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Dear Active Travel England,

Re: Land at Ratcliffe Highway, Hoo St Werburgh, Rochester, Kent, ME3 8QB

Planning application ref: MC/23/1934
Planning appeal ref: 6002996
ATE ref: ATE/23/00561/0UT

Public Right of Way RS102 and the appellant’s new inquiry documents

I am writing in relation to the above planning appeal and the appellant’s newly submitted
inquiry documents, including the Transport Assessment Addendum and associated
Environmental Statement Addendum material.

I respectfully ask Active Travel England (ATE) to confirm whether it has been consulted on the
appellant’s newly submitted inquiry material and, if it has not, to consider requesting sight of
that material and making a further representation to assist the Inspector. I would particularly
welcome ATE’s updated view on Public Right of Way RS102, which runs between Ratcliffe
Highway, through the appeal site, and onwards to Vidgeon Avenue.

A key question is whether the appellant’s continued reliance on RS102 is sound, especially
where the eastern section of RS102 connects to Vidgeon Avenue through a narrow alleyway
between residential properties.

ATE has already identified RS102 as a matter of central importance. In its September 2023
response, ATE noted that an access to Vidgeon Avenue was proposed via a circa 1m-wide
footpath between residential properties, and concluded that the development as proposed
failed to provide safe and accessible connections for people to walk, wheel or cycle to
everyday amenities. ATE also stated that RS102 provides the shortest route to facilities in
Hoo St Werburgh and would be relied upon for almost all walking trips to key facilities, but
raised concerns about its narrowness, lack of detail, lack of lighting, lack of surveillance and
unsuitability as the primary pedestrian access.

The need for ATE’s further input is, in my view, reinforced by the appellant’s new material.
The Transport Assessment Addendum states that Transport Technical Note 2 (TTN2) remains
relevant and should be read in consideration of the planning application. It also continues to
rely on RS102 as an active-travel connection, stating that the section of footpath RS102
through the site will be incorporated into the layout and will offer a route for residents to walk
south-east towards Hoo St Werburgh, bus stops and local amenities. RS102 remains a central
part of the appellant’s case on accessibility, permeability, sustainable travel and active travel.



The appellant’s position appears to be that the section of RS102 between the appeal site and
Vidgeon Avenue is narrow but acceptable. The Transport Assessment Addendum states that
the section is "narrow at 1100mm" and "very short at 26m", and argues that it is wide
enough for most pedestrians because users can wait for one another to pass or travel in single
file. TTN2 similarly states that the relevant section is 26m long and 1.1m wide. However,
TTN2 also expressly recognises that the footpath "will not be suitable for all pedestrians,
mainly wheelchair and some buggy users", and states that it is not feasible to widen it
due to third-party land constraints.

My own initial observations are that the alleyway is in fact approximately 1 metre
wide for around 20 metres of its route and is just under 1 metre wide at its
narrowest point. I will be providing formal evidence to the inquiry on this issue.

In my view, those measurements are highly material. Inclusive Mobility states that footways
and footpaths should generally be treated the same in terms of design and user needs.
Inclusive Mobility then states that, under normal circumstances, 2000mm is the minimum
width that should be provided; where this is not feasible because of physical constraints,
1500mm may be regarded as the minimum acceptable under most circumstances; and where
there is an obstacle, the absolute minimum width should be 1000mm, but only for a maximum
restricted length of 6 metres.

On that basis, a route approximately 1m wide for around 20m, and just under 1m at its
narrowest point, does not appear to be a minor departure from best practice. It appears to
fall below the normal 2000mm expectation, below the 1500mm minimum acceptable under
most circumstances, and at its narrowest point below the 1000mm absolute minimum.
Further, the restricted section is several times longer than the 6m maximum identified in
Inclusive Mobility.

ATE’s own "Critical safety issues for walking, wheeling and cycling"” guidance is also
directly relevant. It defines a critical safety issue as a street layout or condition associated
with an increased risk of collisions for people walking, wheeling or cycling. In relation to
footway widths, it states that a critical issue is present where the clear footway width is less
than 1m, or where the clear footway width is under 1.5m for a continuous length of over 6m.
On my measurements, the Vidgeon Avenue alleyway appears to trigger both concerns: itis
under 1.5m for well over 6m and is just under 1m at its narrowest point.

Manual for Streets points in the same direction. It states that, in lightly used streets such as
those with a purely residential function, the minimum unobstructed width for pedestrians
should generally be 2m, with additional width to be considered near schools, shops and other
gathering places. Manual for Streets also identifies narrow, unlit and poorly overlooked
pedestrian links as problematic, and states that pedestrians generally feel safe where routes
are overlooked, used by other people, not capable of trapping people, and well lit.

I therefore ask ATE to consider whether the appellant’s reliance on RS102 is compatible with
Inclusive Mobility, Manual for Streets, ATE’s critical safety guidance, and the active travel
principles ATE applied in its previous representations.

I am particularly concerned that the appellant appears to treat the issue as capable of being
resolved later through reserved matters or detailed design. TTN2 states that the details of the
PRoW and its improvements will be considered at the detailed design stage, and that potential
improvements may include widening, surfacing, signage, lighting and potentially upgrading
the route to legally allow cyclist use. However, the same document accepts that the Vidgeon
Avenue section is not suitable for all pedestrians and cannot feasibly be widened because of
third-party land constraints.

In my view, that is a fundamental point. This is not simply a matter of surfacing, lighting,
signage or landscaping. The constraint arises from the physical width of an existing alleyway
between private residential properties outside the main body of the appeal site. If widening is
not feasible, the inquiry should not proceed on the assumption that the route can later be
made compliant or inclusive through reserved matters. The constraint appears fixed, external



to the appeal site, and central to whether RS102 can perform the active-travel function
attributed to it.

There is also a separate legal issue concerning cycling. I understand RS102 to be a public
footpath. GOV.UK guidance distinguishes public footpaths, which may be used for walking,
from bridleways and restricted byways, which may also be used by cyclists. Unless the
appellant can demonstrate that lawful cycling rights already exist or can be secured, RS102
cannot simply be relied upon as a public cycle route. The appellant’s suggestion that the
route could "potentially” be upgraded to legally allow cyclist use is not the same as
demonstrating that such rights exist, that they can be secured, or that the route would then
be physically suitable for cycle use.

Even if cycling rights could be secured, the physical constraints of the Vidgeon Avenue
alleyway appear wholly unsuitable for a shared walking, wheeling and cycling route. Inclusive
Mobility states that mixing pedestrians and cyclists should be avoided as far as possible, in
order to reduce the potential for collisions or conflict. LTN 1/20 also emphasises inclusive
design for all potential cyclists and their machines. Inclusive Mobility summarises LTN 1/20’s
cycle design vehicle as up to 2800mm long and up to 1200mm wide, and notes that adapted
cycles can be up to 1200mm wide. It also states that cycle lanes less than 1500mm wide
should not be used and that cycle lanes should preferably be at least 2000mm wide. While
those figures relate to cycle-lane design rather than a public footpath alleyway, they illustrate
the spatial requirements for inclusive cycle movement and underline why a route of around
1m width cannot realistically function as a shared walking, wheeling and cycling connection.

A shared walking, wheeling and cycling route that is around 1m wide, and locally just under
1m wide, cannot realistically accommodate inclusive cycle use. It cannot allow safe passing.
It cannot provide separation between pedestrians and cyclists. It cannot accommodate many
adapted cycles. It would also be especially problematic for disabled cyclists, some of whom
may be unable simply to dismount and proceed on foot. Inclusive Mobility expressly notes
that an important consideration when designing an accessible cycling network is that a
disabled cyclist may be unable to dismount from their cycle.

I therefore ask ATE to distinguish between two questions:
1. whether RS102 can lawfully be used or upgraded for cycling; and

2. whether, even if such rights were secured, the Vidgeon Avenue alleyway is
physically capable of functioning as a safe, attractive and inclusive shared walking,
wheeling and cycling route.

I also ask ATE to consider the equality implications of reliance on this route. The Public Sector
Equality Duty is a statutory duty on public authorities and other bodies carrying out public
functions. Government guidance states that it exists to ensure that such bodies consider how
their functions affect people with different protected characteristics, and that it supports good
decision-making by helping decision-makers understand those impacts. Where the appellant
itself appears to accept that the route is not suitable for all pedestrians, including wheelchair
users and some buggy users, there is an obvious question as to whether the development
provides genuinely inclusive active-travel connectivity.

This is important because the Vidgeon Avenue connection is the most direct connection from
the site towards existing village facilities. ATE has previously recognised that RS102 provides
the shortest route to facilities in Hoo St Werburgh and would be relied upon for almost all
walking trips to key facilities. The appellant now seeks to characterise the RS102 connection
as “"supplementary” to the main footways along the proposed spine road, but the Transport
Assessment Addendum continues to rely on RS102 as a route to Hoo St Werburgh, local bus
stops and amenities. In practice, if the shortest and most direct route is accessible only to
some future residents, while wheelchair users, mobility-impaired people, some parents with
buggies and disabled cyclists must use longer or less convenient alternatives, that is a serious
concern.
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In summary, I respectfully ask ATE to consider making a further representation to the
Planning Inspectorate addressing the following matters:

1. whether ATE has been, or should now be, formally consulted on the appellant’s
new inquiry documents;

2. whether the appellant’s continued reliance on RS102 remains acceptable in
light of the physical width of the Vidgeon Avenue alleyway;

3. whether the alleyway complies with Inclusive Mobility, Manual for Streets, LTN
1/20 and ATE’s own critical safety guidance;

4. whether RS102 can lawfully be relied upon as a cycle route, given its apparent
status as a public footpath;

5. whether a route approximately 1m wide for around 20m, and just under 1m at
its narrowest point, can safely and inclusively function as a shared walking,
wheeling and cycling route;

6. whether the issue can properly be deferred to reserved matters where the
appellant appears to accept that the route is not suitable for all pedestrians and
cannot feasibly be widened due to third-party land constraints;

7. whether the appellant’s proposed reliance on users waiting, passing in single
file or giving way to one another is compatible with inclusive design and active-
travel guidance;

8. whether ATE’s previous concerns and recommendation should be maintained
or strengthened in light of the appellant’s new material and my forthcoming
evidence on the width of the alleyway.

I will be providing formal evidence to the inquiry in due course. I would be grateful if ATE
would review the appellant’s new material and provide an updated representation, particularly
on whether RS102 can properly be treated as a safe, lawful and inclusive active-travel
connection to Vidgeon Avenue.

Yours faithfully,

Michael Pearce

Councillor Michael Pearce
Independent

Hoo & High Halstow Ward
Medway Council



