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""Outline application with some matters reserved (appearance, landscaping,
layout and scale) for demolition of existing buildings, the erection up to 800
dwellings (use class C3), 2-Form Entry primary school, mixed use local centre
(use class E and F2), retirement living (use class C2), associated works and
public open space. Approval is sought for the principal means of vehicular
access from Lower Rochester Road and Higham Road."

Land Off Lower Rochester Road, Wainscott
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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 objects to the appeal proposal insofar as it relates to transport and access. It
draws on the applicant’s application and appeal evidence, including (but not limited to):

o Transport Assessment (TA): Hub Transport Planning Dec 2024 (Application submission)
and TA Rev C (20 Aug 2025) (Appeal CD 2.4/ ES Appendix 9.1).

o TN3 Trip Rates and “Vision Led Approach” (Applicant / Appeal).
o TN4 Modelling (Applicant / Appeal).
o Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) for site accesses (Applicant / Appeal).

o Active Travel England (ATE) consultation and the applicant’s responses (Applicant /
Appeal).

2. The applicant’s transport case is not robust, internally consistent, or complete, and it fails the
NPPF’s vision-led and evidence-led requirements for assessing and mitigating transport impacts.
Under the NPPF, decision-makers must ensure sustainable transport is prioritised, safe and suitable
access is achieved for all users, transport elements reflect national guidance, and significant transport
impacts can be mitigated to an acceptable degree through a vision-led approach.



3. There are three overarching transport reasons why the appeal should be dismissed (or, at minimum,
why permission would be premature on transport grounds):

A. Unresolved SRN (motorway) impacts / statutory objection position remains live.

National Highways has issued and maintained a Holding Recommendation (i.e., it is not satisfied
the SRN impacts have been properly assessed/mitigated). The applicant’s appeal evidence does not
close out the key matters National Highways continues to raise (notably: adequacy of assignment,
treatment of future scenarios, and junction compliance/mitigation at M2 Junctions, including the
interaction with wider growth and major schemes). This is a fundamental hole in the transport case.

B. Trip generation and assessment scope are materially flawed and understate impacts.

The applicant’s TA Rev C explicitly removes the primary school from the assessed off-site traffic
impact by assuming it will be “almost entirely internalised”, reducing the modelled peak-hour totals
to essentially residential + care home only (e.g., total AM = 425 residential + 13 care home = 438;
PM =388 + 7 = 395). This is not credible at outline stage, and it is contradicted by the applicant’s
own later TN3 which recognises a material external pupil cohort (112 places / 26.7%).

C. Local network capacity constraints are already severe and the mitigation case is not secured
or proven deliverable.

The TA’s own junction outputs show extreme over-capacity and very large queues/delays at the
A289/B2000 slip road junctions, with the applicant then asserting the outputs should be treated
“with caution” because the model is uncalibrated and beyond software capability. That is not an
acceptable evidential basis to conclude impacts are “not severe”. The NPPF requires robust
understanding and mitigation of impacts, not reliance on uncalibrated outputs or informal “Google
live traffic” impressions.

4. In short: the proposal has not demonstrated (i) safe and suitable access for all users in the context
of real-world speeds, severance, and outstanding RSA issues, nor (ii) that residual cumulative
impacts on the road network would not be severe, because the baseline, trip generation, and
mitigation evidence remain incomplete and in places contradictory.

Chapter 2 - Scope of This Representation

5. This objection is transport and access only. It does not comment on ecology, landscape, planning
balance, heritage, drainage, etc., except where strictly necessary to explain transport deliverability
(e.g., whether mitigation is realistically deliverable).

6. The representation addresses:

o Vehicular access (Lower Rochester Road and Higham Road) and road safety.

o Walking, cycling, public transport accessibility, and the realism of “mode shift”
assumptions.

o Trip generation (including school/local centre) and inconsistencies across documents.
o Junction capacity / congestion and deliverability of mitigation.

o Strategic Road Network (M2) assessment adequacy and National Highways’ position.
o Construction/servicing access at outline stage (where omissions are material).



Chapter 3 - What the Applicant Is Proposing (Transport-Relevant
Summary)

The proposal is a strategic-scale development (up to 800 dwellings plus a 2FE primary school,
local centre and care/retirement uses) at Land off Lower Rochester Road, Wainscott.

Two principal vehicular accesses are proposed:

o A new roundabout access on Lower Rochester Road (40mph environment).
o A secondary access on Higham Road (traffic-calmed / lower speed environment).

The applicant’s own evidence confirms the local network already experiences congestion at a
number of key locations and that the A289/B2000 slip roads are a particular constraint. (The TA later
also seeks signalisation mitigation at these slip roads.)

Chapter 4 - Policy and Decision Framework for Transport &
Access

4.1 NPPF (Dec 2024) - Promoting sustainable transport

10. The NPPF requires a vision-led approach from the earliest stages, integrating movement, streets,

11.

12.

parking and transport solutions into design, understanding impacts, and pursuing
walking/cycling/public transport opportunities.

For decision-taking, the NPPF requires that it should be ensured that:

sustainable transport modes are prioritised;

safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users;

street/parking/transport elements reflect national guidance; and

significant impacts can be cost-effectively mitigated through a vision-led approach.

Development should only be refused on highways grounds where there is an unacceptable safety
impact or residual cumulative impacts would be severe - but that test is applied after robust
assessment and credible mitigation are established.

4.2 Medway Council Local Plan 2003 - Saved transport policies

13.

While dated, the development plan includes directly relevant transport policies:

Policy T1 requires (amongst other things) that the highway network has adequate capacity, and the
development does not significantly add to accident risk or create inappropriate HGV movements.

Policy T2 requires new/intensified accesses to not be detrimental to the safety of vehicle occupants,
cyclists and pedestrians (or be improved to an acceptable standard).



Policies T3/T4/T6 expect attractive and safe pedestrian access, cycle facilities, and public transport
provision where of sufficient scale.

The Local Plan also recognises public transport as a “genuine alternative” where a site is within
400m of a bus stop with minimum 20-minute peak frequency or within 1km of a rail station - a
benchmark highly relevant to the credibility of mode-shift claims here.

Chapter 5 - Review of the Applicant’s Transport Evidence
(Application vs Appeal)

5.1 Key documents relied upon by the applicant (transport and access)

14. The applicant’s transport evidence evolved substantially between the application and appeal, but

core problems remain unresolved:

Application-stage documents (examples):

Hub Transport Planning Transport Assessment (Dec 2024) (136pp).
Hub Transport Planning Travel Plan (Dec 2024).

Traffic data schedules / baseline summaries.

Access drawings and parameters.

Appeal-stage documents (examples):

Hub Transport Planning TA Rev C (20 Aug 2025), submitted as ES Appendix 9.1 (very large
compilation).

TN3 (Trip Rates & “Vision Led Approach”).

TN4 (Modelling).

Active Travel Audit and a technical note addressing ATE comments.
Stage 1 RSA for site access arrangements.

Statements claiming agreement (e.g., PSoCG assertions), which must be tested against statutory
positions and the underlying evidence.

5.2 Overarching problems with the evidence set

15. Across the application and appeal submissions, the transport case shows recurring issues:

Material internal inconsistencies in trip numbers and scope (especially the primary school).

Uncalibrated or weakly evidenced modelling at critical junctions, paired with conclusions of “not
severe” that are not supported by the outputs.

Mitigation proposals that are concept-level and not secured (design approval, land, funding,
phasing, safety audit, monitoring regime).

Unresolved SRN assessment issues flagged repeatedly by National Highways (holding
recommendation maintained).



Chapter 6 - Detailed Transport & Access Objections

6.1 Trip generation is understated and internally inconsistent (especially the school)
(a) What the applicant does in TA Rev C (Appeal)

16. In TA Rev C, the applicant presents TRICS-based school trip rates (e.g., 265 two-way AM peak for
a 2FE school), but then effectively removes them from off-site assessment on the basis that the
primary school trips are “likely to be almost entirely internalised”, producing total modelled peak
movements of 438 (AM) and 395 (PM) - which (critically) match residential + care home only.
This is a major methodological choice, not a minor assumption.

17. That assumption is not safe at outline stage because:

o Itis not secured (catchment, admissions, delivery timing relative to housing occupation, and travel
behaviour).

o Even if a high proportion of pupils live on-site, vehicle-based school movements can still be
substantial (drop-off culture, time constraints, SEN transport, breakfast/after-school clubs, staff
travel, visitors, deliveries).

e The applicant’s own TN3 later acknowledges a significant external pupil cohort.
(b) The applicant’s TN3 contradicts “almost entirely internalised”

18. TN3 states the 2FE school will have 420 places, with 308 places from the development and 112
places from outside (26.7% external). That alone defeats any assumption that school trips can be
excluded from network impacts.

19. The correct approach is not to remove the school; it is to:

o quantify internal vs external trips robustly (including mode split and car occupancy, and sensitivity
testing),

o include external school demand in junction assessments, and

« demonstrate safe and workable school access/parking/servicing (including on-site queuing and “last
200m” impacts).

(c) Local centre trips are also inadequately accounted for

20. The proposal includes a local centre (Class E/F2). At strategic scale, local centre trips are not “free”:
internalisation assumptions require evidence and design that ensures walkable permeability, safe
crossings, and genuine non-car attractiveness. The evidence set does not robustly demonstrate this at
outline stage.

Result: The TA’s scope and totals are not reliable. If the development’s largest AM attractor (school) can be
“assumed away”, the assessment no longer reflects real-world “reasonable future scenarios” as required by
the NPPF.

6.2 The “vision-led approach” is asserted, not demonstrated, and mode share is weak



21. The NPPF expects a genuine vision-led approach where significant impacts can be mitigated to an
acceptable degree.

22. However, the applicant’s own Active Travel England consultation record shows that ATE has
maintained a deferral position, with outstanding concerns around placemaking, layout and
permeability (i.e., whether the site design genuinely prioritises walking/cycling and avoids vehicle-
dominated movement patterns).

23. ATE also notes the applicant’s own targets indicate only 12% of journeys by active modes, which is
a weak outcome for a development of this scale if the transport case relies on mode shift to justify
reduced car impacts.

24. The Medway Council Local Plan’s own benchmark for public transport as a genuine alternative (e.g.,
20-minute peak bus frequency within 400m, or rail within 1km) underscores why the applicant
must prove, not merely state, that residents will have a genuine non-car choice.

Result: Without a robust, deliverable package (bus service, frequency, routing, funding, infrastructure,
active travel continuity, and an internal layout that genuinely prioritises walking/cycling), the “vision-led”
narrative cannot be used to justify trip suppression or to discount major trip generators (like the school).

6.3 SRN (M2) impacts remain unproven - National Highways’ holding recommendation is
decisive

25. National Highways’ continuing holding recommendation indicates that, even at appeal stage, the
applicant has not provided sufficient evidence for SRN impacts and mitigation (including future year
assumptions and appropriate modelling/validation).

26. This matters because:

« the development is strategic in scale;

« the local network (A289 corridor) connects directly to SRN decision-points; and
e SRN constraints and safety are integral to whether impacts can be mitigated.

27. A permission granted in the face of a maintained holding recommendation risks being premature on
transport grounds because the decision-maker cannot lawfully “assume” the outcome of missing
SRN evidence or future mitigation agreements.

6.4 Local junction capacity: the applicant’s own outputs show severe congestion
(a) A289/B2000 Eastbound Off-Slip (PM peak over-capacity)

28. In TA Rev C, the applicant’s own Table 20 shows PM peak RFC values exceeding 1.0 in multiple
scenarios, with queues and delays increasing significantly (e.g., in Demand DS Phase 3 PM: off-slip
left turn queue 63 PCU and delay 492s; with RFC 1.25). The TA then states results should be treated
with “significant caution” because the model is uncalibrated and beyond software capability.

29. A model showing RFC > 1.0 and rapidly escalating delay is not evidence of “negligible” impact; it is
evidence of an already constrained junction that is sensitive to growth.
(b) A289/B2000 Westbound On-Slip - extreme AM over-capacity

30. TA Rev C Table 21 shows the B2000 approach operating at very high RFCs and enormous
queues/delays in the AM peak even without the development (reference case), worsening with
development. For example:



e 2041 Actual Reference Case (no development): RFC 1.44, queue 172 PCU, delay 1357s.

e 2041 Demand DS Phase 3 (with development): RFC 1.84, queue 396 PCU, delay 2328s.
These are not marginal effects; they are characteristic of a junction operating far beyond capacity.

31. The TA’s response - that outputs are “somewhat high” and should be treated with caution because of
lack of calibration - is not a basis to conclude impacts are “not severe”. If calibration is missing, the
correct response is to survey, calibrate, validate, and re-test, not to downplay the outputs.

(c) The applicant’s reliance on “Google live traffic” is not an acceptable substitute

32. The TA repeatedly references lack of observed queueing and informal observation tools. That is not
a recognised substitute for the evidence base required for a scheme of this magnitude. The NPPF
requires understanding and addressing impacts through a vision-led approach, which still depends on
robust baseline and future scenario testing.

Result: The applicant’s own modelling points to severe baseline and future constraints on the
surrounding network, and the assessment methodology is too weak to support the appeal.

6.5 The slip-road mitigation scheme is not proven deliverable or “cost effective” in NPPF
terms

33. The applicant proposes a mitigation concept for the B2000 on-slip/off-slip involving signalisation
and providing an additional lane by reducing a maintenance strip, then reports LinSig outputs that
suggest improved operation.

34. However, there are critical unanswered deliverability questions that must be resolved before
permission is granted:

« Highway land / third-party constraints: is the additional lane physically achievable within the
highway boundary and structures?

« Safety impacts: signalisation at/near slip roads can introduce risk of queues blocking back onto
higher-speed links. Where is the demonstrated queue storage and “no-blocking-back” proof?

o Stage 2/3 RSA: where is the safety audit of the mitigation scheme itself?

e Phasing and triggers: what prevents occupations before mitigation is operational, especially given
the severe baseline?

o Funding certainty: what legally secured, costed, and time-bound obligation guarantees delivery?

e Interaction with wider network/SRN: how does this mitigation interact with M2 Junction
operations and any strategic schemes?

35. Under the NPPF, significant impacts must be mitigated to an acceptable degree through a vision-led
approach and in a manner that is cost effective.
At present, the mitigation is a concept presented late in the evidence trail, not a fully approved,
secured, deliverable solution.

6.6 Safe and suitable access is not yet demonstrated (Lower Rochester Road & Higham
Road)



36. The NPPF requires that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users.
Medway Council Local Plan Policy T2 similarly requires access not to be detrimental to safety for
vehicle occupants, cyclists and pedestrians.

37. The applicant’s Stage 1 RSA identifies multiple issues requiring design development and mitigation
measures. Stage 1 RSA is not “approval”; it is an early identification of problems that must be fixed
and re-audited.

(a) Lower Rochester Road roundabout access (40mph environment)

38. A 40mph environment with a strategic-scale access requires robust speed management, visibility,
crossing safety, and continuous active travel facilities. The RSA flags matters such as speed
environment, drainage, signage/lining, and pedestrian/cycle crossing arrangements that are not yet
resolved to detailed design stage.

(b) Higham Road access

39. The Higham Road access arrangement remains dependent on detailed design choices and clarity for
all users. The RSA flags issues about driver perception, visibility/lighting, and safe crossing and
priority understanding-especially important given the scheme is outline and internal street layout is
not fixed.

40. It is not enough to assert that safe access “can be provided” without showing that:
« the required highway works are deliverable,
« the speed environment and crossings are safe for vulnerable users, and

» the accesses work safely in combination with real background queues from nearby constrained
junctions (notably the A289/B2000 slip roads).

6.7 Walking/cycling connectivity and severance remain material constraints

41. The NPPF requires priority for pedestrian and cycle movements within the scheme and with
neighbouring areas, and layouts that minimise conflict.
Medway Council Local Plan Policy T3 expects attractive and safe pedestrian access and
maintenance/improvement of pedestrian routes.

42. A289 severance is a real barrier between the site and Wainscott amenities. While the applicant
proposes improvements, the consultation record (ATE deferral and “accepted subject to S106
agreement” items) indicates that key aspects still rely on future negotiation, not secured delivery.

43. For a development of this size, active travel cannot be treated as a secondary add-on; it is central to
whether trip reduction assumptions are credible and whether local impacts are manageable.

6.8 Construction traffic / servicing: missing detail at outline stage
44. A development of up to 800 dwellings plus school and local centre will have substantial
construction-phase HGV activity and ongoing servicing demand.
45. At outline stage, it remains unclear that:

e construction routing and timing can avoid unacceptable impacts on constrained junctions and
residential roads;

« temporary traffic management will not worsen existing over-capacity conditions; and
« safe walking/cycling routes can be maintained during construction.
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46. This is directly relevant to Policy T1 (avoid inappropriate HGV movement on residential roads and
protect safety/amenity).

Chapter 7 - Conclusions and What the Inspector Should Do

47. The applicant has not discharged the NPPF requirement to demonstrate (with robust evidence) that:

e sustainable transport modes are prioritised,
« safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users; and
« significant impacts can be mitigated to an acceptable degree through a vision-led approach.

48. The transport evidence is undermined by:

e removing the primary school from assessed network impacts while simultaneously acknowledging
material external pupil demand elsewhere;

« reliance on uncalibrated modelling at critical junctions (with outputs indicating extreme
congestion), paired with unsupported “not severe” conclusions;

o unresolved SRN issues under a maintained National Highways holding recommendation; and

e Mitigation proposals that are not yet shown to be deliverable, approved, safety-audited, funded, and
phased.

49. For these reasons, we request that the Inspector dismisses Appeal Ref 6002071 and refuses planning
permission under Application Ref MC/25/0006 on transport and access grounds, because the
proposal has not demonstrated that residual cumulative impacts would not be severe and has not
demonstrated safe and suitable access for all users, taking into account all reasonable future
scenarios.

Thank you for taking the time to read this representation.
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