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3. Summary of Active Travel Proof

3.1 This proof addresses active travel matters arising from the proposed development of up to 240 dwellings on land south of Ratcliffe
Highway, Hoo St Werburgh. It is submitted on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG). I do not present this evidence as an independent
technical transport assessment. I present it as local planning and active-travel evidence, informed by local knowledge, the Appellant's
transport material, consultee responses, the Statements of Common Ground, and national and local active-travel guidance.

3.2 My central conclusion is that the Appellant has not demonstrated that the appeal development would provide safe, direct,
attractive, comfortable and inclusive active-travel connections to Hoo St Werburgh, local amenities or bus stops. The issue is not simply
whether some destinations are within mapped walking distances. The more important issue is whether the actual routes are suitable for
all users, including children, older people, disabled people, visually impaired people, wheelchair users, mobility scooter users and people
with pushchairs.

3.3 The strongest concerns are fourfold. First, Ratcliffe Highway is relied upon as a pedestrian and cycle connection but has a
constrained northern footway, no continuous southern footway along the site frontage, no lighting along the relevant section, recorded
85th percentile speeds of 46.9mph and 47.9mph, and proposed uncontrolled crossings. Secondly, Public Right of Way RS102 connects to
Vidgeon Avenue through a narrow fixed alleyway which the Appellant/Council SoCG records as around 1.1m wide and 26m long, while
TIG's evidence is that it is approximately 1m wide for around 20m and just under 1m at its narrowest point.

3.4 Thirdly, the proposed spine road is beneficial in principle but is not yet a complete, secured or operational active-travel and public-
transport solution. It is expressly reliant on the neighbouring Taylor Wimpey site and on future bus service arrangements, but there is no
binding operator commitment and Arriva has not supported or assured delivery of the proposed bus-service changes. Fourthly, the
Appellant's walking-distance and walking-time evidence gives insufficient weight to route quality, bus-stop accessibility, inclusiveness,
lighting, crossing safety and deliverability from first occupation.

3.5 For those reasons, I invite the Inspector to give limited weight to the Appellant's claimed active-travel and public-transport
benefits, and to find that the development would be materially reliant on private car travel.
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4. Proof of Evidence

5. Introduction and scope of evidence

5.1 My name is ClIr. Michael Pearce. I give this proof on behalf of The Independent Group (TIG), a Rule 6 Party to the appeal. The
appeal concerns land south of Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh, for outline permission for up to 240 dwellings, affordable housing, a
new vehicular access from Ratcliffe Highway, open space, landscaping and associated works.

5.2  This proof is limited to active travel. I do not address general highway capacity, A228 junction modelling, Four EIms, Sans Pareil or
wider strategic highway contributions except where those matters directly affect walking, wheeling, cycling or public transport
accessibility.

5.3 The main documents I rely on are the Appellant’s Transport Assessment Addendum (CD5.6), Travel Plan (CD5.7), Environmental
Statement Addendum (CD5.3) and Transport Technical Notes 1, 1A and 2 (CD2.4, CD2.7 and CD2.9); the Active Travel England
consultation responses dated 29 September 2023 and 24 June 2025 (CD3.6 and CD3.20); the Project Centre / Medway Highways
response dated 10 April 2024 (CD3.14); the Appellant/Council Highways and Active Travel Statement of Common Ground (CD15.2); the
all-party Statement of Common Ground (CD15.5); correspondence from Arriva dated 24 October 2024 concerning the 191 bus service
(CD7.6); the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan (CD6.6); and the Active Travel England Standing Advice (CD7.10),
CIHT Designing for Walking (CD7.12), DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design / LTN 1/20 (CD7.14), DfT Inclusive Mobility (CD7.15) and DfT
Manual for Streets (CD7.16) guidance.

5.4 Where I refer to TIG's site measurements of Ratcliffe Highway and RS102/Vidgeon Avenue, those measurements are approximate
(using a tape measure in person) and are supported by the photographs and location information included in this proof.

6. Main conclusions

6.1 My conclusions are these. First, Ratcliffe Highway has not been demonstrated to provide a safe, inclusive or attractive active-travel
route between the site and Hoo. Secondly, the RS102/Vidgeon Avenue alleyway is a fixed physical constraint which cannot reasonably
serve as an inclusive principal connection for up to 240 dwellings. Thirdly, the spine road should not be treated as a present solution
because the full connection, bus gate and bus service are not yet secured. Fourthly, the Appellant's reliance on mapped walking distances
and walking times is insufficient because route quality has not been robustly assessed.

6.2 I accept that some active-travel improvements are proposed and that a completed spine road could have benefits. However, those

benefits are contingent on matters that are not yet designed, delivered or secured. In the meantime, future residents would rely on
constrained existing routes and bus stops around a 1km walk from the centre of the site.
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7. Active travel evidence base and areas of disagreement

7.1  The Appellant and Council agree that the nearest bus stops are around a 1km walk from the centre of the appeal site and that
those stops can be accessed by walking along Ratcliffe Highway or using PRoW RS102 to Vidgeon Avenue. They also agree that the
proposed spine road is reliant on Taylor Wimpey and presents an opportunity for improved bus services and new walking and cycling
routes. Those agreed facts are important because they show that the Appellant's sustainable-transport case depends on the very routes
and future infrastructure that TIG disputes.

7.2 The all-party SoCG records TIG's disagreement that the proposal would provide safe and suitable access for all users or prioritise
active and sustainable travel. I agree with that position. The Appellant has not provided a route-quality assessment sufficient to
demonstrate that the relevant routes are safe, direct, attractive, lit, legible, comfortable and inclusive.

7.3 Active Travel England has not provided support for the application on the basis of the evidence before it. ATE raised concerns about
safe and accessible walking, wheeling and cycling connections, the RS102/Vidgeon Avenue link, distances to amenities, route-quality
assessment, permeability, Ratcliffe Highway speeds and crossings, and the need for further evidence and dialogue. Project Centre, acting
for Medway Council, also initially considered the proposals not acceptable in highway terms, principally because of the relative
inaccessibility of the site by non-car modes and the lack of sufficient accessible active-travel connections.

8. Ratcliffe Highway

8.1 Ratcliffe Highway is central to the access strategy. It is the location of the proposed principal vehicular access and is relied upon as
a walking and cycling connection towards Hoo St Werburgh. Access is not reserved, so the suitability of the access environment for all
users should be demonstrated at this appeal stage.

8.2 The active-travel problem is not simply that Ratcliffe Highway is rural in character. The relevant section has no continuous footway
on the southern side along the site frontage. Pedestrians are directed to the existing northern footway, which TIG's measurements
indicate is approximately 1.1m wide for much of the route, with narrower sections of approximately 0.75m. That is materially below the
normal inclusive footway widths identified in Inclusive Mobility.

8.3 The route is also not lit between the proposed access and the settlement boundary. It lacks regular seating, wayfinding and
substantial natural surveillance. Those conditions are relevant to the safety, attractiveness and usability of the route, especially for
disabled people, older people, women and girls, children, visually impaired users and people walking during hours of darkness.

8.4 The Appellant's speed survey records 85th percentile speeds of 46.9mph south-westbound and 47.9mph north-eastbound on
Ratcliffe Highway. The Appellant proposes uncontrolled pedestrian crossing points with dropped kerbs and tactile paving. In my
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judgement, the safety and comfort of those crossings have not been demonstrated in the context of the 40mph speed limit, observed
speeds approaching 48mph, lack of lighting, constrained footway width and pedestrian demand generated by up to 240 dwellings.

8.5 The need for a future traffic-calming scheme reinforces rather than resolves the concern. The target design speed, physical
measures, crossing type, lighting, visibility, cycle transitions, delivery trigger and fallback arrangements should be clear at appeal stage.
A general condition requiring later details would not demonstrate now that Ratcliffe Highway can perform the active-travel function
assigned to it.

8.6 The photographs and screenshots below illustrate the route conditions described above, including the absence of lighting, the
constrained northern footway, the rural/high-speed road environment, the curving alignment and the relationship between the proposed
access and the existing settlement boundary.
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9. Ratcliffe Highway photographic evidence
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9.1 Figure RH1: Google Street View screenshot, May 2023 Source: Google Street View, imagery dated May 2023.
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Direction: North-east towards the Bells Lane/Ratcliffe Highway Junction. Curving alignment with limited forward visibility.
Camera location: At the proposed access to the appeal site off Ratcliffe Highway. | Notes: | Level difference to access the northern footway. No
What Three Words: | ///disposal.bullion.user visible street lighting. Narrow northern footway.
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9.2 Figure RH2: Google Street View screenshot, May 2023

Source: Google Street View, imagery dated May 2023.
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Direction:

South-west towards the Main Road/Ratcliffe Highway Junction.

Camera location:

At the appeal site proposed access off Ratcliffe Highway.

Notes:

What Three Words:

///mentioned.engage.score

Rising/falling alignment with limited forward
visibility. Centre-line markings indicate a higher-
speed road environment. No visible street lighting.
Narrow northern footway.
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9.3 Figure RH3: Google Street View screenshot, May 2023
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Direction: South-west towards the Main Road/Ratcliffe Highway Junction. Curving alignment near City Way Health Centre
Camera location: Near to the appeal site proposed access off Ratcliffe Highway. Notes: | junction. No visible street lighting. Narrow northern
What Three Words: | ///hill.reap.saved footway.
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9.4 Figure RH4: Google Street View screenshot, Nov 2022

Source: Google Street View, imagery dated Nov 2022.
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Direction:

South-west towards the Main Road/Ratcliffe Highway Junction.

Camera location:

Approx. 300m along Ratcliffe Highway from the appeal site.

What Three Words:

///qgift.basket.encroach

Notes:

Curving alignment and higher-speed road
environment, including overtake markings. No
visible street lighting. Narrow northern footway.
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Figure RH5: Google Street View screenshot, Nov 2022 gle Street View, imagery dated Nov 2022.
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Approx. 375m along Ratcliffe Highway from the appeal site. settlement boundary. No visible street lighting.

What Three Words: | ///tilts.spoiled.rainy Narrow northern footway.




9.6 Figure RH6: Google Street View screenshot, May 2023
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Direction:

South-west towards the Main Road/Ratcliffe Highway Junction.

Camera location:

Approx. 425m along Ratcliffe Highway from the appeal site.

What Three Words:

///letters.retiring.strutting

Notes:

View from the settlement boundary towards the
appeal site. No visible street lighting along the
route. Narrow northern footway.
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10. Public Right of Way RS102 and Vidgeon Avenue alleyway

10.1 RS102 crosses the north-eastern part of the site and links to Vidgeon Avenue through a narrow alleyway between existing
residential properties. The Appellant/Council Highways and Active Travel SoCG records that the section between 69 and 71 Vidgeon
Avenue measures around 1.1m wide and 26m long based on a topographical survey. TIG's evidence is that the alleyway is approximately
1m wide for around 20m and just under 1m at its narrowest point.

10.2 This is not a minor or localised pinch point around a temporary obstruction. It is a fixed physical constraint between existing
property boundaries. The Council's own appeal material records that the strategic design appears reliant on this alleyway and that it
offers no realistic opportunity for upgrades to meet the needs of all users, including cyclists, wheelchair users, mobility scooter users and
people with pushchairs.

10.3 In my judgement, the alleyway cannot reasonably be described as an inclusive pedestrian route. It does not allow comfortable two-
way movement for all users, does not provide meaningful passing space, is not suitable for a shared pedestrian and cycle route, and
would be unattractive for many users at night or during winter months. Improvements to RS102 within the appeal site would not

overcome the weakest part of the route at Vidgeon Avenue.

10.4 The Appellant's reliance on RS102 should therefore be given limited weight. A route is only as good as its weakest section. A 1m
fixed alleyway may be a lawful public right of way, but that does not make it a suitable principal active-travel connection for a major

residential development.

10.5 The photographs below illustrate the route conditions described above, including the constrained width of the alleyway, fixed
boundary walls, lack of lighting, limited natural surveillance, absence of passing space and the measurement of the narrowest point at

just under 1 metre.
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11. Public Right of Way RS102 and Vidgeon Avenue alleyway photographs
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11.1 Figure VAA1l: Photograph of Vidgeon Avenue Alleyway, April 2026
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Location: | Approx. 25m from the Vidgeon Avenue entrance to PRoOW RS102 Date: | 28/04/2026
Direction/View: | Looking north-east towards Vidgeon Avenue Time: | 14:24
Description: | Narrow enclosed alleyway with high boundary walls, no visible lighting, limited natural surveillance and constrained

forward visibility. The route narrows further towards Vidgeon Avenue
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eon Avenue Alleyway, April 2026

/. JON

Location: | At the Vidgeon Avenue entrance to PRoOW RS102, approx. 25m from the appeal site Date: | 28/04/2026
Direction/View: | Looking south-west towards the appeal site and Chattenden Valley Time: | 14:24
Description: | Narrow enclosed alleyway with high boundary walls, no visible lighting and limited natural surveillance. The image also

shows fixed boundary features and localised obstructions within the constrained route
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Location:

Approx, 20m along PRoW RS102 from Vidgeon Avenue, approx. 5m from the appeal site

Date:

Direction/View:

Looking south-west towards the appeal site and Chattenden Valley

Time:

28/04/2026
14:24

Description:

Narrow enclosed alleyway with high boundary walls, no visible lighting, limited natural surveillance and no meaningful

passing space. The constrained section lies between fixed residential boundaries
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Avenue alleyway, April 2026

Location: | Approx. 20m along PRoW RS102 from Vidgeon Avenue, approximately 5m from the appeal site Date: | 28/04/2026
Direction/View: | Tape-measure assessment at the narrowest point of the alleyway Time: | 14:24
Description: | Tape-measure assessment showing the alleyway is just under 1 metre wide at its narrowest point, this illustrates the

fixed width constraint relied upon in this proof
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11.5 Figure VAAS: Close-up tape-measure assessment of Vidgeon Avenue alleyway, April 2026

Location: | Approx. 20m along PRoW RS102 from Vidgeon Avenue, approx. 5m from the appeal site

Direction/View: | Close-up of tape-measure assessment at the narrowest point of the alleyway
Description:

Date: | 28/04/2026
Time: | 14:24
Close-up image confirming that the alleyway is just under 1 metre wide at its narrowest point, the image demonstrates
the constrained usable width available to pedestrians, wheelers and mobility-impaired users
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12. Spine road, Taylor Wimpey dependency and bus service

12.1 The proposed spine road is capable of being a benefit in principle. The Appellant describes a 6.75m carriageway capable of
accommodating buses, with pedestrian and cycle infrastructure. The difficulty is that the benefit is contingent. The Appellant/Council
SoCG records that the spine road is reliant on Taylor Wimpey and presents only an opportunity for improved bus services and walking and
cycling routes.

12.2 The appeal scheme can secure a link to the boundary of the appeal site, but it cannot by itself secure the full through-route across
the neighbouring Taylor Wimpey land. It also does not presently secure a bus service. A road capable of accommodating buses is not the
same as a committed bus service.

12.3 I have not seen a binding operator commitment confirming routeing, frequency, commencement, duration, funding, triggers or
fallback arrangements. That is important because Arriva’s October 2024 correspondence confirms that Arriva neither supports nor objects
to planning applications, and that if it has been stated that Arriva supports a planning application, “this statement is not true” and Arriva
has made “no assurances” to that effect. Arriva also stated that it engages with developers and Medway Council to share views on how
buses could best serve new development, but that is materially different from a binding commitment to operate a service.

12.4 Arriva’s correspondence also emphasises the operational and commercial constraints of serving new development. The matters
Arriva identified included the need for appropriate road width, design and parking; an efficient route through development; early bus
provision to drive adoption; and the need to avoid an additional bespoke service that could undermine the existing 191 route. Arriva also
stated that Hoo is one of the core markets for the 191, that it would make no commercial sense to divert the 191 away from the current
customer base in Hoo, and that any new development would need to be served in addition to the current market, not instead of it.

12.5 In my judgement, this reinforces TIG’s concern that the claimed bus-service benefit is uncertain. It is not enough for the
development to provide a road capable of accommodating buses, or to assume that the existing 191 can simply be diverted or extended.
The appeal proposal requires a clear, funded, operational and legally secured bus strategy which protects existing users, serves new
residents from an early stage, and avoids undermining the current 191 service.

12.6 The timing matters. If the spine road, inter-site connection, bus gate, bus stops and bus service are not operational from first
occupation, early residents are likely to establish car-dependent travel habits. Travel Plan measures, vouchers and information packs
cannot substitute for a physically delivered and operational active-travel and public-transport connection.

12.7 I therefore accept the spine road as a potential future benefit, but consider that it should receive limited weight unless the full
connection, active-travel infrastructure, bus gate or bus-only arrangement, bus stops, bus service and fallback strategy are secured by
condition or obligation with clear occupation triggers.

13. Distance, walking time, amenities and bus stops
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13.1 The Appellant's Travel Plan assesses walking distances and walking times to local amenities and bus stops from the approximate
centre of the developed part of the site. Many of the relied-upon facilities are beyond 800m, including the convenience store,
neighbourhood centre, recreation ground, Hoo St Werburgh Primary School, The EIms Medical Centre, The Hundred of Hoo Academy,
swimming baths, village centre, library, allotments and Chattenden.

13.2 The Appellant's own evidence places existing bus stops approximately 900m to 1,100m from the site, with walking times of around
11.5 to 13 minutes. The Appellant/Council SoCG agrees that the nearest bus stops are around a 1km walk from the centre of the site.
That is materially beyond the 400m distance used in Active Travel England Standing Advice for most buildings to be within 400m of a
high-frequency bus stop.

13.3 Distance and walking time are not enough. A mapped 10, 15 or 20 minute walk may still be unattractive or unsuitable if it involves
narrow footways, unlit sections, high-speed roads, uncontrolled crossings, constrained alleyways, poor surveillance, difficult passing, or
routes that are unsuitable for disabled people and pushchair users. The Appellant's evidence has not demonstrated the actual journey
experience for all users.

13.4 Nor is it sufficient to rely on future facilities or future bus-service diversions unless they are secured, phased and operational. The
appeal site has no on-site convenience shop, school, healthcare facility or local centre. Residents would need to travel off-site for
everyday needs. Where many destinations are beyond 800m and the main routes are constrained, the likelihood of car use increases.

14. Policy and guidance conflict

14.1 The relevant policy and guidance framework consistently points in the same direction. Active-travel routes should be safe, direct,
convenient, accessible, attractive, legible and suitable for people of all ages and abilities. The issue is not simply whether a route exists,
or whether a destination falls within a mapped walking distance. The issue is whether the actual route is suitable for the users who would
be expected to rely on it.

14.2 Active Travel England Standing Advice expects development proposals to be supported by safe, direct, convenient and accessible
walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport connections. It also expects walking distances to be assessed by reference to the
characteristics of the actual route, not simply by notional catchments. In my judgement, the Appellant has not provided route-quality
evidence sufficient to demonstrate that the relevant routes are safe, accessible, attractive or inclusive.

14.3 Inclusive Mobility is particularly important because this appeal concerns whether the routes would be usable by all residents.
Inclusive Mobility identifies 2.0 metres as the normal minimum width for footways and footpaths. A width of 1.5 metres may be
acceptable only where physical constraints exist. A restricted width of 1.0 metre is an absolute minimum only around an obstacle and only
for a short restricted length.
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14.4 Those standards are materially relevant to both Ratcliffe Highway and RS102/Vidgeon Avenue. TIG's measurements indicate that the
northern footway on Ratcliffe Highway is approximately 1.1 metres wide for much of the route, with narrower sections of approximately
0.75 metres. The Appellant/Council SoCG records that the RS102 section between 69 and 71 Vidgeon Avenue is around 1.1 metres wide
and 26 metres long, while TIG's evidence is that it is approximately 1 metre wide for around 20 metres and just under 1 metre at its
narrowest point. Those routes are materially below the widths expected for inclusive access.

14.5 LTN 1/20 is also relevant because the Appellant relies on walking and cycling connections. LTN 1/20 expects cycle routes to be
coherent, direct, safe, comfortable and attractive. It does not support treating a narrow enclosed alleyway of approximately 1 metre width
as suitable cycling infrastructure for a major residential development. In my judgement, RS102/Vidgeon Avenue cannot reasonably be
treated as a meaningful cycling connection for the appeal development.

14.6 Manual for Streets and CIHT guidance emphasise pedestrian priority, direct routes, desire lines, adequate width, comfort and design
for real users. They support the proposition that a route should not be assessed solely by whether it is physically passable. A route that is
narrow, unlit, poorly overlooked, difficult to pass along, or located beside a high-speed road may be unattractive or unsuitable even if it is
legally available to pedestrians.

14.7 Policy HOO11 of the Hoo St Werburgh and Chattenden Neighbourhood Plan requires large developments to prioritise safe active
travel and sustainable transport over private car use, and to create convenient, safe and attractive environments for pedestrians with
differing levels of mobility. Policy HOO12 is also relevant to the path network. In my judgement, the appeal scheme fails to demonstrate
compliance with those objectives.

14.8 The Appellant’s case depends on existing routes that are materially constrained and future infrastructure that is not yet fully
secured. That is not an active-travel-led strategy. It is a strategy that relies on later detail, third-party delivery and behavioural measures
to overcome physical accessibility problems.

15. Overall conclusion

15.1 My overall conclusion is that the appeal scheme has not demonstrated that future residents would have safe, direct, attractive and
inclusive active-travel routes to Hoo St Werburgh, local amenities or bus stops. Ratcliffe Highway is constrained, unlit and affected by
high vehicle speeds. RS102/Vidgeon Avenue is physically too narrow to operate as an inclusive principal connection. The spine road and
any 191 bus-service change are future contingent benefits rather than a secured first-occupation solution. Existing bus stops are around a
1km walk from the centre of the site and are reached by the very routes in dispute.

15.2 I do not say that every detailed matter must be resolved at outline stage. However, where the Appellant relies on active travel to

demonstrate the sustainability of the location, the key routes, crossings, bus access and delivery triggers must be sufficiently clear and
secure now. They are not.
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15.3 1 therefore invite the Inspector to attach significant weight to the active-travel deficiencies identified in this proof. In my

judgement, the Appellant has not demonstrated that the development would prioritise walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport or
avoid unacceptable reliance on private car travel.

15.4 1 confirm that the opinions expressed in this proof are my honestly held planning judgement, based on the evidence available to
me and my local knowledge.
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