weakens access to the existing
village centre may disproportionately affect older residents and less mobile users.

28. The made Neighbourhood Plan is especially strong on this topic. The evidence base records that
pedestrian connectivity in the neighbourhood area is poor; that roads are unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists
due to traffic speeds, lack of pavements and pollution; that public transport is currently a serious impediment
to sustainability; that developments on the outskirts are disadvantaged by their distance from bus stops; and
that there is a severe lack of route connectivity.

29. Policy HOOL11 then requires travel proposals for large developments to prioritise safe active travel and
sustainable transport movement over private-car use, and to create a convenient, safe and attractive
environment for pedestrians with differing levels of mobility, linking to surrounding paths, community
facilities and public transport, with good linkages within the site. Its interpretation text requires permeable,
safe and attractive walking and cycling networks connected to the wider locality and footpath networks, and
says the needs of children, carers, elderly people and people with disabilities must be taken into account.

30. Policy HOO12 is also directly engaged by the academy-side route. It requires development not to have a
significant adverse impact on the safety or accessibility of public rights of way, cycle routes or bridleways,
and says opportunities should be taken to enhance route safety, amenity and accessibility. The interpretation
text warns that adverse impacts can arise where development presents high fences flanking a path, creating
an unsafe and visually unappealing environment.



Chapter 4: Existing Local Context

31. The active-travel issue cannot be assessed in isolation from the local context on the Hoo Peninsula.

32. The Neighbourhood Plan records that public transport provision is a serious impediment to
sustainability, that new development on the outskirts of the parish is disadvantaged by distance from bus
stops, that walking and cycling connectivity is severely lacking, and that there is a need for improved
footpath connections, cycleways and safer roads.

33. That context matters because it means the appellant cannot rely on weak or provisional sustainable-
transport measures. In a location already known to have poor connectivity and limited non-car options, the
sustainable-access case must be particularly robust.

34. The previous appeal decision confirms that this site’s accessibility varies significantly across the site and
that the more remote parts are not well related to facilities, bus stops or schools. The Inspector found that
only parts of the site were well-located for public transport use and that much of the site was beyond
desirable walking distances.

35. The Inspector also found that pedestrian and cycle access for fields F4 and F5 was dependent in part on
the southern access passing between the Hundred of Hoo Academy buildings and playing fields, but that this
route did not provide for buses and therefore could not itself solve the bus-penetration problem.

36. In other words, the site has long had a combined problem of imperfect pedestrian connectivity and
imperfect public-transport penetration. The current appeal seeks to answer both of those historic
weaknesses, but the evidence does not show that either answer is yet robust.

Chapter 5: The Current Active Travel England Response

37. The current Active Travel England response is a major material consideration. Its formal
recommendation is deferral, and it states that ATE is not currently in a position to support the
application.

38. That alone is important. Where the statutory consultee specifically charged with active-travel matters
says it cannot support the proposal, the Inspector should be slow to conclude that the appellant has already
demonstrated a safe, coherent and deliverable active-travel strategy.

39. ATE’s concerns are substantive. It says that all-day active-travel trip generation is missing from the TA
and Travel Plan, meaning the analysis provides very little evidence on which to build an effective healthy
and inclusive movement strategy. It also requires multi-modal trip-generation analysis across the day, not
merely peak-hour material.

40. ATE then addresses route quality and connectivity. It notes that the TA itself says the quality and width
of the local cycleway is “varied”, and says improvement measures need to be of a sufficient standard and
clearly tied into existing provision.

41. Most importantly for present purposes, ATE expressly addresses the bus strategy. It records that the
appellant proposes to divert the 191 through the Taylor Wimpey and Gladman sites using the new spine



road, but says that further information on the feasibility of these potential enhancements is required,
alongside the local highway authority’s view. That is a significant finding, because it confirms that the
public-transport element of the strategy is not yet demonstrated in a way that ATE can support.

42. ATE also identifies unresolved issues with site permeability and connectivity. It says the indicative
masterplan shows only one link into the adjacent proposed site via the spine road, and that further walking
and cycling links are expected together with assurance that they will comply with LTN 1/20 in width,
surface treatment and lighting.

43. ATE goes on to say that a number of active-travel access points are indicated in the Design and Access
Statement but that it requires a firm commitment to delivery of those points at this stage, because access
is a matter for this application. That is particularly important here: the appeal is not one where the Inspector
can safely defer the fundamentals of access design to a later stage.

44. ATE is also critical of the proposed on-site section. It explains that shared use is only appropriate in
limited circumstances and says it would expect to see segregated provision rather than the shared-use
approach promoted in places by the appellant.

45. ATE further comments on the southern access roundabout. It says the roundabout is currently a
relatively hostile environment and is not conducive to active travel, and it suggests that stronger solutions
such as a Dutch-style roundabout and a controlled crossing should be considered.

46. ATE also says it was not possible to ascertain exactly how all proposed active-travel links would connect
to existing active-travel links, and that this must be made clear for all links. That is a basic but fundamental
criticism: a walking/cycling strategy cannot be accepted in principle if the actual continuity of routes is not
clearly demonstrated.

47. In short, ATE’s response supports a clear planning conclusion: the appellant has not yet demonstrated a
policy-compliant active-travel solution at this site.

Chapter 6: The Arriva Bus Issue

48. The appeal’s public-transport case depends heavily on the proposed diversion of the Arriva 191 through
the development.

49. That matters because the previous Inspector identified the absence of bus service penetration through
the site as one of the reasons why the site was not made adequately sustainable. The current bus proposal is
therefore not peripheral; it is part of the appellant’s attempt to overcome the earlier appeal failure.

50. But the central problem is this: there is no firm operator commitment from Arriva to the proposed
diverted route.

51. The appellant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum records that the earlier bus-loop concept within
the site was not taken forward because Arriva were not happy with the “dog leg service” it would provide.
The appellant then moved to a different strategy that depends on a through-route via the adjacent Gladman
land.

52. That is already a warning sign. The current bus solution is not a settled, operator-backed service
proposal. It is a revised concept developed after an earlier version proved unattractive to the operator.



53. The appellant’s own evidence then records a series of operator caveats and concerns. In the October
2022 meeting material reproduced in the TA, Arriva said that if the new route were any longer, it was likely
that an extra bus would be needed because there is “very little slack in the current timetable.” The same
material records Arriva’s view that “simplicity is key” and that it would be preferable to change the whole
service rather than have one journey doing something different, while also noting that the Grain leg of the
route complicates matters.

54. That is not a statement of support. It is evidence of operational difficulty and conditionality.

55. The later email material reproduced in the appellant’s own TA is also cautious. Arriva says that the
future of the 191 depends on the future funding landscape for the bus industry, that the current 20-minute
frequency between Chatham and Hoo may reduce to every 30 minutes, and that the extension to Grain may
no longer continue. The same email says that without knowing the base position it is very difficult to
create an amended timetable to accommodate the development.

56. Those are not immaterial details. They go directly to the deliverability of the proposed bus solution.

57. The 2025 Arriva email recorded in the appellant’s material is, if anything, more explicit. Arriva says it
neither supports nor opposes developments, that changes to services must complement existing
passenger demand where it is substantive, that routes through developments should be easy and efficient
and not dog legs which take too long, and that for the wider 191 it is very difficult to predict the future
network pattern because much depends on wider peninsula development.

58. In planning terms, that is a fatal weakness in the bus case. The appellant asks the Inspector to place real
weight on a bus diversion that the operator has not committed to, has repeatedly qualified, and has tied to
wider uncertainty.

59. The problem is reinforced by the current ATE response, which says further information on the
feasibility of the proposed 191 enhancements is required. That is an independent statutory-consultee
confirmation that the bus case is not yet robust.

60. The letter from Cllr Michael Pearce usefully draws those threads together. It states that the appeal
proposes to divert one of the three 191 services per hour away from the centre of Hoo and through the new
development on the edge of the village; that this would reduce convenience for existing users; that Arriva’s
own correspondence raises concerns about commercial vulnerability, reduced frequency, potential loss of
the Grain extension and timetable difficulty; and that the appellant’s claimed bus improvements therefore
appear uncertain and may undermine the existing network rather than improve it.

61. That letter is not, of course, a substitute for the operator’s own evidence. But it is a material local
document because it accurately highlights the weakness already visible in the appellant’s own evidence: the
proposal seeks to use a speculative diversion of an existing village bus route to overcome a previous appeal
failure, without actually securing a firm operator-backed service solution.

62. The bus issue is also one of fairness and network function. The Pearce letter points out that the existing
191 serves Main Road (Hoo centre), Bells Lane and Knights Road / St John’s Road, where the existing
passenger demand is concentrated, including older residents and those with limited mobility. Diverting one
service per hour away from that existing pattern risks making the service less direct and less convenient for
present users.

63. That concern sits squarely with the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan policy framework. Policies T5
and T6 require public transport access to be real, direct and properly integrated. Policy HOO11 requires
balanced transport choices and convenient, safe links to public transport. A strategy that potentially degrades
existing service directness while lacking firm operator backing is difficult to reconcile with those policies.



64. The appellant may point to Arriva’s recorded statement that it was “happy with the proposals at this
stage”. That phrase, read in context, does not amount to a commitment to operate the service, let alone to
operate it at the claimed frequency over time. The surrounding correspondence makes plain that Arriva still
had serious caveats about viability, base timetabling, route structure, frequency and future network pattern.

65. The appeal is not a negotiation about whether an in-principle conversation with a bus operator has taken
place. The planning question is whether the Inspector can place decisive weight on the proposed bus
diversion as part of the active-travel / sustainable-access case. In our submission, the answer is no.

Chapter 7: The Appellant’s Mode-Share Case Is Not Robust

66. The weakness of the Arriva evidence is not a standalone point. It undermines the credibility of the
appellant’s wider active-travel and modal-shift case.

67. The appellant’s own Travel Plan and TA Addendum set ambitious non-car travel assumptions. The
Travel Plan includes a very substantial targeted increase in bus use, and the TA Addendum proceeds on a
“vision” scenario that assumes a marked reduction in car-driver share compared with the business-as-usual
case.

68. But those assumptions are only as good as the measures that underpin them. Where the bus diversion is
not operator-committed, where the active-travel access points remain contested, and where ATE says further
evidence and revisions are needed, the resulting modal-shift case is correspondingly fragile.

69. The previous appeal decision is highly instructive here. The Inspector recorded that in a sustainable
location modal split would be around 60% by car, but that at this site around 70% before mitigation was
typical, and that the resulting car dependency remained significant because of the lack of bus penetration
and poor pedestrian connectivity.

70. That historical finding matters because it shows why unsupported optimism about walking, cycling and
bus use is especially dangerous at this site. The site has a long-established pattern of over-reliance on the
private car unless the non-car offer is genuinely strong.

Chapter 8: The Leigh Academies Trust Issue

71. The second central issue in this representation is the academy-side footpath / cycle access.

72. The appellant relies on this corridor as one of the key active-travel links between the site, Main Road,
local bus services and local schools.

73. The previous committee report on MC/14/3405 already 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. However, the report also said that detailed design,
landscaping and lighting would need to be secured if permission were granted.

74. The previous appeal decision likewise recognised that the southern access passing between the academy

buildings and playing fields provided the most direct access to Main Road Hoo for parts of the site, but also
identified wider connectivity problems and noted that it would not provide a route for buses through the site.
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75. The current Leigh Academies Trust representation shows that this corridor remains far from resolved.

76. Leigh says that, should the development proceed, the walkway could potentially benefit parents and
students by providing a route to school. But it then sets out a series of critical conditions and concerns:

the need for 2m anti-climb fencing along both sides of the trackway;

lockable gates at the two crossing points used to access the sports field and Primary Academy;
legal retention of the two existing rights of access across the trackway;

clarity over responsibility for ongoing maintenance, lighting and security;

a full redesign of the junction between the trackway and the Primary Academy access; and

replacement of the existing ineffective car drop-off arrangement, which Leigh says causes significant traffic
delays on Main Road.

77. Those are not peripheral estate-management matters. They go directly to whether the route can operate
safely, securely and conveniently as an everyday walking and cycling connection.

78. They also raise an important policy tension. On the one hand, the appellant relies on this route to prove
permeability and school accessibility. On the other, the adjoining education landowner says the route
requires fencing, gates, redesign, legal safeguards and ongoing management arrangements before it can
operate properly.

79. That is powerful evidence that the route is not yet demonstrated as a safe and suitable access in
principle.

80. The Leigh representation also directly engages policy HOO12. That policy says development should not
have a significant adverse impact on the safety or accessibility of paths, and its interpretation warns that
high fences flanking a path may create an unsafe and visually unappealing environment. The fact that
Leigh now seeks 2m anti-climb fencing on both sides of the trackway illustrates the practical difficulty here:
the corridor is being relied upon as a pleasant, permeable active-travel link, yet the adjoining landowner says
it requires robust security infrastructure that may itself affect route quality and perception.

81. Policy T3 is also directly engaged. It requires routes to follow pedestrians’ preferred routes, to be
attractive and safe, and to address personal-security concerns. A route that remains dependent on unresolved
fencing, gating, redesign and security arrangements cannot sensibly be treated as already satisfying that

policy.

82. The same is true of Policy T22 and NPPF paragraph 117(b). A route is not genuinely suitable “for all
users” if its day-to-day operation, legibility, management, surveillance, crossing arrangements and security
are still materially unresolved.

83. There is a further practical point. Leigh says that the existing drop-off arrangement at the primary site is
ineffective and already causes significant delays on Main Road. That is evidence that the school frontage
environment is already operationally sensitive. It strengthens the objection because the appellant’s active-
travel case assumes increased school-related walking through or alongside that same area without
demonstrating a settled, coordinated frontage solution.

84. The issue is not whether Leigh is supportive or opposed overall. Leigh’s neutral stance does not assist

the appellant. What matters is that the one landowner/operator most directly concerned with the daily
functioning of the route is saying that a series of significant matters remain unresolved.
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Chapter 9: The Previous Appeal Findings Remain Highly Material

85. The previous appeal decision remains strongly material on active-travel and bus matters.

86. The Inspector found that the development would not be made adequately sustainable because the almost
complete absence of on-site employment, the paucity of nearby employment, the extent of the site, the
absence of bus service penetration through it and the poor pedestrian connectivity with immediately
adjoining parts of Hoo combined to produce a location with significant car dependency.

87. The Inspector also found that only those parts of the site within desirable walking distance of facilities
were likely to maximise sustainable modes, that most of fields F4 and F5 were not well-located for public
transport use, and that even school journeys would involve a fair degree of car reliance because of lack of
connectivity and weak public-transport contribution.

88. The present appeal attempts to answer those problems by proposing bus diversion and by relying on the
Main Road / academy-side route. But the evidence shows that both of those supposed answers remain
uncertain.

89. Put simply, the appellant has not shown that the two main weaknesses identified by the previous
Inspector - weak bus penetration and poor pedestrian connectivity - have been genuinely cured.

Chapter 10: The New Local Plan STA

90. The new Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment is of more limited direct assistance on the narrow
issue of detailed active-travel design than the policies, consultee responses and previous appeal findings.

91. We do not therefore place primary reliance on it in this representation. However, it is at least consistent
with the broader point that meaningful modal shift on the Hoo Peninsula is treated in the Council’s emerging
strategic work as something dependent on wider intervention, including strategic public-transport and
active-travel measures, rather than something to be assumed through unsupported site-level optimism.

92. That broader strategic context reinforces rather than weakens the objection: in an area where sustainable
transport is already difficult, unsupported assumptions about bus diversion and school-side walking links
deserve particularly careful scrutiny.

Chapter 11: Conditions, Travel Plans and Later Detail Cannot
Cure the Present Defects

93. The appellant may suggest that any remaining concerns can be dealt with through reserved matters,
conditions, travel plans or later legal agreements.

94. That is not a sufficient answer.
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95. First, ATE itself says that it is not currently in a position to support the proposal and seeks further
assessment, evidence, revisions and dialogue. That is a clear indication that the access fundamentals are not
yet demonstrated.

96. Secondly, the Leigh concerns are not minor details. They concern whether one of the principal walking
and cycling routes can safely and effectively perform the role the appellant assigns to it.

97. Thirdly, a bus diversion is not made deliverable by condition if the bus operator has not committed to it.
Conditions can require infrastructure, but they cannot compel a commercial operator to run a particular long-
term service pattern unless that commitment is separately secured and viable.

98. Fourthly, a travel plan is not a substitute for inherent locational sustainability. The previous appeal
demonstrates that clearly: even with bus-improvement measures and travel-plan measures, the Inspector still
found that the site would not be made adequately sustainable.

99. Fifthly, the NPPF paragraph 115 test is a present-tense test. The Inspector must be satisfied now that safe
and suitable access can be achieved for all users and that the proposal gives priority to walking, cycling and
high-quality public transport in a genuine, deliverable way.

Chapter 12: Overall Planning Judgment

100. The objection does not depend on one isolated criticism. It arises from the cumulative force of several
connected defects.

101. There is a bus deliverability problem. The appellant relies on diversion of the Arriva 191, yet the
operator has not committed to it and has raised repeated concerns about dog-leg routing, route simplicity,
timetable slack, the potential need for an extra vehicle, wider funding uncertainty and future network
unpredictability.

102. There is an active-travel design problem. Active Travel England is not currently in a position to
support the proposal and identifies missing all-day assessment, unresolved off-site links, insufficiently firm
access-point commitments, and design issues with the southern roundabout and on-site shared-use
arrangements.

103. There is a school-side corridor problem. Leigh Academies Trust identifies unresolved fencing, gates,
legal rights, maintenance, security, lighting, redesign and Main Road operational issues affecting the very
route on which the appellant relies for school and bus accessibility.

104. There is a policy conflict problem. The proposal is not shown to comply with NPPF paragraphs 109,
110, 115-118 and 96; with Local Plan Policies T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T11 and T22; or with Neighbourhood
Plan Policies HOO11 and HOO12.

105. There is also a historic continuity problem. The present appeal still suffers from the same core
accessibility weaknesses that caused the previous appeal to fail: lack of reliable bus penetration and poor
pedestrian connectivity.

Chapter 13: Conclusion
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106. For all of the reasons set out above, the Inspector is respectfully requested to conclude that the
appellant has failed to demonstrate a safe, attractive and deliverable active-travel and sustainable-access
strategy for the site.

107. In particular, the appellant has failed to demonstrate:

a safe and suitable walking/cycling access strategy for all users;

a firm and deliverable public-transport solution;

a school-side footpath/cycle route that is settled and policy-compliant in principle; and

a robust evidential basis for the claimed modal shift away from the private car.

108. The appeal should therefore be dismissed on Active Travel grounds.

Appendix 1: List of Core Active Travel Documents Relied Upon

Al1.1 This Appendix identifies the principal Active Travel documents relied upon in the representation,

including national and development plan policy documents, current appeal transport and access material,
statutory consultee responses, the Arriva-related correspondence, and the historic application and appeal
documents relevant to walking, cycling, bus access and site connectivity.

A. National and Development Plan Policy Documents

Al1.2 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2024, in particular the sections and paragraphs
dealing with:

e promoting sustainable transport;

o healthy and safe communities;

 safe and suitable access for all users;

 priority for walking and cycling;

« facilitating access to high quality public transport;

« travel plans and vision-led transport assessment.

A1.3 Medway Council Local Plan, adopted 14 May 2003, in particular:

e Policy T2 (Access to the Highway);

o Policy T3 (Provision for Pedestrians);

o Policy T4 (Cycle Facilities);

o Policy T5 (Bus Preference Measures);

e Policy T6 (Provision for Public Transport);

e Policy T11 (Development Funded Transport Improvements);
e Policy T22 (Provision for People with Disabilities);

« together with the supporting text in Chapter 8: Transportation.

14



Al.4 Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan 2023-2040 (Final Referendum Version,
September 2024), in particular:
o Chapter 8: Travel Infrastructure;

« the Planning Background identifying poor pedestrian connectivity, unsafe walking/cycling
conditions in places, serious public-transport limitations and lack of route connectivity;

e Policy HOOL11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel);
e Policy HOO12 (Paths);
« the interpretation text to HOO11 and HOO12.

B. Current Appeal / Application Active Travel Documents

A1.5 The current appeal Transport Assessment / Transport Assessment Addendum, including all
sections dealing with:

walking and cycling access;

 site permeability;

« off-site active-travel links;

» the proposed diversion of the Arriva 191 service;

e bus-stop accessibility;

e mode-share assumptions;

o accessibility plans;

« school access and routeing;

e any supporting appendices, figures, plans and technical notes.

AL1.6 The current appeal Travel Plan, including:

o baseline and target mode shares;

e bus-use assumptions;

 active-travel promotion measures;

e school, commuter and local trip assumptions;

e monitoring and review arrangements.
A1.7 The current appeal access drawings and plans, including as relevant:

e Main Road access arrangements;

« southern / academy-side pedestrian and cycle access;

e on-site shared-use or segregated route layouts;

e roundabout and crossing layouts;

« footway and cycleway improvement drawings;

« any parameter plans showing active-travel links or public-transport access.

C. Current Statutory Consultee and Third-Party Active Travel Documents

Al1.8 Active Travel England response on application / appeal MC/24/2022, including:
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o the formal recommendation of deferral;

« the statement that ATE is not currently in a position to support the proposal;
e comments on missing all-day multi-modal assessment;

« the feasibility of proposed bus-service enhancements;

« the adequacy of walking/cycling links and access points;

« the southern roundabout environment;

e on-site shared-use versus segregated provision;

« the need for firm commitment to active-travel access points at this stage.

Al1.9 Leigh Academies Trust representation, including:

e comments on the Main Road / academy-side trackway or footpath/cycle route;

« fencing, lockable gates, retained access rights, maintenance, lighting and security;
« redesign of the Primary Academy access junction;

« school drop-off and Main Road operational concerns;

« comments on how the corridor would function for pupils, parents and staff.

A1.10 Any further active-travel, walking, cycling, rights-of-way, school-access or sustainable-transport
information contained within the Statutory Consultees representations, insofar as they relate to:

o pedestrian safety;

e cycle access;

e public-transport deliverability;

e route quality;

 access for disabled users;

e path environment or public-rights-of-way impacts.

D. Arriva / Bus Operator Evidence

Al1.11 The current appeal Transport Assessment / Transport Assessment Addendum, insofar as it
reproduces or summarises Arriva correspondence, meeting notes and operator comments regarding:

« the proposed diversion of the 191 service;

o the earlier rejected “dog-leg” arrangement;

« the need for route simplicity;

o timetable slack;

 the possible need for an additional vehicle;

e uncertainty over future frequency and route structure;

« wider Hoo Peninsula network uncertainty.

Al1.12 Diversion of 191 bus service — Letter from Cllr. Pearce to Michael Jennings — Feb 26.pdf,
including:

e the summary of the appellant’s proposed 191 diversion;

« the concern that one bus per hour would be diverted away from the existing village centre;
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o the summary of Arriva’s viability and deliverability concerns;
 the challenge to the appellant’s bus mode-share assumptions;
o the asserted conflict with NPPF and Policy HOO11.

E. Historic Site-Specific Application / Appeal Documents

A1.13 MC/14/3405 Decision Notice, including the refusal reason stating that the earlier proposal was an
unsustainable form of development, poorly related to Hoo and overly reliant on the private car.

Al1.14 MC/14/3405 Committee Report, including the sections dealing with:

e Main Road access;

« the widened footway/shared-use proposals;

« the separate pedestrian and cycle access via the school footpath;

« the need for detailed design, landscaping and lighting;

 bus infrastructure contributions;

« discounted bus tickets and public-transport measures;

« earlier concerns regarding links into the existing village and local schools.

Al1.15 MC/14/3405 Appeal Decision (Appeal Ref. APP/A2280/W/15/3132141, dated 6 September 2016),
including the sections dealing with:

« the sustainability of the site in transport terms;

« the absence of bus-service penetration through the site;

« the southern access between the academy buildings and playing fields;

« the variation in accessibility across the site;

« walking distances to bus stops, schools and local facilities;

o the Inspector’s findings on resulting car dependency.

F. Strategic and Background Material
A1.16 The new Local Plan Strategic Transport Assessment material, insofar as relevant to:

 the wider strategic context for modal shift on the Hoo Peninsula;
« the realistic limits of non-car mode uptake in this area;
« the relationship between site-level assumptions and wider peninsula transport conditions.

Al1.17 Any associated strategic transport background material that bears on:

o the Hoo Peninsula mode-share context;
e public-transport dependency;
 active-travel limitations;

e wider route-connectivity constraints.

17



Appendix 2: Cllr. Pearce’s letter to Arriva
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Appendix 2 - Cllr. Pearce’s letter to Arriva - Page 1

Councillor Michael Pearce
17 Grandsire Gardens
Hoo

Hoo Peninsula

Rochester

Kent

ME3 9LH

07919 693095

michaelpearcehoopeninsula@gmail.com

Sunday 15th February 2026.

Mr Michael Jennings

Head of Commercial

Arriva Kent & Surrey

Invicta House Armstrong Road
Maidstone

Kent

ME15 6TX

Re: Taylor Wimpey's planning application to build 450 houses off Ratcliffe Highway in Hoo and the
proposal to divert the 191 bus service through the new development.

Dear Mr Jennings,

Taylor Wimpey is proposing to build 450 houses off Ratcliffe Highway in Hoo (planning application
number MC/24/2022) and divert the 191 bus service through the new development, in order for the
application to be deemed sustainable.

The previous Taylor Wimpey development proposal (planning application number MC/14/3405) was
refused by the Local Planning Authority (Medway Council) because it was "an unsustainable form of
development which would be poorly related to the settlement of Hoo and overly reliant on the private
car".

The developer then appealed to the Planning Inspectorate, but the Inspector dismissed the appeal
concluding that the "absence of bus service penetration through it (the site) and the poor pedestrian
connectivity with immediately adjoining parts of Hoo, combine to produce a location which would not be
made adequately sustainable", and "the harm which would result from the consequent high dependency
on car travel is significant".

Taylor Wimpey's only motivation for proposing a bus route through the development is to overcome the
previous refusal by the Local Planning Authority and the Planning Inspector. But doing so would come at
a significant cost to the existing local bus service, for the following reasons:

1) The scheme would divert the bus away from where current users live and travel.

The applicant’s Transport Assessment Addendum (3rd December 2025) (paragraphs 6.6-6.6.9)
describes “Bus Service Improvements”. In practice, the proposal would divert one of the three 191
services per hour away from the centre of Hoo, instead routing it through the development on the far
edge of the existing village settlement.

Currently, the 191 runs in both directions via Main Road (Hoo centre), Bells Lane and Knights Road / St
John’s Road. These locations are where the existing passenger demand is concentrated, including older
residents and those with limited mobility. Diverting one bus per hour away from the village centre would
reduce convenience for existing users and risks increasing journey times and making the service less
attractive and less reliable overall.
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Appendix 2 - Cllr. Pearce's letter to Arriva - Page 2

2) Arriva has already raised viability and deliverability concerns.

Email correspondence between Arriva and the applicant (8th February 2023 and 24th November 2025)
raises serious concerns about the commercial vulnerability of the 191 service. This includes the risk of
the current 20-minute frequency reducing to every 30 minutes and the possibility of the service no
longer extending to the Isle of Grain and other settlements on the route. Arriva also indicates it is very
difficult to produce an amended timetable that accommodates the proposed changes to serve the
development.

Against that evidence, the “bus improvements” claimed in the applicant's documents appear uncertain
and, at worst, could undermine the already poor viability and unreliability of the existing network across
the Hoo Peninsula.

3) The Travel Plan bus mode-share baseline and target are not evidenced.

Bus use locally is already very low, even for a rural community such as the Hoo Peninsula. The
applicant’s Travel Plan (3rd December 2025) states a baseline bus mode share of 4% and a seriously
unrealistic target of 12%. This appears inconsistent with Census 2021 commuting data for the Hoo St
Werburgh & High Halstow MSOA of just 1.6% (noting that Census 2021 travel-to-work patterns were
affected by COVID-era restrictions and home working).

In any event, given Arriva's stated concerns about viability, any assumption of significant modal shift to
bus requires robust, transparent evidence and secured measures. Introducing a diversion that
increases running time and reduces directness through the village centre is likely to make bus travel
less competitive and less attractive, not more.

4) Policy conflict.

The planning application is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024),
including:

. Paragraph 110 (focusing significant development in locations that are or can be made
sustainable, with a genuine choice of transport modes); and

. Paragraphs 115-117 (prioritising sustainable transport modes and facilitating access to high
quality public transport, with layouts that maximise catchment for bus services).

It also conflicts with Policy HOO11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel) of the made Hoo St
Werburgh & Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan, which requires development to support a balanced range
of transport options and to create convenient, safe links to public transport.

Residents and bus users have contacted me in large numbers to express significant concern about
these proposals - particularly as it would result in exclusive service provision for the new development,
at the expense of the existing village (where the need is greater). | am therefore calling on Arriva to
OBJECT to Taylor Wimpey's planning application (MC/24/2022) and plan to divert the 191 bus route
through the development.

I look forward to your urgent response.

Michael Pearce

Councillor Michael Pearce
Independent

Hoo & High Halstow Ward
Medway Council
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Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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THE
INDEPENDENT
GROUP

ON MEDWAY COUNCIL

& ea7e C rozer /f/cﬁ@e/ / easce

Cllr. George Crozer (Ind) Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind)
Group Leader Deputy Group Leader
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward

/204 Y Ma/f

Cllr. Ron Sands (Ind)
Group Member

Hoo & High Halstow Ward

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

Please note: this representation has not been signed by Cllr. Elizabeth Turpin and ClIr. John Williams -
one of these Councillors will substitute for Cllr. Michael Pearce, who is a member of the Planning
Committee, when the application is decided. Cllr. George Crozer, Cllr. Michael Pearce and Cllr. Ron
Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located.
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