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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), Cllr. 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.

Executive Summary

1. Active Travel England (ATE) has issued a formal “Deferral” and states it is not currently in a
position to support the application, citing missing assessment/evidence and the need for revisions
and further dialogue. This goes to the heart of whether the site can realistically achieve the level of
walking/cycling uptake needed to prevent car-dependency.

2. ATE’s key point is that all-day active travel movements are not quantified in the submitted
Transport Assessment and Travel Plan; ATE expects multi-modal trip generation across all modes
throughout the day, not just peak hours. Without this, there is no robust foundation for
“healthy/inclusive” active travel planning.

3. ATE also requires clarity and commitment at outline stage on the design and security of key
walking/cycling links, including LTN 1/20-compliant design (width/surface/lighting), segregated
provision along the spine road (shared-use is not acceptable for a development of this scale), and
redesign of the access roundabout to be safe for active travel (potentially a Dutch-style roundabout).

4. The applicant’s “sustainable transport” case relies heavily on diverting the Arriva 191 bus service
through the new development. This approach risks harming existing users in Hoo village centre by
moving one of the core services away from where demand is concentrated, and undermines the
viability/reliability of the route. These concerns are set out in Cllr. Pearce's letter (Appendix 1) to
Arriva’s Head of Commercial (15 Feb 2026).



5. The applicant’s own documents contain evidence of Arriva viability and deliverability concerns,
including funding uncertainty, the possibility of reduced frequency, potential loss of the Grain
extension, and the difficulty of creating amended timetables - plus little slack in the existing
timetable (meaning a longer route could require an extra bus).

6. As submitted, the application therefore fails to demonstrate deliverable active travel infrastructure
and deliverable bus improvements that do not disadvantage current users. The proposal conflicts
with Neighbourhood Plan Policy HOO11 (Sustainable Transport and Active Travel).

Request: Refuse the application on active travel and public transport grounds and do not determine it until
ATE’s deferral points and Arriva deliverability (including “no detriment to existing users”) are resolved and
secured.

Chapter 1 - Policy context (Active Travel and Bus)

1.1 Neighbourhood Plan: HOO11 Sustainable Transport and Active Travel

Policy HOO11 requires large developments to prioritise safe active travel and sustainable transport,
create a convenient, safe and attractive environment for pedestrians of differing mobility, link to
surrounding paths, community facilities and public transport, and create strong internal connectivity.

1.2 National policy expectations on sustainable transport

The applicant’s Travel Plan and Transport Assessment themselves cite the NPPF themes of prioritising
pedestrians/cyclists and facilitating high-quality public transport, as the overarching framework for transport
planning.

Chapter 2 - Active Travel England’s Deferral: why it is decisive

2.1 ATE cannot support the application as submitted

ATE’s formal recommendation is Deferral: “ATE is not currently in a position to support this application
and requests further assessment, evidence, revisions and/or dialogue.”

That is a material red flag for a major housing proposal whose acceptability depends on securing substantial
mode shift away from private car use.

2.2 Missing all-day multi-modal trip generation for active travel

ATE states that quantification of all-day active travel movements is missing from both the Transport
Assessment and the Travel Plan and that the current analysis (confined to peak hours) provides “very little
basis” for an effective healthy/inclusive strategy. ATE expects multi-modal trip generation analysis of all
modes throughout the day, presented in the TA itself.

Objection point: Without this foundational evidence, the LPA cannot rationally accept the applicant’s
claimed active travel outcomes or mode share assumptions.



2.3 LTN 1/20 compliance and the need for segregated provision

ATE is explicit that walking/cycle routes should comply with LTN 1/20 (width, surface and lighting), and
that for a development of this size shared-use on the spine road is not appropriate; ATE expects
segregated provision.

The Travel Plan describes a spine road corridor with a footway and a combined footway/cycleway
arrangement.

Objection point: ATE’s position indicates that the applicant’s outline parameters are not yet sufficient to
demonstrate deliverable, high-quality active travel on the principal internal street.

2.4 Hostile junction environments and unclear connectivity

ATE highlights that the access roundabout is currently a hostile environment for active travel and urges
strong consideration of solutions such as a Dutch-style roundabout and, depending on flows, the possible
need for controlled crossings.

ATE also states it was not possible to ascertain exactly how all proposed active travel links connect with
existing links and that this must be made clear.

Objection point: At outline stage, if the applicant is relying on active travel to make the location
sustainable, the key active travel access points and connections must be defined and secured now—not
deferred into reserved matters with “to be confirmed” interfaces.

Chapter 3 - The applicant’s bus strategy depends on diverting the
Arriva 191: core problems

3.1 The diversion is driven by the planning sustainability case, not by existing passenger
benefit

Cllr. Pearce’s letter (Appendix 1) to Arriva (15 February 2026), explains that the applicant’s motivation for
diverting the 191 through the new development is to make the scheme appear “sustainable” and to address
the earlier refusal/appeal findings, but that doing so would come at significant cost to existing service users.

3.2 Diversion away from where current passengers are concentrated

The letter (Appendix 1) sets out that the practical effect is to divert one of the three 191 services per hour
away from the centre of Hoo (Main Road / Bells Lane / Knights Road / St John’s Road), where existing
demand is concentrated, including older residents and those with limited mobility.

Objection point: This is a classic “new development gets the bus; existing settlement loses directness”

problem. It is contrary to the spirit of Policy HOO11, which requires development to create convenient links
to public transport without undermining the wider network.

3.3 The diversion risks worsening reliability and commercial viability

The applicant’s own Transport Assessment Addendum includes meeting notes and email correspondence
with Arriva which highlight:



« uncertainty over future bus funding and the risk that the 191 could reduce from every 20 minutes to
every 30 minutes and potentially no longer extend to Grain;

o difficulties producing amended timetables “without knowing the base position”;

o the point that there is “very little slack in the current timetable,” and if the revised route is longer it
may require an extra bus (i.e., higher operating cost).

Cllr. Pearce's letter (Appendix 1) to Arriva relies on this same evidence and frames it as a direct challenge to
the applicant’s “bus improvements” claims.

Objection point: A longer, less direct route that weakens existing patronage and increases running time is
more likely to harm viability than improve it - especially where the operator is already highlighting funding
fragility and limited slack.

Chapter 4 - Bus mode share claims and targets are not robust

4.1 The Travel Plan’s bus assumptions are not grounded in secured service commitments

The Travel Plan sets out forecast mode shares that include bus at 4% for most non-education purposes and
14% for education purposes in the business-as-usual scenario.

However, the applicant’s own Arriva correspondence makes clear that future frequency and route structure
are uncertain and commercially sensitive.

Objection point: Mode share outcomes that depend on an un-secured diversion and uncertain service levels
are not a sound basis for concluding that the development can be made sustainable.

4.2 Risk of “exclusive service provision” for the new estate

Cllr. Pearce’s letter (Appendix 1) to Arriva raises the equity issue explicitly: the diversion would create what
residents perceive as exclusive service provision for the new development at the expense of the existing
village centre where need is greater.

Objection point: This is not “enhancing public transport” in policy terms; it is redistributing limited service
in a way that risks net harm.

Chapter 5 - Active travel and bus are being used to offset car
dependence, but neither is secured

The applicant’s overall transport narrative depends on a “vision” scenario reducing vehicle mode share
materially by encouraging bus use, walking and cycling.

But:

o ATE says the active travel evidence base and design commitments are not yet sufficient (Deferral).



« The bus proposal depends on Arriva deliverability and timetabling, where Arriva correspondence
highlights significant uncertainty and operational risk.

Objection point: If either pillar fails (active travel quality/deliverability or bus reliability/directness), car
mode share will be higher than claimed, undermining the whole ““sustainable location” argument.

Chapter 6 - The application is not in a position to be determined

We request that the application is not determined until the following are secured with enforceable certainty:

6.1 Active Travel (ATE-compliant) requirements

1. ATE’s requested all-day multi-modal trip generation assessment and related active travel strategy
evidence.

2. Secured commitment to LTN 1/20-compliant routes (width/surface/lighting) and segregated
provision on the spine road.

3. A detailed package showing how every proposed link connects into the existing network, and a
funded programme of off-site improvements where the “varied quality” and hostile conditions are
barriers.

4. A safe design solution for the access roundabout and crossings suitable for less confident cyclists and
pedestrians, consistent with ATE’s expectations.

6.2 Arriva / bus requirements (“no detriment” and deliverability)

1. A formal written commitment from Arriva on whether it supports the proposed diversion,
including confirmed routeing, timetable feasibility, and operational requirements (e.g., whether an
extra vehicle is needed).

2. A binding “no detriment to existing users” test: the diversion must not worsen accessibility to Hoo
village centre or reduce overall service quality/reliability for current passengers (the core issue raised
in Cllr. Pearce's letter - Appendix 1).

3. If the diversion increases running time or cost, a secured mechanism for revenue support / service
subsidy for a defined period, with clear triggers and monitoring - otherwise the risk is service
degradation.

Chapter 7 - Conclusion and request

This application should be refused because:

e Active Travel England cannot currently support the application, and the missing
evidence/design commitments go to the scheme’s core sustainability case.

« The Arriva diversion proposal is uncertain, potentially harmful to existing users, and
commercially risky, and the applicant’s own materials demonstrate that timetabling and long-term
service stability are not assured.



« The proposal conflicts with Neighbourhood Plan Policy HOO11, which requires safe, convenient
and attractive active travel and strong links to public transport - without undermining the wider
community’s transport provision.

We therefore object to the application on active travel and public transport bus grounds.

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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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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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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Cllr. George Crozer (Ind) Cllr. Michael Pearce (Ind)
Group Leader Deputy Group Leader
Hoo & High Halstow Ward Hoo & High Halstow Ward
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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 ClIr. Ron
Sands are Ward Councillors for where the application is located.
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