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Introduction

In this proof of evidence (‘proof’) we present planning and Regulatory evidence for
the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group (‘CCW RDG’) (rule 6 party),
in response to an appeal submitted pursuant to section 78 of the Town and Country

Planning Act 1990 by Trenport Investments Ltd (‘Appellant’).

The CCW RDG has been in constant communication with Medway Council (“LPA”)
throughout the process of application by the Appellant and has extensive knowledge
of the application. The CCW RDG is formed of local residents from the Cliffe area
where the proposed development is situated, as such we have extensive knowledge

of the local area and direct links with the affected community.

We have reviewed the application documents submitted to the LPA online portal, the
officer’s report (‘OR’) and decision notice and are satisfied that the LPA’s decision was

robust and justified and that we can provide evidence in support of it.

The Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group is made up of members of
the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods community. The CCW RDG was formed as a response by
the local residents to the Appellants proposed development. In March of 2022 the
CCW RDG became an unincorporated organisation and as of March 2023 the group
has over 760 members. An Asset of Community Value was issued on the APCM

sports ground following a nomination by the CCW RDG.

Rule 6 status was granted to the CCW RDG and will be used to demonstrate the
communities’ views and opinions regarding the Appellants proposed development.

Whilst none our members are acting in a professional capacity as planning or built
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environment specialists, we will draw upon the expertise and experiences of our

community to present robust technical objections.

Reason for Refusal Ne 3 - The proposed re-locate the APCM Sports Ground to the
northern end of the village, to the rear of residential properties, with no direct
overlooking from public land or passing traffic and accessed by a narrow single track
Buttway Lane, which has no footpath, will be of inferior quality to the existing APCM
sports ground. The existing sports ground is more in the centre of the village, served
by public footpaths and well overlooked from public land where users feel safe and
secure and as a result the sports ground is well used by the local community for
formal and informal recreational purposes and is an Asset of Community Value. This
is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy L3 of the Medway Local Plan 2003 and
the objectives of paragraph 84, 92 and 99 of the National Planning Policy Framework

2021.

This Proof of Evidence is to be read in conjunction with APCM User Survey, Appendix
18 — Analysis of responses from a Survey of the APCM Sports Ground users in Cliffe,

East of Church Street.

This CCW RDG evidence should be read in conjunction with other proofs prepared by

the CCW RDG as follows:

CCWRDG/POE-01 — Environmental Impact
CCWRDG/POE-02 - Agricultural Land Assessment
CCWRDG/POE-03 - Public Consultation
CCWRDG/POE-04 - Health Impact

CCWRDG/POE-05 - Transport
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Purpose of Evidence

To highlight inaccuracies/omissions throughout the Appellants reporting.

The relocation of the APCM Sports Ground is the key that unlocks this development. If
the APCM is not relocated from its current location, the Appellants proposal cannot be

approved.

As stated in the reasons for refusal, the current location of the APCM is more in the
centre of the village, served by public footpaths and well overlooked from public land
where users feel safe and secure and as a result the sports ground is well used by the
local community for formal and informal recreational purposes and is an Asset of
Community Value. The site includes the current APCM sports field of two football
pitches, two tennis courts, a pavilion, and a mixed-use sports field. In one corner of
the site is the APCM Bowls Club and pavilion, which will remain in situ. The field is
overlooked on three sides by housing looking onto the fields. The West of the playing
field backs onto a lit public highway with footpaths and good lines of visibility to all
areas of the field. The field has multiple access points all with good visibility from the

road and surrounding properties.

The proposed relocation site of the APCM Sports Ground is to the northern end of the
village, to the rear of residential properties, with no direct oversight from public land
or passing traffic and accessed by a narrow single track Buttway Lane, which has no
footpath for the most part, and will be of inferior quality in terms of location and

natural surveillance to the existing APCM sports ground.
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2.5 The APCM Sports Ground has been a vital community Asset as far back as the early
1950’s. The Asset has been owned by ‘The Company’, the Appellant, since 2001 with
previous owners including the Alpha Cement, Associated Portland Cement, Lafarge
and Blue Circle. By 1951 the APCM sports field had been established in its current

location for the use of the Cement workers, families, and community.

2.6 The original APCM Sports Ground, was owned by the Associated Portland Cement and
located in a meadow close to the Cement Works. Once relocated to its current

location circa 1951, to be in the heart of the village, it retained its name at the new site.

2.7 The APCM Sports Ground was awarded Asset of Community Value Status (under
section 89 of the Localism Act 2011 (“the Act”)) as an Asset of Community Value and

added to the register on 14™ April 2022.

2.8 The land is presently administered by Medway Council. It is evidenced that sub-leases
have been administered on behalf of the Public Authority, in agreement with the

‘Owners’ since at least 1975.

2.9 The CCW RDG have been refused via a Freedom of Information request, sight of the
Head Lease, associated with the APCM since August 2022, held between the Public
Authority and the Owner. The Public Authority has stated that the Appellant has
refused to allow them to share this public document, even in redacted form. The
Information Complaints Office (ICO) have found the management of the FOI request to
have breached the Act and have issued a 35 days’ notice to the Public Authority to

share the lease. This deadline will frustratingly postdate this Public Inquiry.

2.10 The resulting loss of the existing APCM Sports Ground for the proposed development

would be replaced with an inferior provision in terms of quality and suitability of
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location and would not meet the needs of the local rural community. The proposed

site for the replacement APCM is currently BMV agricultural land.

2.11 This Outline Application is all matters reserved, except for Access. The Appellant has
NOT provided confirmation of the ‘Primary Access and egress’ for the proposed APCM
Sports Ground site. In particular, there is no primary access identified for pedestrians,
cycles, and vehicles to the relocated APCM Sports Ground, and the vehicular access is
identified as ‘secondary’ by the Appellant. The evidence provided herein
demonstrates that this development proposal does not meet the requirements of
NPPF Paragraph 92 and 98. The proposed relocation of the APCM will lead to a far less
accessible site, with no natural surveillance and as demonstrated in Appendix 18, a
reduction in users. This in turn will reduce social interaction within the community.
The community and the CCW RDG feel that this proposed location, and the reduced
use of the APCM will have a catastrophic negative impact on the health and wellbeing

of the Cliffe Community.

2.12 The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development proposal does not

meet the requirements of Policy L3. See 2.12.

2.13 The CCW RDG strongly feel that the future provision is far less suitable option than the
existing APCM Sports Ground when considering the impact on the community’s needs.
The relocation will without a doubt increase the number of users that require a vehicle
to travel to the sports site. The pedestrian and cycle routes have no natural
surveillance and are essentially farm tracks or an enclosed PRoW access via an
alleyway between two private residential properties onto a waste ground used for

parking (not owned by the Appellant).
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2.14 The CCW RDG and the community have not been appropriately engaged and
consulted. The CCW RDG as nominators of the Asset of Community Value, and the
community as the users of the APCM, we and they are the key and primary
stakeholders. We have not been consulted on the suitability of this site. We/ They
through our objections in August and October via the Planning Portal have made it
very clear that we/ they would engage and listed extensive concerns relating to the

proposed site.

2.15The CCW RDG believe that the statutory responders have been misled by the
information provided for review by the Appellant. These statutory responders have
not visited site, they have not seen the evidence within this Proof of Evidence, they are
not aware that the community have not been appropriately consulted and they are

not aware of the poor alternative being proposed for the APCM Sports Ground.

2.16 The proposed location of the relocated APCM is by far inferior to that of the existing
site in terms of natural surveillance. The Appellants own reporting refers to the new

location as ‘Visually Enclosed’.

2.17 The CCW RDG and Cliffe community deem the proposed site to be a less suitable, not
sustainable and an unsafe reprovision. The replacement site is not equivalent or a

better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location.

2.18 The CCW RDG request that the Planning Inspector invites the statutory responders to
the proposed site to engage with the community, to see the proposed and existing

locations and to consider the evidence provided in this Proof of Evidence.

2.19 No alternative site assessments have been outlined in the application documents or

Appellants reporting to show that they had considered other potential sites in the
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local area to relocate the APCM Sports Ground nor were the community engaged to
ensure that any alternative location and offering met the needs of the local

community.

2.20The following Planning and Regulatory Policy’s should be considered in conjunction
with his report:

e National Planning Policy Framework:

e NPPF Para 84

e NPFF Para 92b

e NPFF Para 92c

e NPFF Para93c

e NPFF Para 99b

e Section 8 — Promoting Healthy and Safe Communities — Paragraphs 92 — 103

e EIA Regulations:

e Medway Local Plan 2003:

e Policy L3

e PolicyS1

e Policy RTC7: Supporting Sustainable and Healthy centres

e Policy RTC10: Healthy sustainable communities

e Policy RTC10 states that the Council will support the provision of services and
e Policy HC1: Promoting Health and Wellbeing

e Draft Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Neighbourhood Plan (December 2020):

e E&H1
e CF5: Community Health

e INFRAL: Health
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Medway Council Sports Facility Strategy and Action Plan — November 2017

Medway Local Transport Plan (2011-2026)

Medway Guide to Developer Contributions and Obligations (2019)

Medway Emerging Local Plan

Emerging policy ‘HC1: Promoting Health and Wellbeing’ of the Medway Local Plan
(March 2018)

Planning Policy Guidance (2019)

PPG (para. 001 Reference 1D:53-001-20190722 - Revision Date 22 07 2019)
PPG (para. 003 Reference ID:53-003-20191101 - Revision date: 01 11 2019)

Physical Activity Guidelines: UK Chief Medical Officers Report, Department of

Health, and Social Care (January 2020 update)

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) revised guidelines and criteria

for grading the quality of agricultural land (1988) (Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food (MAFF), 1988)

British Standard BS8300-1: 2018

Governments ‘A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to improve the Environment’.

10
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Evidence

3.1 History of the APCM Sports Ground and Legalities of the Land

3.2.1

Land Registry - Land Registry Searches of the Freehold Land edged with red on the
Plan Appendix 1 was transferred to the Appellant under title K823217 on 15" June

2001. This land includes the area known as the APCM Sports Ground.

Prior to the Appellant purchasing the site, it is believed that the land was owned as

follows:

1934 — 1949 — Alpha Cement Co Limited

1949 — 1970 — Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers

1970 — 2001 — Lafarge and Blue Circle

A search of documents held by the Land Registry led to the CCW RDG identifying a
number of referred to ‘filed documents’ were missing. The full list of missing
documents can be found in Appendix 2. The CCW RDG are particularly concerned
that the following two documents, referred to by the Title Deeds appear to have

not been filed:

Section A (K823217) — Item 5:

11
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Whilst the CCW RDG can only surmise what may be recorded within these
conveyance documents, it is quite probable that they relate to the APCM sports

Ground site.

The following sections provide an overview of the importance of this land to the
village of Cliffe and its community, and potential legalities that may be associated

with the Title, ownership, and associated leases.

History of the APCM Sports Ground - To fully understand the value of the APCM
Sports Ground and its location to the community of Cliffe, it is important to

understand the history that sits behind it.

Cliffe has a long history of Cement works and the workers dating back to 1853
when IC Johnson and John Osmotherly of Courtsole Farm, Cliffe, leased land from

the Earl of Darnley at Cliffe, to set up ‘Cliffe Works'.

In 1878 Francis and Co Ltd purchased Cliffe Creek and Cliffe Quarry plants in the
name of Epsom, Holcombe and Co. Francis and Co Ltd provided some

accommodation for its workforce around the village.

12
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There are many records, in Parish Newspaper articles and Parish Council minutes
along with recollections from families of workers from the Cement works that
report the importance of recreation facilities for the villagers and workers dating
back many years. The June 1895 edition of the Parish News shares that a Tennis
Club has been formed in the Parish. The two courts to be used were located at the

ground to the back of West Street Farm lent to the village by Lord Darnley.

Appendix 3 shows an article, first published January 1952 by Blue Circle. Page 19 of

the Article shares:

“that soon after the Alpha Cement company took over, the first move was made to
form a sports club, and on 1° April 1937, a general meeting was called to elect a
committee. A meadow behind the works was acquired a sports field, and with
financial help from the Company a pavilion was erected, and cricket, football and

tennis facilities were provided. 1937 — 8 saw the first season’s football. “
Page 20 of the article goes on to say:

“A new sports field is being developed in the Village of Cliffe, which is 1 % miles
from the works. Our new bowling green and tennis courts had their first season’s

play last summer. Adjoining the site are allotments which are let to employees.”
A Post-Script on Page 21, date unknown but assumed Circa 1956 states:

“On the sports and social side our new sports ground in Cliffe Village has continued
to develop, and the old ground is no longer used. Cricket, bowls, tennis, and
football are all now catered for, while the pavilion, which was erected early in 1955,

is much appreciated by those who use the ground.”

13
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3.2.2.4 The site still holds the name of the owners at the time - APCM. When the site was
established, the main users were known to be workers of the Cement works, their
families, and the local community. Some historical affidavits relating to the
creation of the APCM, by those that were workers or family members of the

workers of the APCM can be found in Appendix 4.

There is a very common theme running through the Affidavits. The families of the
Cement Workers widely report — that the APCM and Cement site Management
were gentlemen that looked after the families and of the village, and as the factory
wound down to closure, they protected the staff by giving finding them jobs in local
companies such as the newer cement works in Northfleet that had been
established in 1968. They also report that the Managers at the Cement Works
made sure that the recreation and sports facilities remained a benefit for the
village in the future. One worker, who still resides in the village, reports being at
the meeting where the APCM promised the Sports Ground to the village as a ‘gift’

to be protected as part of any future sale.

Whilst this could be speculation, the APCM Sports Ground has remained in use in
its long-term location by the community for over 70 years and in particular, since

the closure of the cement works — a period greater than 50 years.
3.2.3 APCM Sports Ground Lease and Appellant contractual obligations

3.2.3.1 The APCM is leased by Medway Council from the current owners (the Appellant)
who purchased the site in 2001. The Head Lease holds a sub lease that is held by

Cliffe Bowls Club.

14
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3.2.3.2 The Licence/ Sub Lease - The Bowls Club who remain in the area adjacent to the

3.2.3.3

development site, have requested sight of the Head lease from the Appellant and
Public Authority, as far back as 2001. All requests have been refused by the

Appellant/ Appellants legal representatives.

The Sub Lease held by the Bowls Club is documented in 1975 as a licence — See

Appendix 5.

The Licence is an agreement between the Associated Portland Cement (1) and The
Trustees for Blue Circle Bowls Club (2), and The Borough Council of Medway (3)
dated 6" February 1975. To note, the Cliffe Cement works CLOSED for business on

15t April 1970 and this Licence post-dates this closure by 5 years.

The Licence refers to each party as follows:

Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers Limited — The Company

The Borough of Medway Council — The Council

The Bowls Club and Trustees — The Clubs

The Licence confirms that the Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers Limited
are the owners at the time of signing the Licence. A Plan showing the site is
included on Page 14 of the Licence and clearly shows that the licence relates to ‘all
clubs’ and sports allocation on the site including the sports field, cricket pavilion

and tennis courts:

15
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Page 2, item (4) states “The Council are empowered to provide within their
administrative area facilities for the enjoyment by the general public of sports and
recreational facilities.” This continues onto Page 3 Item (5) stating “Ground to be
utilised and enjoyed by the general public at such times or times as the Company or
the Bowls Club or (if ever it shall be reformed) the Cricket Club or any other Club or
association which may with the consent of the Company be formed to make use of
and enjoy the facilities of the sports ground or some of them (all of which Clubs or
associations are hereinafter collectively referred to as ‘The Clubs’) do not or will not
require to make use of the same (but so that they interests of the Company and/ or
the Clubs shall always be paramount) the Company with the concurrence of the
Bowls Club Trustees have offered to licence and authorise the Council to manage
regulate and control the Sports Ground and the facilities thereof for the use benefit
and enjoyment of the general public which said offer has been accepted by the

Council.”

The Licence continues to state in Iltem (6) “The parties hereto have agreed to be

party to this Deed for the purpose of formally recording the terms conditions

16
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provisions stipulations and other matters upon which such licence and authority as

aforesaid is granted to the Council.

There is no term period given in the Licence relating to the Bowls Club, Sports Field,
Tennis Courts, or Cricket Pavilion. There is no term period given relating to those
users relating to the Cement Works (APCM workers and Bowls Club) or general
public users. This has driven the repeated requests by the Bowls Club for sight of
the head lease — as they to believe that the agreement held between the Public

Authority and the Appellant, protects the future use type of the site.

Page 8 and 9 of the Licence, Item (2) States “ Nothing in this Deed contained shall
operated so as to prevent or preclude the Company for the benefit of the Clubs or
otherwise at any time or times through the said term by formal notice in writing to
the Council in that behalf from further excluding from the rights liberties and
facilities hereby granted any particular facility of the sports ground and the right to
use the same on any other days in addition as aforesaid PROVIDED NEVERTHELESS
that the Company shall before giving such formal notice as aforesaid notify the
Council of such their desire and intention and so far as may be practicable consult
and confer with the Council as to the effect of its decision. If thereafter in the
opinion of the council the decision of the Company would result in the continue use
and enjoyment by the Council of the rights liberties and facilities thereafter
remaining available to the Council on the terms of this Deed being no longer a
viable or worthwhile privilege then in such event the Council may summarily
determine this Deed and the said rights liberties and facilities hereby granted but
any such determination shall be without prejudice to any right of action or remedy

of the Company or the Bowls Club Trustees in respect of any antecedent breach by

17
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the Council of any of the covenants on the part of the Council or the conditions

herein contained.”

Page 10 of the Licence, Item (7) states “In addition to the determination rights of
the Council Specified in Clause 5 (2) hereof this Deed and the rights liberties and
facilities hereby granted may be determined in manner following that is to say: (a)
By either the Company or the Council by not less than six months’ notice in writing
to the other of them expiring at any time Provide that any such notice given by the
Council shall only be effective if all the covenants and obligations herein on the part
of the Council shall have been performed and observed up to the date of the
expiration of such notice. (b) By the Company forthwith by notice in writing if at any
time any payment due hereunder is unpaid for Twenty-eight days after becoming
due whether payment thereof is demand or not. (c) By the Company forthwith by
notice in writing if the Council shall have failed for a period of Twenty-eight days to
remedy any breach capable of remedy of any of the covenants and obligations
herein expressed after being required to remedy the same by notice in writing from

the Company specifying the breach.............

Page 11 of the Licence, Item (8) “confers no tenancy upon the Council and
possession of the Sports Ground is retained by the Company subject however to the
rights liberties and facilities hereby granted to the Council and the rights of the

Clubs in respect thereof.”

29" January 2001, Blue Circle (of which APCM had now merged into) wrote to the

Bowls Club to confirm that the property was being sold.

18
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The Appellant purchased the land in Cliffe, which includes the APCM Sports
Ground. ltis registered under the Title Deed K823217 as shown in Appendix 1. The

title deed dates the transfer as 15™ June 2001.

Frustratingly, there is no record of the ‘Licence’ held with the ‘Clubs’ or the Head
Lease held with ‘The Council’ recorded on the title deeds — unless the lease or
agreements are aligned to one of the MISSING filed documents. Itis the
understanding of the CCW RDG that any transferring lease agreement should

have been a filed document or referred to in the title document.

22 years post purchase by the Appellant, the APCM sports Ground and Bowls club

continue in the same fashion as they did in 1975.

23" April, Dakers Green and Brett wrote to the Bowls Club. In this letter found in
Appendix 6, The lawyers of the Appellant refer to ‘The Licence’ throughout. They
confirm the continued use. It is unknown whether ‘The Council’ received a similar
letter or if at any point the Appellant as ‘The Company’ have amended or altered

the Terms of the agreements (deeds, lease, or licences).

The Head Lease - Freedom of Information Request & Information Commissioners

Office
The land is presently administered by Medway Council — ‘“The Council’.

On 1% September 2022 the CCW RDG submitted a formal Freedom of Information

Request to Medway Council — See Appendix 7 for ALL associated documentation.

The CCW RDG requested a redacted (of commercially sensitive information)
version of the tenancy agreement held between Medway Council and the
Appellant for the APCM Sports Ground.

19
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On 21% October 2022, the FOI Officer at Medway Council wrote to CCW RDG to
confirm that the Landlord (the Appellant) had REFUSED to provide a copy of the
lease. The FOI Officer stated that they had requested an explanation from the

Appellant.

11" February 2023 Medway Council FOI Officer was asked to confirm if a response

to their query had been received.

On 23" February 2023 the CCW wrote to Medway Council FOI Officer requesting an

investigation into the handling of the FOI request.

Following a number of emails to Medway Legal and challenges on behalf of the
CCW RDG by the Strood Rural Ward Councillors, Medway Legal responded by
stating — See Appendix 7:

I am not sure what you mean when you ask whether the management of your FOI is
being investigated. | believe that you have received a response to the FOI which was
that our Landlord have refused to allow us to disclose the lease. If you are
dissatisfied with this then you are able to contact the Information Commissioners
Office they can be contacted at: Information Commissioner’s Office, Wycliffe House,
Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF.

Turning to your other two questions | can confirm that Medway does hold a copy of
the lease. Over the past thirty years there have been several agreements entered
into.

I am sorry that | cannot provide you with more information but as you are aware

the Landlord has refused to allow us to provide the lease which means my hands
are somewhat tied.

The CCW RDG submitted a formal complaint to the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO). The ICO informed CCW RDG on 3" April 2023 that they had written to
Medway Council (the Public Authority) and given them 10 days to appropriately

respond to the Freedom on Information request.

20
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At the end of the ten-day period, the Public Authority had failed to respond and the

CCW RDG reverted back to the ICO.

On 18 April 2023, the Public Authority issued a response to the CCW RDG via the
FOI portal. The Public Authority refused to share any version of the lease and

associated documents — even redacted on the following grounds:

Factors for withholding disclosure of this information:

e publishing detailed information contained within the lease agreement will put
limitations on the third party’s and Council’s ability to obtain products/services at
the best possible terms and thus this would present a risk to public spending

e prejudice the negotiating position of the Council in upcoming contractual
negotiations

e damage the Council’s business reputation or the confidence that suppliers or
investors may have in it

e harm the ability of the Council party to obtain goods and services in the future.
In conclusion, the public interest in withholding the information outweighs the
public interest in releasing the information. Therefore, the exemption under Section
43(3) of the FOIA is engaged and your request is refused and will not be processed
further.

On 17 April 2023, the Information Commissioners Office wrote to the CCW RDG.
They issued a decision notice relating to our complaint about a request for
information submitted to the Council. They stated that they had considered our
complaint and are of the decision that the Council has breached section 10(1) of
the FOIA in that it failed to provide a valid response to the request within the

Statutory Time Frame.

The Information Commissions Office have written to the Council. The CCW RDG
have shared the response of the 18" April from the Council and the action being

undertaken by the ICO stands.

The ICO have instructed the Council as follows:

21
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“The Council must take this step within 35 calendar days of the date of this decision
notice. Failure to comply may result in the Commissioner making written
certification of this fact to the High Court pursuant to section 54 of FOIA and may
be dealt with as a contempt of court.”

Sadly, the 35-day period post-dates the end of this Public Inquiry.

CCW RDG and the ICO dispute that this document should be withheld from the

Public. The Appellant has refused all requests to share.

Legal position

The CCW RDG have consulted a planning Barrister with regards to Property and

Public Law. The following is a summary of findings:

It seems that Medway Council have held a lease of the land since at least the 1970s
(as | have had sight of a licence granted to a bowls club). However, Medway Council
claim exemption from disclosing the lease on various grounds. That is presently

being challenged with the ICO.

The development proposal, which currently before PINS on appeal, would see this

public facility relocated to other land which is considered to be less suitable.

I can say at once that it is curious that the lease is not registered at Land Registry
and is not mentioned on the title of Trenport. Long leases are normally registered
so either the lease is a short one, renewable annually, or there has been some level
of oversight. The bowls licence gives no indication that there is a possibility of

Medway not being in possession to continue the licence.

It remains possible that the lease contains covenants, conditions or other terms
which might create a trust in favour of the public or inhabitants of the locality. It

may be perpetually renewable for the benefit of local people. It is very curious that
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Medway Council do not wish to disclose it and is going to such lengths to prevent it

(even in redacted form) from being made public.

In addition to this, land such as this, where held by a local authority, must be held
for a statutory purpose as Medway Council is a creature of statute. It is highly likely
that Medway operate and own the leasehold interest to the land pursuant to the
Open Spaces Act 1906 or the Public Health Act 1875, or perhaps another similar

statute.

By s.123(2A) of the LGA 1972, the general power for a local authority to sell land is

restricted in that:

“(2A) A principal council may not dispose [omitted] of any land consisting or
forming part of an open space unless before disposing of the land they cause notice
of their intention to do so, specifying the land in question, to be advertised in two
consecutive weeks in a newspaper circulating in the area in which the land is
situated, and consider any objections to the proposed disposal which may be made

to them.”

This is fairly straightforward procedure to follow. The stages in this process
should be documented. There should, in particular, be a clear record of how
the objections have been considered. How can anyone make objections if

they do not know the status of the land and the terms of the lease.
By s.123(2B) LGA 1972, it is further provided:

“(2B) Whereby virtue of subsection (2A) above [omitted] a council dispose of land
which is held—
(a) for the purposes of section 164 of the Public Health Act 1875 (pleasure

grounds); or

(b) in accordance with section 10 of the Open Spaces Act 1906 (duty of

local authority to maintain open spaces and burial grounds),
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the land shall by virtue of the disposal be freed from any trust arising solely by
virtue of its being land held in trust for enjoyment by the public in accordance with

the said section 164 or, as the case may be, the said section 10.”

By 5.270 LGA 1972 the above provisions (disposal and appropriation) adopt the
definition of “open space” found in 5.336 of the Town and Country Planning Act

1990 (TCPA ’90) namely:

“any land laid out as a public garden, or used for the purposes of public recreation,

or land which is a disused burial ground.”

The land in current case appears to meet this definition.

I note further the following provision:

“131. — Savings.

(1) Nothing in the foregoing provisions of this Part of this Act or in Part VIl below—

(a) shall authorise the disposal of any land by a local authority in breach of any

trust, covenant or agreement which is binding upon them, excluding any trust

arising solely by reason of the land being held as public walks or pleasure grounds

or in accordance with section 10 of the Open Spaces Act 1906.”

This means disposal of the lease may well be unlawful for other reasons, depending

on the terms of the Deed.

There has been a recent Supreme Court case of significance: R. (on the application
of Day) v Shropshire Council [2023] UKSC 8. This case related to a challenge to
planning permission granted for a residential development on land which was
subject to a statutory trust. The land was sold to the developer without going
through any statutory process, and the question was whether it was still subject to
a statutory trust for recreation. The court held that it was. It was held that the
provisions of s.123 were clearly designed to secure that members of the public
should have ample opportunity to learn what was proposed and the right to
contend that the statutory trust land should not be sold. The grant of planning
permission was quashed as the continued existence of the statutory trust binding
the land would be an important consideration for the local authority when

considering whether to grant the planning application.
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On the basis of the evidence provided, and in the absence of a response to the
Freedom of Information request and Information Commissioners 35-day notice,
the CCW RDG ask the Planning Inspector to consider that there has been
information withheld by the Planning Authority, at the request of the Appellant,
in breach of the Freedom of Information Act. This information relates to
legalities of the land which may prevent any form of development, that it be
considered, that to prevent an actual breach of such terms as may exist that

protect the land (if any).

Asset of Community Value

The APCM Sports Ground is today a cherished asset of the local community — See
Appendix 8. On 14 April 2022 Medway Council acknowledged receipt of a
complete nomination under section 89 of the Localism Act 2011 (“the Act”) to list
APCM Station Road Cliffe as an Asset of Community Value. The nomination was
made by the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group an
unincorporated body consisting of in excess of 21 members. In summary the

grounds for the nomination are set out below:

The daily use of the site by local residents as an area for recreation

= The use of the site by local sports clubs including both cricket and football
teams

= Holding exercise classes on the site both formal classes and more informal

group exercise.

= andin relation to future uses
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=  Continuation and enhancement of the current uses could be facilitated

with minor investment such as the provision of lighting

The CCW RDG evidenced current use of the APCM as follows:

Football:

Eagles FC (Higham) - rent on Sundays

Cliffe Woods Colts FC

Cliffe FC

Youth teams associated with the above

Local families arranging informal games and matches.

Cricket:

Local Cricket clubs Local families arranging informal games and matches.
Bowls:

Cliffe Bowls club Facility is opened up residents of Cliffe and Cliffe woods
for events throughout the year.

Classes:

Various formal and informal exercise classes run on the site throughout the
week. Many are free for the community or arranged by local people who
wish to come together to exercise as a group.

Recreational use:

Children playing

Dog walkers

Walkers

Joggers

Tennis

Non club football

Kids cycling

Ball games

Kite flying

General gathering

The CCW RDG evidenced the social well-being and social interests of the APCM by

stating the following:

The location of the site is critical for its level of use.

It visually allows for clear lines of sight which in turn makes it feel a safe site for
many. This site is used far more than any other open spaces in the village for this
exact reason. Anti-social behaviour is very rarely seen here and many exercise here
as they feel that people can see.
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The lines of vision to the site also mean that many are inspired by what they see,
such as the Sunday football matches, and feel encouraged to exercise themselves.
This is the perfect location to promote social inclusion and to bring together the
community.

During Covid 19, this site was an essential lifeline for many and continues to be so
today.

This site is used for all ages and at any time during the week, users can be seen.

This is the heart of the community in the perfect location and if lost would have a
significant impact on the mental and physical health of the users and local
community.

Under the Terms of the Licence held for the APCM sport Ground — See Appendix 5
—The CCW RDG request that the Planning Inspector consider that the Community

Group meet the conditions within the 1975 Licence to be identified as a ‘Club’.

3.4 Access to the Proposed Sports Ground
To be read in conjunction with:

. CWWRDG/POE-01 — Environmental Impact

. CCWRDG/POE-02 - Agricultural land Assessment

. CCWRDG/POE-03 — Public Consultation

. CCWRDG/POE 04 — Access to Health and Amenities
. CCWRDG/POE-05 - Traffic Impact

. APCM User Survey — Appendix 18

3.4.1 Please refer to Appendix 9 - PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY (PROW), HIGHWAY and PUBLIC
FOOT PATH ASESSMENT TO PROPOSED APCM Sports Ground Assessment

throughout this section for visual evidence and context.

3.4.2 Documents MC 22 0254 Design and Access Statement and MC 22 0254 Parameter

Plans Movement show the following access and egress routes for the proposed
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APCM sports Ground — for vehicle and pedestrians — for context the CCW RDG have

added a star to the drawing to identify the location of the proposed Sports Ground:

When reviewing this Image, it is impossible to ignore a fundamental flaw — THERE

IS NO PRIMARY ACCESS IDENTIFIED FOR THE RELOCATED SPORTS GROUND.

This development proposal relies upon the relocation of the APCM Sports Ground

from its existing positioning as the key that unlocks the development of up to 140

of the 250 houses. The access to this vital Asset of Community Value and Amenity

must be equally considered ‘unreserved’ alongside the Access to the housing.
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The Appellant has NOT provided confirmation of the ‘Primary Access and egress’
across the development site. In particular, there is no primary access identified for
pedestrians, cycles, and vehicles to the relocated APCM Sports Ground. See
Appendix 10 for detailed email thread of requests via Planning Inspectorate and

associated Appellant responses.

On 23" of March CCW RDG asked via the Planning Inspector that the following be

provided by the Appellant:
“The application title states:

Planning application MC/22/0254 (Outline application with all matters reserved

except for (access) for a residential development of up to 250 dwellings and a

mixed-use community hub together with associated infrastructure including public
open space and community facilities comprising a replacement sports ground and

pavilion, with accesses from Church Street, Cooling Road and Buttway Lane)

As site access is a matter for determination within this application, and if the
proposed APCM site cannot be accessed appropriately, then the outline proposal for
the whole scheme is not sustainable - as the whole project hinges on the relocation

of this community asset.

The documentation submitted by the Appellant includes the Transport Assessment,
drawing ITB11092 figure 1 attempts to demonstrate how residents are likely to use
the public rights of way to access the new sports facilities instead of Buttway Lane.
If these access points are to be relied upon, then we believe that further information
would be required to enable a design decision based on suitability as the current

footpaths do not even provide cycle or disabled access as a minimum.
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If the Buttway is the only access point to be considered at outline application stage,
then we feel that this must be made clear by the Appellant, as the current
application suggests vague references to other possible routes without clearly
stating them as access points, and thus be able to be assessed within the scope of

the application.

Can you please ask the Appellant to confirm, what ‘access’ is to be determined for

this outline planning application stage with regards to access to the new APCM site.

Once the access has been clearly defined, we request that for clarity all other
references to access routes not to be considered that are contained with the

Appellants documentation to be removed.”

The associated response received from the Appellant repeats the documentation
found in Application documents for MC/22/0254 — NOT ONE OF THESE ISSUED
DOCUMENTS, IDENTIFY THE PRIMARY ACCESS TO THE PROPOSED APCM SPORTS
GROUND - yet the Appellant continues to report that the sports ground will be an

improved and equal offering.

The Buttway Access - The application documents inform us that there are
proposed access arrangements for the relocated Sports Ground which includes a
new junction on Buttway Lane providing access to the replacement sports pitches.
Drawing MC 22 0254 Design and Access Statement S8 Appendix shows this access

as follows:
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MC 22 0254 Parameter Plans Movement identifies this access as ‘Secondary Access’.

MC_22_ 0254 Design and Access Statement — S4 drawing labelled the proposed APCM

as ‘Visually enclosed’.

It is proposed that this is the main and only vehicular accesses to the relocated sports

ground.

There is NO Primary Access identified on any drawings, in the Design and Access
Statement or associated documents for vehicles, pedestrians, cycles, disabled users

and similar.

The Planning Authority acknowledged in the Planning Officers report that it is
recognised that there is an issue regarding pedestrian access to the new sports
facilities. The visibility along the Buttway is very poor and the proposed secondary

vehicular access with may blind spots between cyclists and pedestrian movement and
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vehicles. Appendix 9 evidences the narrow nature of the Buttway road, a narrow
single-track road with limited footpath. By way of example the following photographs

show the approach to the proposed secondary (and only planned) vehicular access:

Adjacent to Murray Downs, Buttway Lane

Approaching proposed APCM Entrance, Buttway Lane
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Proposed APCM Sports Ground Entrance, Buttway Lane

Towards West Street, Buttway Lane
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The ‘Other’ Access Routes - Documents MC 22 0254 Design and Access Statement
and MC 22 0254 Parameter Plans Movement show that all other routes to the
APCM Sports Ground are identified as Shared Pedestrian and Cycle ways or Existing

Retained Public Rights of Way.

Access via retained Public Rights of Ways - Document: MC_22_0254-DESIGN-AND
ACCESS_STATEMENT_S7.3_57.4-5919303.pdf shows the following utilisation for
PROW'’s to access the proposed APCM is only RS87. Drawing MC_22_0254

Parameter plans movement refers to this path as Secondary Access.

RS87 is a restricted byway. The byway bounds the southern edge of the site. It
forms a track linking West Street in the west with Church Street in the east. Itisa
narrow path accessed via an alleyway between 2 properties from Church Street,
into a parking area at the rear of the properties. Once you enter the PRoW, if it is
possible, there are high hedges either side of the path separating the existing
Parish Council owned Recreational Ground (also known as the Rugby Pitch) and the
proposed replacement APCM Sports Ground development site. RS87 is not owned

by the Appellant nor is the access alleyway via Church Street.

Title — K826217

Appellant’s owned land

Various Titles —
Privately owned

. Title - land
Title —
K771943
K826217 )
Parish
Appellant’s ,
g Council
owne
owned land
land
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The plan above shows RS87 as the purple line.

RS87 in recent years (past 15 years at least) has been left to nature. Villagers
report historical fires and youth congregation in the area with high levels of
antisocial behaviour. As such the path was left to nature and walkers created an

unofficial route via the Recreational field (Rugby Pitch).

The Planning Authority state that Public Rights of Way (PROW) in the area of Cliffe
are extremely popular both to local residents and walkers, cyclists, equestrians,
and recreational vehicles from further afield. The impact therefore to nearby

PROWs is a material consideration within this application process.

The following improvements to Public Rights of Ways are referred to within the
application — Improvements to the RS84 Byway to encourage travel to Cliffe

Woods.
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Therefore, there are no proposed works included within the Application to improve

or create accessible routes to the APCM via the semi natural open space or RS87.

Of most concern are three factors:

1)

2)

3)

The PROW is accessed via an alleyway that leads on to parking and waste
ground. This route is currently used very lightly — for the most part on by
those that live in the adjacent Church Street properties. This route is
infrequently used to access the existing recreational ground. This is an
ideal place for youths to congregate. By increasing the need to use RS87 as
a main pedestrian access route to the newly proposed APCM, the impact
on crime and antisocial behaviour cannot be ignored.

There are high hedges either side of the path separating the existing Parish
Council owned Recreational Ground (also known as the Rugby Pitch) and
the proposed replacement APCM Sports Ground development site. There
will be no natural surveillance at all along the route of PROW RS87, with
this development vastly increasing the number of users.

This is a narrow path, largely overgrown with an uneven surface.

Appendix 9 clearly evidences why PROW RS87 is a totally unsuitable route to access

the proposed APCM Sports Ground. The following images provide a high-level

overview of the route:
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Entrance to PROW RS87 via Church Street

Opposite the entrance (above) to RS87 from Church Street — showing no public
footpath and a narrowing busy road. This is the only road through the village and
the road that will also be used for vehicles who would access via the proposed

Buttway vehicular access point.
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All users of PROW RS87 will have to walk through this alleyway between two

private properties.

At the end of the alleyway, there is waste ground owned by private individuals use
for parking vehicles. The van shown on this drawing is parked in front of the
entrance to PROW RS87 — as the route is not currently used due to historical

vandalism and anti-social behaviour.
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The waste ground includes access to garages.

The entrance on the left takes walkers onto the existing recreational field (The

rugby pitch). The Van is parked in front of the entrance to PROW RS87.
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This is PROW RS87!
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Access via Shared Pedestrian and Cycle Way

Drawing MC_22 0254 Parameter plans movement shows a Pedestrian and Cycle
Access - In the western part of the development, it is proposed to provide a
footpath / cycleway route which provides a link between Restricted Byway RS87
and Higham Road with connections to the replacement sports ground and bowling
green and residential area. This access route is NOT identified as a Primary access

route for pedestrians.
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The Pedestrian and Cycle Access via Higham Road will be a path with very limited
natural surveillance. This will only serve those living in close proximity to Higham

Road.
Of most concern are the following factors:

1) The proposed Shared Pedestrian and Cycle Way is accessed via Higham
Road. Access to Higham Road in itself is very difficult for pedestrians
and cyclists. There are no pavements to access Higham Road from
Station Road, Church Street or Cooling Road. Walkers and cyclists have
to navigate a mini roundabout feeding off from the end of the B2000
Road. This is the only direct route into the village of Cliffe. To access
the proposed footpath, many users and cyclists will have to turn onto

Higham Road via the roundabout, by walking on the road itself:

The roundabout Pedestrian access onto Higham Road via
roundabout
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Once you arrive the entrance and exit to this route, you meet a narrow
lane, with visibility restricted by vehicles, a telecoms post, a road sign
and hedges (see orange arrow below). There are no pavements

leading to this access point.
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There is no natural surveillance for most of the proposed route. There
is minimal oversight from houses at the entrance to the proposed
route from second storey windows. The majority of the route has no
natural surveillance. There is significant concern that this route will
lead to increased levels of crime and antisocial behaviour. There is
widespread concern that many users will not use the new APCM as

frequently as the existing due to concerns of safety when travelling to

the site.
Walking between arable fields Rear of the allotments
Adjacent to proposed APCM (on right) Adjacent to proposed APCM (on right)
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This path is proposed for cyclists and pedestrians. There are concerns that
even by erecting a compliant path, this is likely to be slippery, there will be
a risk of cyclists and pedestrian accidents/ incidents by bumping into one
another, the route will be unsuitable for disabled users and those with
pushchairs and without extensive lighting along the route, it will not be
usable for many hours of the day. There is also the risk from farm and

agricultural vehicles to be considered.

Appendix 9 clearly evidences why this proposed shared pedestrian and cycle way is

a totally unsuitable route to access the proposed APCM Sports Ground.

To note, the Design out Crime Officer for Kent and Medway Police has stated that

the new APCM would need to be locked out of hours (See Appendix 11). The

current APCM is open at all times for dog walkers and similar. The link will

essentially be ‘closed’ to the community (Appendix 12).

3.4.7

Disability Access

British Standard BS8300-1:2018

BS8300-1:2018 is very clear in its introduction to the standard that all
persons, including disabled and older persons, should be able to access
public spaces easily and independently. It goes on to say that the
recommendations laid out in the standard should be incorporated into the
design process at the “earliest possible stage” and that management of the

asset should be planned to continue to maintain access for all. It is clear
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from the Appellants submitted proposal, that the recommendations set
out in the standard have not been implemented. At no point within the
documentation submitted is it demonstrated how pedestrians, especially
those with young children, and thus likely to have a pushchair, and people

with disabilities are to access the proposed relocated sports facilities.

Section 4.1 of the standard is also very clear that “inclusive design strategy”
should be implemented at the planning application stage with particular
emphasis where a design and access statement is required. Table 1
included in the standard explains how at each stage in the proposal
inclusive design should be considered. At planning application stage, it is
recommended that the design and access statement should demonstrate
of a high standard of access and inclusion will be achieved. With the
Appellants design and access statement there is no indication of how
inclusion is achieved with regards to access to the proposed relocated

sports facilities.

Section 4.2 of the standard states that a design and access statement
should by means of illustrations, drawings and text, demonstrate how the

legal and technical requirements including BS8300-1 are met by showing;

a. the proposal has been considered carefully for all aspects of the
proposal, in this case for the areas of residential housing access and

the access to the relocated sports facilities;

b. how everyone will be able to access the areas of the proposed

development;
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C. what measures have been taken to make all aspects of the design

inclusive for everyone.

The Appellants submitted design and access statement does not include
the necessary information to clearly demonstrate how the relocated sports
facilities are accessed for pedestrian and cyclist users. There is also a clear
lack of details regarding the accessibility of proposal facilities for disabled

users. As an unreserved matter, this should be included.

Section 5.1 of the standard states that master planning and outline
planning stages should locate entrances and exits to the site and the
relationship to the existing infrastructure on site with regards to car, cycle,
and pedestrian access. The plans provided by the Appellant fail to clearly
demonstrate the relationships and interfaces with the existing
infrastructure for cycle and pedestrian access for the proposed relocated

sports facilities, showing only vehicular access via Buttway Lane.

Whilst routes to the relocated sports facilities have been identified in the
Appellants submission, vehicular access via Buttway Lane and the
pedestrian & cycle access via the proposed development have some
clarification as to the type of use and construction, the access proposed on
to RS87 PRoW is totally unqualified.

For all possible cases where the sports facility could create an access onto
RS87, the result would be that a section of the route to the wider public
footpath network would not conform to section 8.1.2 of the standard. This

makes the Church Street access via the PRoW a non-accessible route.
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National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraph 84 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 states:

Planning policies and decisions should enable:

d) the retention and development of accessible local services and
community facilities, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues,
open space, cultural buildings, public houses, and places of worship.

The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development
proposal does not meet the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 84 Item D.
Paragraph 85 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 states:

Planning policies and decisions should recognise that sites to meet local
business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found
adjacent to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not
well served by public transport. In these circumstances it will be important
to ensure that development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have
an unacceptable impact on local roads and exploits any opportunities to
make a location more sustainable (for example by improving the scope for
access on foot, by cycling or by public transport). The use of previously
developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing
settlements, should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist.

Paragraph 92 and 98 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 state:

Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive, and
safe places which:

a) promote social interaction, including opportunities for meetings between
people who might not otherwise come into contact with each other — for
example through mixed-use developments, strong neighbourhood centres,
street layouts that allow for easy pedestrian and cycle connections within
and between neighbourhoods, and active street frontages;

b) are safe and accessible, so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime,
do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion — for example
through the use of attractive, well-designed, clear, and legible pedestrian
and cycle routes, and high quality public space, which encourage the active
and continual use of public areas; and

¢) enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address
identified local health and well-being needs — for example through the
provision of safe and accessible green infrastructure, sports facilities, local
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shops, access to healthier food, allotments and layouts that encourage
walking and cycling.

98 - Access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for
sport and physical activity is important for the health and well-being of
communities, and can deliver wider benefits for nature and support efforts
to address climate change.

Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of
the need for open space, sport and recreation facilities (including
quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and opportunities for new
provision. Information gained from the assessments should be used to
determine what open space, sport and recreational provision is needed,
which plans should then seek to accommodate.

The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development
proposal does not meet the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 92 and 98.
The proposed relocation of the APCM will lead to a far less accessible site
and a reduction in users. This in turn will reduce social interaction within
the community. The proposals for the access routes to the APCM are not
safe and accessible nor are they well designed — the Appellant has been
unable to identify the primary access routes. The community and the CCW
RDG feel that this proposed location, and the reduced use of the APCM will
have a catastrophic negative impact on the health and wellbeing of the

Cliffe Community.

Policy L3 of the Medway Local Plan states:

The term ‘small’ in sub-section (i) of policy L3 relates to a development that
would only affect land not able to be used for outdoor play space, or lead to
the loss of a sports or recreation facility (including safety margins). Within
sub section (ii) alternative open space provision will be considered suitable
if it is of a similar quality and size, location, accessibility and management
arrangements to that lost.

Section 7.5.17 of L3 states:

7.5.17 Of great importance is the ease of access to play areas: if access is
problematic then open space will remain under-used. It is considered more
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important to take account of the walking time taken to reach play areas
(allowing for severance of walking routes by main roads, railway lines etc...)
than solely the distances involved.

The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development
proposal does not meet the requirements of Policy L3. The proposed
relocation of the APCM will lead to a far less accessible site and a reduction
in users. The proposals for the access routes to the APCM are not safe and
accessible nor are they well designed — the Appellant has been unable to
identify the primary access routes. The community and the CCW RDG feel
that this proposed location, and the reduced use of the APCM will have a

catastrophic negative impact on the health and wellbeing of the Cliffe

Community.

3.5 Suitability of the relocation site (excluding access, covered previously)
3.5.1 To beread in conjunction with:
° CWWRDG/POE-01 — Environmental Impact
. CCWRDG/POE-02 - Agricultural land Assessment
. CCWRDG/POE-03 — Public Consultation
o CCWRDG/POE 04 — Access to Health and Amenities
. CCWRDG/POE-05 - Traffic Impact
3.5.2 Increased reliance on vehicles - The rural geography of Cliffe and the
current sport offerings mean that with the best of intentions, residents in
villages such as Cliffe, will continue to have to commute to access Sports
facilities. The current location of the APCM is easily accessible by the
community. Very few would rely on vehicles to attend. There is no car

park, and it is not needed in the existing location. The new location is at
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the far end of the village and likely to increase those that rely on a vehicle

to use the site. The access arrangements are unsuitable, likely dangerous.

See above.

Medway Council Sports Facility Strategy and Action Plan, November 2017
states:

“The Sports Consultancy was appointed by Medway Council (the Council) in
December 2016 to complete an audit and assessment of sports facilities
and to produce a sports facility strategy and action plan for Medway.”

An audit of Facility Supply assessed that the Council owned and operated
six sports facilities — this figure is now 5 due to the closure of Deangate

Ridge Golf Club in 2018. The facilities are managed in house (directly by

the Council) and include the following sites.

Council Owned Sports Facilities in Medway | Distance from the centre of Cliffe Village
Hoo Sports Centre (indoor) 5.3 miles
Medway Park Sports Centre (indoor) 6.8 miles
Splashes Sports Centre (indoor) 9.8 miles
Strood Sports Centre (indoor) 5.4 miles
Strand Leisure Pool. 6.9 miles

The report provides the location of a number of facilities in Medway as follows:
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Medway Council Sports Facility Strategy Document Figure 6 - Indoors sports halls in
Medway that have 3 or more badminton courts.

Medway Council Sports Facility Strategy Document Figure 8 — Health and Fitness
Suites in Medway:
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Medway Council Sports Facility Strategy Document Document Figure 14 — Indoor
and Outdoor Tennis Courts in Medway:

The CCW RDG have assessed the locations of the sites and found that ALL would
require private vehicle use or public transport to access from the village of Cliffe.
During times where there is no bus service, all would require private vehicles or
private hire vehicles to access.

The General Strategic Priorities of the Policy states the following:

Item 5.4.1.1 - Avoid, where possible, the loss of strategically valuable sports
facilities that are available for community use or could contribute

to meeting future community needs, unless replaced by equivalent

or better provision, in terms of quantity and quality, in a suitable

location.

The CCW RDG strongly feel that the future provision is far less suitable option than

the existing APCM Sports Ground when considering the impact on the communities
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needs. The relocation will without a doubt increase the number of users that
require a vehicle to travel to the site. The pedestrian and cycle routes have no
natural surveillance and are essentially farm tracks or an enclosed PROW access via
an alleyway between two private residential properties onto a waste ground used
for parking (not owned by the Appellant).

As such the proposed location is not equivalent or better.

Item 5.4.1. 9 - Encourage stakeholders to work together to try to increase the levels
of community access to sites. Stakeholders should include

Council departments, health agencies, facility operators,

education providers, NGBs, and local sports clubs to expand the

range of affordable and accessible facilities for both residents and

visitors to Medway.

The CCW RDG and the community have NOT been engaged. The CCW RDG as
nominaters of the Asset of Community Value, and the community as the users of
the APCM, we and they are the key and primary stakeholders. We have NOT been
consulted on the suitability of this site. We/ They through our objections in August
and October via the Planning Portal have made it very clear that we/ they would

engage and listed extensive concerns relating to the proposed site — See Appendix

14 flawed Community

Sports England Statutory Response

See Appendix 13.

In their consultation response (15th June 2022) Sport England raised no objection,
subject to a suitably worded s106 agreement, on the basis that the proposal and its
amended mitigation package was broadly considered to be capable of meeting

their E4 exception policy.
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Sports England, via email have confirmed to the CCW RDG that THEY HAVE NOT
visited the site.
Sport England wrote to the CCW RDG via email on 28™ March 2023. They have
declined a request to meet the CCW RDG at the propose development site. They
stated:
“Having reviewed the case, our previous response to the planning application and
discussions with the pitch sport National Governing Bodies (NGBs) we are not
intending to alter the advice that we previously provided to the Council. In summary
therefore, we do not object to the proposed relocation of the playing pitches from
APCM to the site proposed, subject to all of the safeguards set out in the
recommended conditions contained within our response dated 10" March 2022.
| appreciate that this will be a disappointment to you however there really is no
reasonable grounds for us to object to the proposal if alternative provision in the
vicinity of the village can be provided to at least equivalent, if not better, quality
and quantity. That does not mean however that we do not recognise that there are
wider considerations to be made in determining the application or that we are
actively in support of the proposal.”
The most important point to consider in this response is ‘proposal if alternative
provision in the vicinity of the village can be provided to at least equivalent, if not
better, quality and quantity.’
The Appellant throughout their application documents, has reported to the fact
that the replacement APCM will be a better quality offering, yet no evidence to
such as been provided. The Appellant is even unable to identify the primary access
to the site for vehicles and pedestrians, which is an unreserved matter. As such the
Statutory responders, who have not visited the site have had to consider the
reporting provided as true and honest reflection of the proposed replacment. This
is not the case.

The Sport England Playing Fields Policy and Guidance (March 2018) (Core

Document — CD.80), and Sports England Statutory response states that:
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e Sport England will oppose the granting of planning permission for any
development which would lead to the loss of, or would prejudice the use of:
o All or any part of a playing field, or

o Land which has been used as a playing field and remains

undeveloped, or

o Land allocated for use as a playing field

e Unless in the judgement of Sport England, the development as a whole
meets with one or more of five specific exceptions.

The CCW RDG believe that the statutory responders have been mislead. These
responders have not visited site, they have not seen the evidence within this Proof
of Evidence, they are not aware that the community have not been appropriately
consulted and they are not aware of the poor alternative being proposed.

The CCW RDG request that the Planning Inspector invites the statutory responders
to the proposed site to engage with the community, to see the proposed and

existing locations and to consider the evidence provided in this Proof of Evidence.
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3.5.4 Design out Crime, Kent Police Response
3.5.4.1 See Appendix 11 — Design Out Crime response.

See Appendix 15 — The Proposed APCM Sports Ground — Photographic Assessment
See Appendix 16 — The Existing APCM Sports Ground — Photographic Assessment

See Appendix 17 — New and Proposed APCM Sports Ground Lines of Vision
photographic Assessment

3.5.3.2 The Design Out Crime Team at Kent Police responded to the application on
7" March 2022. The Appellants Stantec report for the HIA HUDU assessment was
carried out on 4" March 2022. This means that at the time of undertaking the
Assessment, Stantec were unable to rely on guidance provided by the Design out
Crime Team specific to this development — as they hadn’t yet commented on the
application. The score of ‘positive’ scoring in the HUDU report is flawed. This
scoring has been a factor in assessing whether the proposed APCM sports ground is

a better-quality site by Statutory responders.

Furthermore, the HUDU recommends the following mitigations:

The detailed design and layout of buildings will consider natural surveillance over public space. A
lighting design will be produced at reserved matters.
Detailed proposals will be discussed with the relevant Designing Out Crime Police Officer.

The Kent Police response dated 7" April 2023 requests that a condition for this site
to follow ‘SBD Homes 2019 and SBD Commercial 2015 guidance to address
designing out crime to show a clear audit trail for Designing Out Crime, Crime
Prevention and Community Safety and to meet our Local Authority statutory duties
under Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.°

To note, the Kent Police provide a list of which the ‘Condition’ includes:

e Perimeter, boundary and divisional treatments must be 1.8m height.
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e Any alleyways must have secure side gates, which are lockable both sides,
located flush to the front of the building line to optimise surveillance.

e To minimise the opportunity for crime, vehicle should be parked in areas with
natural surveillance, where they can be seen from an “active” window i.e.,
lounge or kitchen. We recommend visitor/ customer/ staff bays be marked to
prevent nuisance parking, misuse and conflict.

e 18.3 Bollard lighting is purely for wayfinding and can be easily obscured. It does
not project sufficient light at the right height making it difficult to recognise
facial features and as a result causes an increase in the fear of crime. It should
be avoided.”

e Play areas must have a self-closing gate to keep animals out and ensure young
children cannot leave the area unsupervised. Play equipment must be vandal
resistant (and if made of wood, fire resistant) and not provide areas of
concealment or an informal storage area for offenders or materials of crime.
The examples of equipment used withing the plans are recommended, as long
as the mound does not prevent children being overseen. We recommend the
sales team advice potential buyers of the plots close to the play area of it’s
location, which would otherwise be missed from the plan. By informing them at
this stage, this reduces the possibility of future conflict and/or noise complaints.

e  We recommend the leisure facility and accompanying buildings have access
control. We would recommend an access controlled gate to prevent access out
of hours. We would also recommend that the internal building had access
control via a fob/ card to differentiate between public and staff areas.

The proposed site of the relocated APCM has very limited natural surveillance due
to its remoteness from the village. It is not possible for the Appellant to mitigate

the risk of crime at the newly proposed APCM by way of Natural surveillance.

3.5.5 Natural Surveillance
3.5.5.1 Paragraph 84 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 states:

Planning policies and decisions should enable:

d) the retention and development of accessible local services and
community facilities, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues,
open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship.

Policy L3 of Medway Local Plan 2003 states:

POLICY L3: PROTECTION OF OPEN SPACE
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Development which would involve the loss of existing formal open space,
informal open space, allotments or amenity land will not be permitted
unless:

(i) sports and recreation facilities can best be implemented, or retained and
enhanced through redevelopment of a small part of the site; or

(ii) alternative open space provision can be made within the same
catchment area and is acceptable in terms of amenity value; or

(iii) in the case of outdoor sports and children’s play space provision, there
is an excess of such provision in the area (measured against the n.p.f.a.
standard of 2.4 hectares per 1,000 population) and such open space neither
contributes to, nor has the potential to contribute to, informal leisure, open
space or local environmental amenity provision; or

(v) the site is allocated for other development in the local plan.

Sports England, the National Planning Policy Framework and Medway’s Local Plan
2003 are all very clear — to relocate the APCM Sport Ground, the offering must be
equal or better. Safety and the use of the community runs through all of the
policies and guidance documents. This Proof of Evidence has shown that the
access proposed by the Appellant to the new Sports Ground is fundamentally
flawed.

Without a ‘design’ for the sports ground at Outline Planning stage, beyond
assessing whether the offering will be like for like in terms of number of tennis
courts etc, all parties have to rely on the Appellant stating that they will provide
‘better’ facilities than existing.

The CCW RDG will now evidence why, regardless of how many tennis courts or the
quality of their surface finish, and when considering access, this proposed site will
never be able to the comply with the guidance and policies due to the lack of

Natural Surveillance over the proposed APCM Sports Ground Site.
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3.5.4.2 Site Comparison

See Appendix 15 — The Proposed APCM Sports Ground — Photographic Assessment
See Appendix 16 — The Existing APCM Sports Ground — Photographic Assessment

See Appendix 17 — New and Proposed APCM Sports Ground Lines of Vision
photographic Assessment — for full assessment.

The Appellant claims that the Proposed new sports ground will be better than the
existing. All associated application reports including the HIA, Design and Access
Statement, Environment Statement and similar report that the new site of the

APCM Sports Ground will be better or have a positive impact.

In order to assess whether the replacement offering is better we must consider
why the Community and the CCW RDG are so opposed to the new location. We
have previously provided evidence relating to access. We must now consider the
second biggest concern for the community — the proposed site, in the words of the
Appellant (MC 11 0254 Design and Access statement S4-5S6) is ‘Visually Enclosed’.

The existing site is NOT.
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To evidence the stark contrast in Natural Surviellance between the existing and
proposed sites and why the CCW RDG and community are so concerned, we feel
that they only way to demonstrate this is visually. Large members of the
community are very clear — they will not feel safe travelling to the new APCM or
using it. There will be a high risk of youths congregating, crime and anti-social

behaviour.

The CCW RDG have undertaken a full photographic assessment of both sites and
assessed the natural lines of vision — from neighbouring properties, the

surrounding streets, and pathways and across the adjacent arable sites.

The CCW RDG have found that Natural surveillance at the existing APCM will be far
superior to that of the proposed APCM. This is demonstrated on the following

pages.
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Proposed APCM
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Existing APCM
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EXISTING APCM S5PORTS GROUND -
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In Summary:

The Proposed APCM Sports Ground

e There are no natural surveillance lines from West Street. The closest
properties are located approx. 234 meters away from the proposed APCM
perimeter line and screened by a hedge.

e There are no natural surveillance lines from the adjacent Recreational Field
(the Rugby Pitch). The proposed site is screened by PROW RS87, a double
hedge and tree byway. The closest property is circa 280 meters away on
West Street set at approx. 150 degrees angle to the hedge line. The
property would not have a line of sight onto the proposed APCM.

e There is very limited natural surveillance from Church Street. Any natural
surveillance is from the first floor of neighbouring properties. The
perimeter line between the proposed site and the private residential
properties is screened by high fencing, trees, out buildings and hedges.
The closest property from this viewpoint is approx. 21 meters away.

e There is very limited natural surveillance from Buttway Lane. As above the
rear gardens of the properties are fenced. Houses on Buttway are largely
single storey bungalows. There is also a high volume of trees in the
adjacent gardens.

e There are no public paths or roads with lines of sight onto the proposed
APCM.

The Existing APCM Sports Ground

e There are full lines of vision across the APCM from Church Street. The
perimeter of the site is a low wire fence adjacent to a public path and

road. The nearest properties are 2 storey and located approx. 9.5
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meters away. Pedestrians and vehicles pass the site throughout the
day.

e There are full lines of vision from Cooling Road and Norwood Close.
From Cooling Road, the views are interrupted along the perimeter of
the arable fields. From the rear of the properties on Cooling Road,
there are further lines of visions from the upper storeys of the
properties. At Norwood close, the closest property from the perimeter
line is approx. 4 meters. The Boundary of the properties on Cooling
Road and Norwood Close between the rear gardens and the APCM is a
mixture of low rise closed board and wire fencing.

e From RS84 PROW there is a sparse arrangement of trees along the
perimeter of the APCM. Natural surveillance is possible from the
majority of the PROW and from the properties along the Cooling Road
that lead to Well Penn.

e Some lines of vision from Millcroft Road are restricted by trees, fencing

and outbuildings.

As evidenced, the proposed location of the relocated APCM is by far inferior to that
of the existing site. The Visually Enclosed proposed site is not an acceptable
replacement.

The CCW RDG and Cliffe community deem the proposed site to be a less suitable,
not sustainable and an unsafe reprovision. The replacement site is not equivalent

or a better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location.
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Community Engagement

National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 93 states:

To provide the social, recreational, and cultural facilities and services the
community needs, planning policies and decisions should:

a) plan positively for the provision and use of shared spaces, community
facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, open space,
cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other local
services to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential
environments;

b) take into account and support the delivery of local strategies to improve
health, social and cultural well-being for all sections of the community;

¢) guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services,
particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its
day-to-day needs;

d) ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to develop
and modernise, and are retained for the benefit of the community; and

e) ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing,
economic uses and community facilities and services.

National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 99 states:

Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including
playing fields, should not be built on unless:

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open
space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable
location; or

c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the
benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.

See Proof of Evidence - CCWRDG/POE-03 — Public Consultation

See Appendix 14.

Medway Planning officers recommended that the Appellant commission an

independent facilitator - Design South East - to carry out some engagement
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workshops with the local community to understand their hopes and fears for the
development at Cliffe.

Design South East state that they put forward a proposal for a series of workshops
to hear from local people and offer an opportunity for local residents and
businesses to input into proposals for development.

Unfortunately, as confirmed in Appendix 14, email dated 28 February 2022 from
Design South East, the Appellant did not take the advice of Design South East who
were later commissioned to support with the engagement. Design South East in
their email confirm:

‘Trenport was made aware of the low numbers of attendees ahead of the
workshops and we did highlight the constrained timeframe between the invitation
and the event. Our understanding is that because of their timetable for submission
of the application, Trenport welcomed the opportunity to gather feedback from any
who attended the workshops, rather than postpone or cancel.

It should be noted that our proposal to Trenport was to carry out a series of
workshops and engagement events, both in person and online, over a longer period
of time. Only the first of these events - the online workshop - was commissioned.

This was a discrete event and, as we understand it, was just one part of a wider
process of (non-statutory) engagement by Trenport.’

The Appellant relies upon the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) to show
its high-level consideration of the community views from the beginning of this
process. They state that 2 initial online consultation workshops (due to covid) were
organised on 26 and 30" of June 2021, 1 morning session and 1 evening session

with all key community stakeholders. (Page 8 Statement of Community

Involvement document January 2022).

For the reasons given above, the CCW RDG believe that the Appellant Statement

of Community Involvement is factually incorrect and misleading.
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The CCW RDG were stunned to read the Community Involvement Document
uploaded as part of the Planning Application documentation. At the time of
reviewing the SCI, there were 10 official Members of the CCW RDG committee and
500 plus members of the CCW RDG Facebook Group. Not a single member of

either variant was aware of the organised events.

CCW RDG contacted Design South East via email to establish how the events had

been managed and arranged and who in the community had been invited.

Design South East stated via email threads, February 2022 (Appendix 14) stated
that due to Trenport's timeframe for submitting their application, the window of
opportunity for engagement was tight, and the first of these proposed engagement
workshops - an online workshop for representatives from local community groups -
took place at the end of June. A professional design review panel meeting also took
place, and this included attendees from the parish council who had attended the
workshop as observers of the discussions. It was the responsibility of the
Appellant to ensure that the contact list was robust and that the routes to
contact were valid. The Parish Council supported in providing a list of parties, but
this did not remove the Appellants responsibility to validate the contact details

provided or obtain contact details where missing.

Members of the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group have

extensively challenged the validity of these sessions and the lack of action taken by

the Appellant to provide a complete contact list with validated routes to contact
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those invited to ensure that representatives from the community were in

attendance.
Less than two weeks’ notice was given to attendees during a global pandemic. This

was not acceptable and was arranged with a high risk of failure to attend.

Design South East provided a contact list of those invited to CCW RDG.

There are 51 contacts listed on the invite document provided by Design South East.
41 of these invitees — 80.4% - have confirmed that they either didn’t receive the
invitation (but an email address is shown) or there were NO route to contact. CCW
found that the Appellant had found not route to contact 35 — 68.6% - of the 41
Invitees on the list and therefore by virtue of there being no contact details — they

were not invited.

To note, the Chair of the Parish Council requested at the workshop that it be
postponed due to lack of attendance by the community. His request was refused —

see Appendix 14.

There was no advert on social media, no signage in the village advertising the

events or similar.

Members of the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development group are NAMED

on the list, yet no contact details are listed.

The outcome of the consultation was not reflective of the communities wishes as

the majority had not been invited to the consultation.
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The table shown in Appendix 14 is a redacted version of the table issued to the
CCW RDG by Design South East. The table shows the ‘Community Group’ and
contact details provided by Design South East and a final column added by CCW
RDG to confirm whether there was a genuine route to contact those listed. The
final column added by the CCW RDG indicates by way of Yes or No whether the
person was contacted. If there are not contact details provided by DSE, then this is
automatically marked as No. For all others the individual was contacted by the

CCW RDG and confirmed that they were NOT contacted by DSE.

The CCW RDG find that the Appellant has failed in their duty to consult. They have
not planned positively by engaging the community appropriately to discuss the
community needs relating to the APCM Sports Ground relocation. This lack of
consultation, or stakeholder engaged scoping for appropriate sites for the APCM
Sports Ground has meant that they have not proposed a solution that improves the
health, social and cultural wellbeing of the community.

The Appellant has not ensured an integrated approach to considering the location
of this vital community facilities nor how it will be accessed. No assessment has
been undertaken to clearly show that there are benefits associated with the
relocation of this community asset that clearly outweigh the loss of the current or
former site.

The Appellant has also refused, under the Freedom of information Act, the
communities right to review public documents held by the Public authority that
may contain legal requirements held over the site for the protection of the

community.
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Agricultural Land
CCWRDG/POE-02 - Agricultural land Assessment

The site is referred to in the Appellants reporting as predominantly agricultural

land, Best and Most Versatile, ALC Grade 1.

The Governments Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to improve the Environment
2018 sets out the government’s 25-year plan to improve the health of the
environment by using natural resources more sustainably and efficiently. It plans
to protect the best agricultural land, yet this development will remove Grade 1
farmed arable land not only for housing but to replace (with a far inferior offering)

a well-used, safe and cherished community sports site.

There is no reference to the existing sports Ground Use Class made in the

Appellants documents, land that would be built upon for housing — Use Class F2(c).

As the Appellants assessment omits to consider the existing land type of the APCM
sports ground and the subsequent removal of this land and Asset of Community
Value for housing, the Environmental Statement and Health Impact Assessments

are flawed.

To be noted, that the Appellants HIA HUDU assessment evidence refers to the
relocation of the bowling club. This relates to a 2018 application to a 500 home
development by the Appellant. Clearly the Appellants advisors have not been

provided all of the inforation required to support the reporting for this application.
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The voice of the village — APCM User Survey — see Appendix 18

As previously evidenced, the consultation carried out by the Appellant was not of
an acceptable level to collect and factor the thoughts and wishes of those most
impacted. As such the scoring and mitigation of the impact on the villagers and
community in the HIA is flawed.

A survey of current sports ground users was undertaken by the CCW RDG to
ascertain why Cliffe residents and local from the surrounding area use the sport
facility and their feelings about the proposed sports facilities as part of the

proposed development.

Appendix survey report is shown in Appendix 18 and shows that current sports
facilities (herein referred to as the “APCM”) are a widely used amenity by the whole
village, for a variety of uses for both sports and recreation, with over 1000

(Appendix 17 para 6.91) weekly users in village with approx. population of 2700.

The user survey responses give a clear indication of APCM user views on the
current APCM facilities and their views on the proposed facilities. The survey results
shown in Appendix 18 para 6.11 shows how APCM users rate the current facilities
extremely highly in all areas surveyed. Comparatively APCM users think the
proposed sports facilities will be of a much lower amenity value then the current
provision in all areas compared directly. As per NPPF para 99b, it is the views of the
potential users of the proposed facilities that they will not meet the criteria of

equivalency or betterment or the current APCM.

The APCM survey results also clearly demonstrate that the proposed sports
facilities will likely result in a reduced level of use (Appendix 18 para 5.82).
Therefore, the proposed facilities will likely not be accordance with NPPF para 92
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and 98. This is especially the case with the older population of Cliffe, as per survey
results shown in Appendix 18 para 5.21 where the largest age group of APCM users

are aged 60 or more.

Given that it is likely that older users of the current APCM will require better quality
of access, to allow continued use of the facilities, the accesses shown in the
application do not provide this. The current facilities are able to be accessed from
every location within the village by a street lit paved paths providing level access to
the APCM grounds at multiple access points. The proposed access to the new
facilities shows the only equivalent access via the proposed development and via
Higham Road. Both routes are via a long stretch of enclosed, isolated, and remote
sections of pathway that result in indirect and convoluted accesses. Again, the

proposed access routes are not contingent with NPPF para 92 and 98.

It should be noted that at the at the time of running the survey it was assumed that
access was to be provided as per the Appellants application documentation not the

later clarification access routes as per Appendix 18.

Whilst the Appellants documents submitted as part of the application appear to
indicate access routes via Higham Road, the proposed development, Buttway Lane
and the PRoW RS87 when asked to confirm the access route the Appellant
responded as per Appendix 18 that access was only to be provided to the new
sports facilities via Buttway Lane. Buttway Lane does not have a pavement access
connecting the village to the proposed sports facilities, effectively meaning that it is
the Appellants expectation that all users shall be required to walk along an unlit

single-track road.
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Whilst this is application is for access only with all other matters reserved it should
be noted that the access is for an additional 250 dwellings, and that these new
houses will be constructed on the current APCM facilities resulting in the
requirement to move them. Therefore, for Cliffe residents, and indeed planning
officials to make informed judgements on the application, it is important for details
such as the proposed sports facilities to be more defined at this stage. Even the
access to the proposed sports facilities in the application are lacking which given
that the application is based on access should be fundamental information

provided by the Appellant.

A survey of Cliffe residents was undertaken to assess their views on the proposed accesses
to the relocated sports facilities. Using the information contained within the appellants
application documents, namely the Design and Access Statement, four potential access
points were identified (this was later revised to just the Buttway Lane access by the
appellant as per email in appendix 10). The accesses identified were Buttway Lane via a
new access road, Church Street via the RS87 PRoW, Church Steet via the proposed
development and along a new footpath and cycleway, and Higham Road via a new footpath

and cycleway. The full survey is shown in appendix 19.

Para 5.14.3 of the survey shows that of the 279 Cliffe residents surveyed around 28% of
respondents who currently can access the APCM, say they will not be able to access the
relocated sports facilities without using a vehicle. This combined with other resident
surveys undertaken (APCM User Surbey appendix 18 para 5.82) shows that residents less
likely to use the facilities, with access being a significant factor. As access forms an essential

part of the assessment criteria for the relocated sports facilities, it is clear that NPPF para
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99b cannot be achieved. It is clear from both surveys (Appendix 19 and 18) that the

relocated sports facilities will be of a lesser quality that the current APCM provides.

Given that the average age of respondent (Appendix 19 para 6.10) is 54 the reduced use of
the relocated sports ground will most likely be from the older segment of the population of
Cliffe, most likely resulting in the overall health this segment to be reduced. This combined
with the views of residents from the APCM user survey show that the proposed relocated
sports facilities will not be compliant with NPPF para 92, 93, 98 and 99 by virtue of a
reduction in the quality and accessibility of sports and recreation facilities in the village of

Cliffe where existing facilities already exist.

The Access Survey results (Appendix 19 para 6.12) show that of the 175 Cliffe residents
surveyed that 39% would choose to use Buttway Lane to access the relocated sports
facilities, with location/distance being the primary factor in decision making. Despite
Buttway Lane being the first choice of resident access, the survey also showed that
residents have a high level of concern with using this route. Respondents who chose to use
the Buttway Lane access also stated on average that there were at least 4 areas of concern
with the route. The main issues for concern were lack of pavement, vehicular traffic and
poor street lighting. An assessment of Buttway Lane reveals that there is no continuous
footpath and intermittent street lighting. This, coupled with fact that Buttway Lane is a
single-track road means compliance with BS8300, NPPF paras 100, 110 and 112a&d. It
should be noted that the appellant is proposing Buttway Lane to be the primary access

despite these clear issues.
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4.0 Summary and Conclusions

See 4.1 —4.19 for Conclusions

See 4.20 onwards for 1436 Words Summary of POE.

4.1 In this proof of evidence (‘proof’) we have presented planning and Regulatory
evidence for the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group (‘CCW
RDG’) (rule 6 party), in response to an appeal submitted pursuant to section 78 of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 by Trenport Investments Ltd (‘Appellant’).

4.2 This development proposal relies upon the relocation of the APCM Sports Ground
from its existing positioning as the key that unlocks the development of up to 140
of the 250 houses. The access to this vital Asset of Community Value and Amenity
must be equally considered ‘unreserved’ alongside the Access to the housing.

4.3 APCM Sports Ground has remained in use in its long-term location by the
community for over 70 years and in particular, since the closure of the cement
works — a period greater than 50 years, and still retains the same name.

4.4 The land is presently administered by Medway Council — ‘“The Council’.

4.5 On 1° September 2022 the CCW RDG submitted a formal Freedom of Information
Request to Medway Council. The CCW RDG submitted a formal complaint to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO) and the ICO informed CCW RDG on 3™
April 2023 that they had written to Medway Council (the Public Authority) and
given them 10 days to appropriately respond to the Freedom on Information
request. On 17™ April 2023, the Information Commissioners Office wrote to the
CCW RDG issuing a decision notice finding that the Council has breached section

10(1) of the FOIA. The ICO have instructed that the Council must take steps within
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35 calendar days of the date of this decision notice. Sadly, the 35-day period
postdates the end of this Public Inquiry.

On the basis of the evidence provided, and in the absence of a response to the
Freedom of Information request and Information Commissioners 35-day notice, the
CCW RDG ask the Planning Inspector to consider that there has been information
withheld by the Planning Authority, at the request of the Appellant, in breach of
the Freedom of Information Act. This information relates to legalities of the land
which may prevent any form of development, that it be considered, that to prevent
an actual breach of such terms as may exist that protect the land (if any).

There is no record of the ‘Licence’ held with the ‘Clubs’ or the Head Lease held with
‘The Council’ recorded on the title deeds. The CCW RDG planning Barrister ‘is
curious as to why the lease is not registered at the Land registry and is not
mentioned on the title held by the Appellant’.

On 14 April 2022 Medway Council acknowledged receipt of a complete nomination
under section 89 of the Localism Act 2011 (“the Act”) to list APCM Station Road
Cliffe as an Asset of Community Value. The nomination was made by the Cliffe and
Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group — see Appendix 8.

Under the Terms of the Licence held for the APCM sport Ground — See Appendix 5
—The CCW RDG with the Planning Inspector to consider the Community Group as a
‘Club’ as referred to in the Licence.

The Appellant has NOT provided details of the ‘Primary Access and egress’ across
the proposed APCM Sports Ground development site. In particular, there is no
primary access identified for pedestrians, cycles, and vehicles to the relocated

APCM Sports Ground.
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As site access is a matter for determination within this application, and if the
proposed APCM site cannot be accessed appropriately, then the outline proposal
for the whole scheme is not sustainable.

The Planning Authority acknowledged in the Planning Officers report that it is
recognised that there is an issue regarding pedestrian access to the new sports
facilities. The visibility along the Buttway is very poor and the proposed secondary
vehicular access with may blind spots between cyclists and pedestrian movement
and vehicles.

The CCW RDG find that the Appellant has failed in their duty to consult. They have
not planned positively by engaging the community appropriately to discuss the
community needs relating to the APCM Sports Ground relocation.

The CCW RDG believe that the statutory responders have been misled by the
information provided to them by the Appellant. These responders have not visited
site, they have not seen the evidence within this Proof of Evidence, they are not
aware that the community have not been appropriately consulted and they are not
aware of the poor alternative being proposed.

Design out Crime - The proposed site of the relocated APCM has very limited
natural surveillance due to its remoteness from the village. It is not possible for the
Appellant to mitigate the risk of crime at the newly proposed APCM by way of
Natural surveillance.

The CCW RDG request that the Planning Inspector invites the statutory responders
to the proposed site to engage with the community, to see the proposed and
existing locations and to consider the evidence provided in this Proof of Evidence.
The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development proposal does

not meet the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 84 Item D and Paragraph 85.
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The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development proposal does
not meet the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 92 and 98. The proposed relocation
of the APCM will lead to a far less accessible site and a reduction in users. This in
turn will reduce social interaction within the community. The proposals for the
access routes to the APCM are not safe and accessible nor are they well designed —
the Appellant has been unable to identify the primary access routes. The
community and the CCW RDG feel that this proposed location, and the reduced use
of the APCM will have a catastrophic negative impact on the health and wellbeing
of the Cliffe Community.

The evidence provided herein demonstrates that this development proposal does
not meet the requirements of Policy L3. The proposed relocation of the APCM will
lead to a far less accessible site and a reduction in users. The proposals for the
access routes to the APCM are not safe and accessible nor are they well designed —
the Appellant has been unable to identify the primary access routes. The
community and the CCW RDG feel that this proposed location, and the reduced use
of the APCM will have a catastrophic negative impact on the health and wellbeing
of the Cliffe Community.

SUMMARY OF PROOF OF EVIDENCE (1436 Words)

Freehold Land edged with red on the Plan Appendix 1 was transferred to the
Appellant under title K823217 on 15th June 2001. This land includes the area
known as the APCM Sports Ground.

Appendix 3 shows an article, first published January 1952 by Blue Circle. Page 19 of

the Article shares:
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“A new sports field is being developed in the Village of Cliffe, which is 1 % miles
from the works. Our new bowling green and tennis courts had their first season’s
play last summer.”

A Post-Script on Page 21, date unknown but assumed Circa 1956 states:

“On the sports and social side our new sports ground in Cliffe Village has continued
to develop, and the old ground is no longer used. Cricket, bowls, tennis, and
football are all now catered for, while the pavilion, which was erected early in 1955,
is much appreciated by those who use the ground.”

The Licence/ Sub Lease - The Bowls Club hold a sub lease for use of the APCM
Sports Ground site. They have requested sight of the Head lease as far back as
2001. All requests have been refused by the Appellant/ Appellants legal
representatives.

The Sub Lease held by the Bowls Club is documented in 1975 as a licence — See
Appendix 5. The Licence relates to ‘all clubs’ and sports allocation on the site
including the sports field, cricket pavilion and tennis courts.

To note, the Cliffe Cement works CLOSED for business on 1°t April 1970 and this
Licence post-dates this closure by 5 years.

23" April, Dakers Green and Brett wrote to the Bowls Club. In this letter found in
Appendix 6, The lawyers of the Appellant refer to ‘The Licence’ throughout.

The land is presently administered by Medway Council — ‘The Council’.

On 1% September 2022 the CCW RDG submitted a formal Freedom of Information

Request to Medway Council — See Appendix 7 for ALL associated documentation.

The CCW RDG requested a redacted (of commercially sensitive information)
version of the tenancy agreement held between Medway Council and the

Appellant for the APCM Sports Ground.
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To date, Medway Freedom of Information Officers and Medway Legal have refused
to share a copy of the lease, at the request of the Appellant.

The CCW RDG submitted a formal complaint to the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) and the ICO informed CCW RDG on 3™ April 2023 that they had written
to Medway Council (the Public Authority) and given them 10 days to appropriately
respond to the Freedom on Information request. At the end of the ten-day period,
the Public Authority had failed to respond and the CCW RDG reverted back to the
ICO.

On 17 April 2023, the Information Commissioners Office wrote to the CCW RDG
issuing a decision notice finding that the Council has breached section 10(1) of the
FOIA in that it failed to provide a valid response to the request within the Statutory
Time Frame. The ICO have instructed that the Council must take steps within 35
calendar days of the date of this decision notice.

Sadly, the 35-day period postdates the end of this Public Inquiry.

The Appellant has NOT provided details of the ‘Primary Access and egress’ across
the proposed APCM Sports Ground development site. In particular, there is no
primary access identified for pedestrians, cycles, and vehicles to the relocated
APCM Sports Ground. See Photographic Access assessment - Appendix 9

The Buttway Access - There will be a new junction on Buttway Lane providing
access to the replacement sports pitches — identified on MC 22 0254 Parameter
Plans Movement as ‘Secondary Access’. This is the only vehicular accesses to the
proposed sports ground.

Access via retained Public Rights of Ways — RS87 is a restricted byway. Itis a
narrow path accessed via an alleyway between 2 properties from Church Street,

into a parking area at the rear of the properties. As you enter RS87, there are high
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hedges either side of the path separating the existing Parish Council owned
Recreational Ground and the proposed replacement APCM Sports Ground.

RS87 is not owned by the Appellant nor is the access alleyway via Church Street.
RS87 in recent years has been left to nature. Villagers report historical fires and
youth congregation in the area with high levels of antisocial behaviour. As such the

path was left to nature.

The impact therefore to nearby PROWs is a material consideration within this
application process.
Of most concern are three factors:

1) The PROW is accessed via an alleyway that leads on to parking and waste
ground.

2) There are high hedges either side of the path separating the existing Parish
Council owned Recreational Ground (also known as the Rugby Pitch) and
the proposed replacement APCM Sports Ground development site.

3) Thisis a narrow path, largely overgrown with an uneven surface.

Access via Shared Pedestrian and Cycle Way - In the western part of the
development, it is proposed to provide a ‘secondary access’ footpath / cycleway
route which provides a link between Restricted Byway RS87 and Higham Road with
connections to the replacement sports ground and bowling green and residential
area.

The Pedestrian and Cycle Access via Higham Road will be accessed from a single
lane, with no pavement and limited lines of vision onto a path with very limited

natural surveillance for most of the proposed route. There are also limited public

93



4.32

4.33

4.34

4.35

Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

footpaths from the Station Road roundabout. This will only serve those living in
close proximity to Higham Road.

Disability Access - BS8300-1:2018 is very clear in its introduction to the standard
that all persons, including disabled and older persons, should be able to access
public spaces easily and independently. The Appellants submitted design and
access statement does not include the necessary information to clearly
demonstrate how the relocated sports facilities are accessed for pedestrian and
cyclist users. There is also a clear lack of details regarding the accessibility of
proposal facilities for disabled users. As an unreserved matter, this should be
included.

Sports England, via email have confirmed to the CCW RDG that THEY HAVE NOT
visited the site.

Design out Crime, Kent Police Response - The Kent Police response dated 7" April
2023 requests that a condition for this site to follow ‘SBD Homes 2019 and SBD
Commercial 2015 guidance.....”

The proposed site of the relocated APCM has very limited natural surveillance. Itis
not possible for the Appellant to mitigate the risk of crime at the newly proposed
APCM by way of Natural surveillance.

Natural Surveillance - Site Comparison

The proposed APCM site, in the words of the Appellant (MC 11 0254 Design and

Access statement S4-S6) is ‘Visually Enclosed’. The existing site is NOT.

To evidence the stark contrast in Natural Surviellance between the existing and

proposed sites — See Appendices 15, 16 and 17. .
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In Summary:

The Proposed APCM Sports Ground

e There are no natural surveillance lines from West Street.

e There are no natural surveillance lines from the adjacent Recreational Field
(the Rugby Pitch). The proposed site is screened by PROW RS87, a double
hedge and tree byway.

e There is very limited natural surveillance from Church Street. The
perimeter line between the proposed site and the private residential
properties is screened by high fencing, trees, out buildings and hedges.

e There is very limited natural surveillance from Buttway Lane. Houses on
Buttway are largely single storey bungalows. There is also a high volume of
trees in the adjacent gardens.

e There are no public paths or roads with lines of sight onto the proposed
APCM.

The Existing APCM Sports Ground

e There are full lines of vision across the APCM from Church Street. The
perimeter of the site is a low wire fence adjacent to a public path and
road.

e There are largely full lines of vision from Cooling Road and Norwood
Close.

e From RS84 PROW there is a sparse arrangement of trees along the
perimeter of the APCM. Natural surveillance is possible from the
majority of the PROW and from the overlooking properties.

e Some lines of vision from Millcroft Road are restricted by trees, fencing
and outbuildings.
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As evidenced, the proposed location of the relocated APCM is by far inferior to that
of the existing site. The ‘Visually Enclosed’ proposed site is not an acceptable
replacement nor is it an equivalent or a better provision in terms of quantity and
quality in a suitable location.

See Appendix 18 — The Voice of the Village, APCM Use Surveys.

Community Engagement — The Appellants Community engagement did not meet
the requirements of National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 93 and 99.

See Proof of Evidence - CCWRDG/POE-03 — Public Consultation

See Appendix 14.
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Agreement.

APPENDIX 7 — Freedom of Information Request and Information Commissioners Office
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Title plan extract — K823217
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APPENDIX 2 - Land Registry Filed Title Documents That
Are Found To Be Missing
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The following documents are embedded and referred to within Title K823217, yet the
associated filed documents are missing and not available from the Land Registry:

Section A —Item 5:

li : THE SCHEDULE before referred to

‘ Date Decument Parties
24th September 1946 ) CONVEYANCE THE ASSQCIATED PORTLAND CEMENT

|

‘ & MANUFACTURERS LTD, (1)

! I(UIL)U_L DISTRICT COUNCIL OF STROOD
2

' 27th July 1949 i
i y CONVEYANCE HANNAH OSBORN (1) THE RURAL i
DISTRICT COUNCIL OF STROOD (2) Il

} 26th February 1954 CONVEYANCE THE ASSOCIATED PORTLAND CEMENT
! | MANUFACTURERS LTD. (1)
: ) STROOD RURAL DISTRICT GOUNCIL (2)

J ;

See Section A —Item 2
filed plan dated 25 July 1968

See Section A — Item 4
filed plan dated 3 June 1971

See Section A —Item 6
filed plan dated 1 April 1976

See Section A —ltem 7
filed plan dated 3 August 1976

See Section A —1Item 9
Deed dated 15 July 1994

See Section A —Item 10
Transfer of adjoining land dated 11 March 1999 made between Blue Circle

Industries Plc and Robert Brett and
Sons Limited.

NOTE: Copy filed under K796316

CCW RDG NOTE -There was no document provided following the Land
Registry Search.

See Section A — Item 13
filed plan dated 30 August 2002

"There is excepted and reserved out of the property for the benefit of each and
every part of the retained land (being the remainder of title number K826217)

the following:
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CCW RDG NOTE - Land Registry Search did not provide this document. CCW
RDG obtained K826217 online.

See Section C —Item 1
filed plan and other land dated 12 December 1902

See Section C — Item 2
filed plan and other land dated 29 April 1937

See Section C —ltem 4
Deed dated 21 June 1979

See Section C — Iltem 8
filed plan dated 21 December 1998

APPENDIX 3 - Article first Published January 1952, with
later undated Post Script by Blue Circle
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APPENDIX 4 - Affidavits relating to the creation of the
APCM
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APPENDIX 5 - The 1975 Bowls Club Licence
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APPENDIX 6 - Dakers, Green and Brett - Lawyers letter
referring to the 1975 Licence Agreement

41



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

42



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

43



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

APPENDIX 7 - Freedom of Information Request, the APCM
Sports Ground Lease and Information Commissioners Office
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From: nutley, vicky <vicky.nutley@medway.gov.uk>
Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 11:22:31 AM

To: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>

Cc: REDACTED

Subject: RE: APCM, Cliffe, FOI and Licence query - Urgent

Dear Mr Smith
Thank you for your email.

| am not sure what you mean when you ask whether the management of your FOI is being
investigated. | believe that you have received a response to the FOI which was that our
Landlord have refused to allow us to disclose the lease. If you are dissatisfied with this then
you are able to contact the Information Commissioners Office they can be contacted at:
Information Commissioner’s Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9
S5AF.

Turning to your other two questions | can confirm that Medway does hold a copy of the
lease. Over the past thirty years there have been several agreements entered into.

| am sorry that | cannot provide you with more information but as you are aware the
Landlord has refused to allow us to provide the lease which means my hands are somewhat
tied.

Yours
Vicky

Vicky Nutley

Head of Legal Services

Medway Council & Gravesham Legal Service
Gun Wharf

Dock Road

Chatham

Kent

ME4 4TR

T: 01634 332298

E: vicky.nutley@medway.gov.uk

PLEASE NOTE THAT WE DO NOT ACCEPT SERVICE BY EMAIL

Our Ref: VN\MPLGADV020160\03376588
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From: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>
Sent: 12 March 2023 21:19

To: nutley, vicky <vicky.nutley@medway.gov.uk>
Cc: REDACTED

Subject: APCM, Cliffe, FOI and Licence query - Urgent

Dear Medway Legal

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673 Local Planning Authority
Reference. MC/22/0254

The Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group (CCW RDG) have been awarded
Rule 6 Status for the aforementioned Planning Appeal.

In September 2022, the CCW RDG submitted a FOI request asking for sight of the lease or
licence held between Medway Council and Trenport relating to the APCM site at Cliffe. The
thread is attached.

We are informed that Trenport have refused to allow Medway Council to share the lease.
No reason has been provided.

The CCW RDG have challenged the refusal of our request for a redacted version of the
lease/ licence, as we believe that our request relates to a public document that will hold no
personal or commercial information and that this FOI requests is fair, reasonable, and
compliant under the Act. We have not received a response to our last request sent to
Medway Councils FOI Officer, for an investigation into how our FOI has been managed. Can
you please confirm if our request is being investigated and if not, why?

In the absence of a satisfactory outcome to our FOI request, and ahead of the licence or
lease being shared with the CCW RDG, can you please answer the following as a matter of
urgency:

1) Do Medway Council hold a copy of the licence/ lease agreement, either electronically or
as a hard copy print? Note - this covers the whole APCM site (bowls club, tennis courts and
sports field).

2) Has the licence/ lease held between Trenport and Medway Council been varied or
amended in the past 30 years, either formally or informally?

We would be grateful for a rapid response due to time pressures set by the planning
inspectorate.

Kind Regards
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Tim Smith

For and on behalf of CCW RDG

agreement (redact commercially sensitive
information) for the APCM playing fields in Cliffe
(ME3) including any land registry reference details?

Yours faithfully,

Timothy Smith
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recreation ground in Cliffe (ME3) known as the

APCM.
Yours sincerely,

Timothy Smith
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and Medway Council.
Yours sincerely,

Timothy Smith

Please can you provide and update on this request?
Yours sincerely,

Timothy Smith

51



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

52



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

53



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

54



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

APPENDIX 7 PART 2 — Information Commissioners Office (ICO) Complaint

Note — as of 16/04/2023 no response has been received by Medway Council or the
Appellant and the CCW RDG have reverted back to the ICO.
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.

Freedom of Information Act 2000 & %ey}wij%,

Environmental Information Regs. 2004 aduncr
Serving You

Reference Number: MFOI-021104

Request:

Please can you provide a copy of the tenancy agreement (redact commercially sensitive information) for the
APCM playing fields in Cliffe (ME3) including any land registry reference details?

Response:

| can confirm the council holds the requested information, however, the council has determined that the
information is exempt under Section 43(2) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA, as disclosure would be
likely to prejudice the commercial interests of the Council and some third parties.

Section 43 is a qualified exemption, therefore, it iz subject to a public interest test. The council must consider the

balance of public interest in the circumstances of the request and may refuse to provide the reguested
information if the public interest in withholding the information cubweighs the public interest in disclosing it

Factors for disclosure of this information:

* The council accepts there is a public interest in respect of the management of the public purse to ensurs
transparency and visibility of public bodies in the management of public funds.
* That the Council’s commercial activiies are conducted in an open and transparent way

The release of the information requested will prejudice the council's and the third-party party commercial
interests.

Factors for withholding disclosure of this information:

* publishing detailed information contained within the lease agreement will put imitations on the third
party's and Council's ability to obtain productsiservices at the best possible terms and thus this would
present a risk to public spending

= prejudice the negotiating position of the Council in upcoming contractual negotiations

* damage the Council’s business reputation or the confidence that suppliers or investors may have in it

*  harm the ability of the Council party to obtain goods and services in the future.

In conclusion, the public interest in withholding the information outweighs the public interest in releasing the
information. Therefore, the exemption under Section 43(3) of the FOIA is engaged and your request is refused
and will not be processed further.

| frust this information is to your satisfaction, however, if you are dissatisfied with the handling of your request,
you hawve the right to ask for an internal review. Intemal review requests should be submitted within two months
of the date of receipt of the response to your original letter and should be addressed to: Information

If you wish to receive further information in regards to this request or wish to submit a
Freedom of Information Request please forward your request to
freedom@medway gov.uk or Information Governance Team, Medway Council, Gun

Wharf, Dock Road, Chatham. KentyME44TR-
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[
Reference: IC-224495-N2R3 lco
@

Islormal on Commimianss Dftos

Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA)

Decision notice

Date: 17 April 2023
Public Authority: Medway Council
Address: Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent
ME4 4TR
Complainant: Timothy Smith
Address: mycliffevillage@gmail.com

Decision (including any steps ordered)

1. The complainant requested a copy of the tenancy agreements for some
playing fields in Cliffe. By the date of this notice Medway Council (“the
Council”) had not issued a substantive response to this request.

2. The Commissioner's decision is that the Council has breached section
10(1) of FOIA in that it failed to provide a valid response to the request
within the statutory time frame of 20 working days.

3. The Commissioner requires the Council to take the following step to
ensure compliance with the legislation.

+ The Council must provide a substantive response to the request in
accordance with its obligations under FOIA.

4. The Council must take this step within 35 calendar days of the date of
this decision notice. Failure to comply may result in the Commissioner
making written certification of this fact to the High Court pursuant to
section 54 of FOIA and may be dealt with as a contempt of court.
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[ ]
Reference: IC-224495-N2R3 lc 0
®

Imlormation Commasianens 0o

Request and response

On 1 September 2022, the complainant wrote to the Council and
reguested information in the following terms:

"Please can you provide a copy of the tenancy agreement (redact
commercially sensitive information) for the APCM playing fields in Cliffe
(ME3) including any land registry reference details?”

The Council acknowledged the request on & September 2022 and asked
for clarification which the complainant provided on 11 and 13 September
2022. To date, a substantive response has not been issued.

Reasons for decision

7.

10.

11.

Section 1(1) of FOIA states that:

"Any person making a request for information to a public authority
is entitled -

(a) to be informed in writing by the public authority whether it
holds information of the description specified in the request, and

(b) if that is the case, to have that information communicated to
hirm.”

Section 10(1) of FOIA states that a public authority must respond to a
request promptly and "not later than the twentieth working day
following the date of receipt”.

On 3 April 2023 the Commissioner wrote to the Council, reminding it of
its responsibilities and asking it to provide a substantive response to the
complainant’s request within 10 working days.

Despite this intervention, the Council has failed to respond to the
complainant.

From the evidence provided to the Commissioner in this case, it is clear
that the Council did not deal with the request for information in
accordance with FOIA. The Commissioner finds that the Council has
breached section 10(1) by failing to respond to the request within 20
working days and it is now required to respond to the request in
accordance with FOIA.
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APPENDIX 8 - Asset of Community Value
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2.3

24
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not in the same way as before) the social wellbeing or social interests of the
local community

Under section 87 of the Act the Council can only include land in its list of assets of
community value in response fo a community nomination or whers permitted by
regulations. A community nomination in England can only be made by:

2.3.1. A parish council in respect of land within its area,

232 Avoluntary or community body with a local connection;

2.3.3. An unincorporated body, whose members include at least 21 locally registered
individials:

234 A community council; or
235, Aneighbourhood forum.

Where a wvalid community nomination is received, the Council must consider the
nomination and must accept it if the land is within its area and is of community value.

Decision

. On 24 May 2022 the Director of Place and Deputy Chief Execudive in conjunction with

the Porifolio Holder for Resources approved the nomination to list APCM Cliffe, shown
edged red on the plan attached to this notice, as an asset of community value.

Accordingly APCM Cliffe will be entered into the Council's Register of Assets of
Community value.

Reasons

. The reasons for this decision are as follows:

4.1.1. The land comprising APCM Cliffe lies within the adminisirative area of Medway
Council

412 The group is eligible to make the nomination in respect of the club. Cliffe and
Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group evidenced that the group
comprises of more than 21 individuals who are locally registered electors as
required by Begulation 5 of the Assets of Community Value (Enagland)
Requlations 2012 {*the Regulations™).

4.1.3. The nomination sets out a description of the nominated land, the reasons for
why the asset should be listed and is supporied by evidence of their eligibility to
make the nomination’.

414, The Council considered that the application and supporting evidence did
demonsirate that the use of APCM Cliffe further the social wellbeing and social
interest of the local community and it was realistic to think that it could continue
to do so0 within the next five years.

415 The Council reached that conclusion because the application showed
significant community use of the faciliies and the application met the criteria as
set out in 588 (1) of the Localism Act 2011

' Fagulation 6 of the Regulations

(=]
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Next Steps

. APCM Cliffe will be included in the List of Assets of Community Value maintained by

the Council.

In accordance with section 91 of the Act the Council will send this notice to:

5.2.1. The owner of the land:
22 The occupier of the land if the occupier is not the pwner
k.23, Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group as the nominator.

Consequences of the Listing Decision

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

The land will remain listed on the Council's List of Assets of Community Value for a
period of 5 years from the date of this notice unless removed from an earlier date in
accordance with the provisions of the Regulations.

Inclusion of the Land in the Council's List of Assets of Community Value is entered
as a local land charge under the Local Land Charges Act 1875.

The Council is required under Schedule 4 of the Requlations to apply to the Land
Reqgistry for a restriction to be entered against the registered fitle of the land that “Mo
fransfer or lease is to be registered without a certificate signed by a conveyancer
that the transfer or lease did not contravene section 95(1) of the Localism Act 20117,

The owner must noiify the Council by writing to the Head of Legal Services, Medway
Council, Gun Wharf, Dock Road, Chatham, Kent ME4 4TR of their intention fo enter
into any relevant disposal of the land®. Relevant disposal (subject to exceptions) is
defined as a freehold disposal or the grant or assignment of a qualifying leasehaold
interest with vacant possession®.

Where such a nofice is received from an owner, a moratorium period is friggered
under section 95 of the Act to allow any community interest group to submit a written
request to be treated as a potential bidder for the land. Owners are advised to refer
to Part 5 Chapter 2 of the Act and the Regulations in full and should seek legal
advice on the disposal of the land. A disposal of listed land, which contravenes the
requirements of the Act and the Regulations, will be void.

Right of Appeal — Listing Review

[A D

7.2

Under section 92 of the Act the owner of the land is entitled to request a review of
this decision. The review will be carried out by the Assistant Director of Legal and
Governance. A request for a review must be made in writing to the Council within &
weeks from the date of this notice (56 days) or such longer period as the Council
may agree with the owner in writing. The request must explain and set out the
grounds on which the decision should be reviewed.

Where a request is received the Council will complete the review within 56 days
from the date the review reguest is received or such longer period as is agreed with
the owner in writing. The request must be addressed to Bhupinder Gill, Assistant
Director Legal and Governance Medway Council, Gun Whar, Dock Road, Chatham,
Kent ME4 4TR.

Right to Compensation

* Saction 95 of the Act
' Section 96 of the Act

%]

64



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

&.1. An owner or former owner of the land is entitied to claim compensation® from the
Council for any loss or expense incurred as a result of the land being listed. The
amount of compensation will be determined by the Council.

8.2. A claim for compensation must be:

8.2.1. In writing:
8.2.2. Made within 13 weeks (91 days) after the loss or expense pocnred:

8.2.3. State the amount of compensation sought for each part of the claim; and
8.2.4. Provide evidence for each part of the claim.

8.3. A request for compensation must be addressed to Moel Filmer, Senior Manager,
Property Services, Business Support Depariment, Medway Councll, Gun Wharf,
Dock Road, Chatham, Kent ME4 4TR.

9.  Further Information
9.1. Further information about asseis of community value is available from the Ny
Community Rights website: hitp://mycommunityrights. org. uk/community-right-to-bid/.

9.2. Owners are advised to seek independent legal advice where additional guidance
and support is required in relation to the disposal of a land that has been enterad in
the Council's List of Assets of Community Value, the right to review or the right to
compensation.

Vicky Nutley
Head of Legal Services

Dated: 08.06.2022

4 Begulation 14 of the Regulations
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APPENDIX 9 - PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY (PROW), HIGHWAY
and PUBLIC FOOT PATH ASESSMENT TO PROPOSED APCM
Sports Ground - Assessment
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PUBLIC RIGHT OF
WAY (PROW),
HIGHWAY and

PUBLIC FOOT PATH
ASESSMENT TO
PROPOSED
APCM Sports Ground

PHOTOGRAPHIC
ASSESSMENT

April 2023
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follows:
- Two new junctions on Church Street providing

access to the east and west housing areas;

- Anew junction on Cooling Road providing a
secondary access to the eastern housing area;
and

- Anew junction on Buttway Lane providing
access to the replacement sports pitches.
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What has the Appellant information told us?

1) Access via Buttway Lane to proposed APCM

« MC_22 0254PARAMETER_PLANS_MOVEMENT and ITB11082A-012 Rev C
drawings identify this access point asSecondary Access.

« MC_22 0254 Design and Access Statement S4 drawing labelled the proposed
APCM as ‘Visually enclosed’.

+ Site AccessArrangements- It is proposed that the main vehicular accesses to the
proposed development would be from the following locations ¢ A priority junction on
Buttway Lane for access to the replacement sport pitches.

* Vehicular Site Access- Butt Way Lane- An additional vehicular access to the
replacement sport pitches to the north of the western parcel is proposed from Buttway
Lane.
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What has the Appellant information told us?

2) Access via PROW'’s

*  Document: MC_22_0254DESIGN-AND ACCESS_STATEMENT_S7.3_S74
5919303.pdshows the following utilisation for PROW’s to access the proposed APCM
isonlyRS87. Drawing MC_22 0254 Parameter plans movement refers to this path as
Secondary Access. RS87 which is a restricted byway. The byway bounds the southern
edge of the site. It forms a track linking West Street in the west with Church Street in
the east. It isa narrow path accessed via an alleyway between 2 properties from
Church Street, into a parking area at the rear of the properties. There are high hedges
either side of the path separating the Recreational Ground and the proposed
development site. RS87 is not owned by the Appellamtr is the access alleyway via
Church Street.

*+ RS87 in recent years (past 15 years at least) has been left to nature. Villagers report
historical fires and youth congregation in the area with high levels of antisocial
behaviour. As such the path was left to nature and walkers created an unofficial route
via the Recreational field.

* The Planning Authority state th&ublic Rights of Way (PROW) in the area of Cliffe
are extremely popular both to local residents and walkers, cyclists, equestrians and
recreational vehicles from further afield. The impact therefore to nearby PROWsis a
material consideration within this application process.

+ The following improvements are referred to within the applicatitmprovements to
the RS84 Byway to encourage travel to Cliffe Woods. Thereforegte are no
proposed works included within the Application to improve or create accessible routes
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What has the Appellant information told us?

Access via Proposed New Pedestrian and Cycle Access

Drawing MC_22 0254 Parameter plans movemesttows a Pedestrian and Cycle
Access - In the western part of the development, it is proposed to provide a footpath /
cycleway route which provides a link between Restricted Byway RS87 and Higham
Road with connections to the replacement sports ground and bowling green and
residential area. Thisaccessroute is NOT identified asa Primary access route for
pedestrians.

The Pedestrian and Cycle Access via Higham Road will be a path with very limited
natural surveillance. Thiswill only serve those living in close proximity to Higham
Road. The following improvements are referred to within the application
Improvements to the RS84 Byway to encourage travel to Cliffe Woods. Therefore,
there are no proposed works included within the Application to improve or create
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APPENDIX 10 - Email correspondence requesting ‘Primary
Access’ points as unreserved matters for the outline
planning application.
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Attached drawings issued by Andrew Mills — 4no.

Note that NO primary access point — for vehicles, pedestrians, cycles or similar have been
identified to access the relocated APCM Sports Ground.

From: Andrew Mills <andrew.mills@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 4:18:22 PM

To: Huw Edwards <huw.edwards@bartonwillmore.co.uk>; Skinner, Helen
<HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals
<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; mycliffevillage@gmail.com

<mycliffevillage@gmail.com>; Legg, John <John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>;

clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.qgov.uk>;
Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk
<Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk>;
cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk <cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk>
Subject: RE: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear Helen

My sincerest apologies but there is an additional drawing showing “means of access”
submitted for approval which | missed off my list below. Drawing below:

e |TB 11092-GA-016A - Proposed Site Access Arrangement Cooling Rd
| attach the above drawing.

For completeness the list of all drawings submitted showing “means of access” that are
presently for determination are set out below:

ITB11092-GA-012E - Proposed sports pitch access — Buttway Lane
ITB11092-GA-010F - Proposed Site Access arrangement Church Street
ITB11092-GA-011J - Proposed Site Access Arrangement Church Street
ITB 11092-GA-016A - Proposed Site Access Arrangement Cooling Rd

Kind regards
Andrew

Andrew Mills
Planning Associate Director

Direct: 01322 374670

Mobile: 07964 912 445
_ BARTON .. St
bartonwillmore.co.uk WILLMO
26 Kings Hill Avenue, Kin, West Malli, Ke , ME19 4
gs Hill ng nt AE

Consider the environment, do you really need to print this email?

The information contained in this email (and any attachments) is confidential and may be
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privileged. It may only be read, copied and used only by the addressee. Barton Willmore,
now Stantec, accepts no liability for any subsequent alterations or additions incorporated by
the addressee or a third party to the body text of this email or any attachments. We accept
no responsibility for staff non-compliance with our IT Acceptable Use Policy.

From: Huw Edwards <huw.edwards@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Sent: 11 April 2023 15:12

To: Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals
<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; mycliffevillage@gmail.com; Legg, John
<John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>; clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk;
Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk;
cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk; Andrew Mills
<andrew.mills@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Subject: RE: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Good afternoon.

Further to Andrew’s earlier email below, | have attached copies of these plans for
convenience purposes.

These are the only “access plans” that are presently for determination as part of the Outline
Application/Appeal.

All other “highway/transport” plans (inc ped/cycle) are indicative only at this stage — with
such matters being the subject of detailed design stage via the Reserved Matter(s)
Application(s).

| trust this is helpful.

Huw Edwards —
Planning Director @JIEI tJd
Direct: 01322 374663
Mobile: 07973512820

now
bartonwillmore.co.uk WE Sta
26 Kings Hill Avenue, Kin, West Malli, Ke ,ME19 4
gs Hill ng nt AE

@ Consider the environment, do you really need to print this email?

The information contained in this email (and any attachments) is confidential and may be
privileged. It may only be read, copied and used only by the addressee. Barton Willmore,
now Stantec, accepts no liability for any subsequent alterations or additions incorporated by
the addressee or a third party to the body text of this email or any attachments. We accept
no responsibility for staff non-compliance with our IT Acceptable Use Policy.

From: Andrew Mills <andrew.mills@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 10:18 AM

To: Huw Edwards <huw.edwards@bartonwillmore.co.uk>; Skinner, Helen
<HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals
<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; mycliffevillage @gmail.com; Legg, John
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<John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>; clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk;
Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk; cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk
Subject: RE: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear Helen

Further to Huw's email below | can confirm that the following drawings show the “means of
access” for approval as set out in the submitted Outline Planning Application and referred to
in the LPA Committee Report:

e |TB11092-GA-012E - Proposed sports pitch access — Buttway Lane
ITB11092-GA-010F - Proposed Site Access arrangement Church Street
ITB11092-GA-011J - Proposed Site Access Arrangement Church Street.

Kind regards
Andrew

Andrew Mills
Planning Associate Director

Direct: 01322 374670

Mobile: 07964 912 445 BARTON Cow
bartonwillmore.co.uk WILLMORE @ Sta

26 Kings Hill Avenue, Kin, West Malli, Ke , ME19 4
gs Hill ng nt AE

Consider the environment, do you really need to print this email?

The information contained in this email (and any attachments) is confidential and may be
privileged. It may only be read, copied and used only by the addressee. Barton Willmore,
now Stantec, accepts no liability for any subsequent alterations or additions incorporated by
the addressee or a third party to the body text of this email or any attachments. We accept
no responsibility for staff non-compliance with our IT Acceptable Use Policy.

From: Huw Edwards <huw.edwards@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Sent: 11 April 2023 09:17

To: Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals
<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; mycliffevillage@gmail.com; Legg, John
<John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>; clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk;
Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk;
cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk; Andrew Mills
<andrew.mills@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Subject: FW: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Good morning Helen.
Unfortunately Hardeep was away last week, so we have only just been made aware of your

email below — which is the first we were aware of such an enquiry.
My colleague Andrew Mills is now assisting me with this Appeal (not Hardeep).
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| can advise that the “means of access” (for approval presently) were set out in the
submitted Outline Application and also referred to in the LPA Committee Report.

However, and to hopefully assist all parties, Andrew will shortly be circulating a list of these
plans/drawings.
The LPA will also be able to provide such a list/schedule.

Many thanks.

Huw Edwards I
Planning Director L@Jlﬁiu
Direct: 01322 374663
Mobile: 07973512820

now
bartonwillmore.co.uk W| Sta
26 Kings Hill Avenue, Kin, West Malli, Ke , ME19 4
gs Hill ng nt AE

@ Consider the environment, do you really need to print this email?

The information contained in this email (and any attachments) is confidential and may be
privileged. It may only be read, copied and used only by the addressee. Barton Willmore,
now Stantec, accepts no liability for any subsequent alterations or additions incorporated by
the addressee or a third party to the body text of this email or any attachments. We accept
no responsibility for staff non-compliance with our IT Acceptable Use Policy.

From: Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Sent: 06 April 2023 11:24

To: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>; Legg, John
<John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>; Hardeep Hunjan
<Hardeep.Hunjan@bartonwillmore.co.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals
<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; Chris Fribbins <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>;
Paul Wilmshurst <Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk>; Cameron Grant
<cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk>

Subject: RE: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear Tim,

Thank you for your email. Unfortunately, we're unable to grant an open-ended extension for
the submission of proofs of evidence. (Please note that evidence can be received
electronically with hard copies to follow).

Hardeep — please could you provide the Rule 6 party with the information they have
requested as a matter of urgency.

Kind regards

Helen

Helen Skinner | Inquiries & Major Casework Team Leader
The Planning Inspectorate
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Major Casework, Third Floor, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol,
BS1 6PN

helen.skinner@planninginspectorate.gov.uk | 0303 444 5531
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate | @PINSgov

From: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>
Sent: 06 April 2023 11:11
To: Legg, John <John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals

<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; Chris Fribbins <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>;
Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>; Paul Wilmshurst
<Paul.Wilmshurst@NewSquareChambers.co.uk>; Cameron Grant

<cameron.grant@newsquarechambers.co.uk>
Subject: URGENT - APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear John

We write to you to raise significant and urgent concerns relating to response times to Rule 6
queries by the Appellant.

On 23rd March we requested clarification of ‘what access is to be determined at this outline
planning stage’. We would expect the Appellant to be able to answer a question such as this
swiftly as site access is a matter for determination. We have no choice but to ask this
guestion as the Appellant fails to show on any drawings the Primary vehicular, pedestrian or
cycle access route to the replacement APCM. We believe that it is not possible to determine
this application without details of each primary access route to the relocated APCM.

It is impossible for us to produce our POE without the answer to this critical question. We are
also a community group and have to produce all responses outside of our work
commitments. The lack of responses are places us in an impossible situation. We also have
a number of bank holidays and postage timelines to consider.

As this fundamental question remains unanswered we respectfully request an extension of
time commencing from the date that the Appellant responds to enable our group an
adequate period of time to complete the POE.

Can you please advise as a matter of urgency.

Kind Regards

Tim

From: Legg, John <John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2023 9:47:08 AM

To: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>
Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals

<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; Chris Fribbins <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>;
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Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Good morning,

| have passed onto the Inspector.

| will issue a response as soon as | have heard from them.
Kind regards

John

John Legg | Inquiries & Major Casework Team

The Planning Inspectorate

Major Casework, 3™ Floor, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, BS1
6PN

john.legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk | Direct Dial Telephone — 0303 444 5244
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate | @PINSgov

From: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>
Sent: 28 March 2023 08:14
To: Legg, John <John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals

<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; Chris Fribbins <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>;
Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear John
Can you please advise with regards to our query below.
Best Wishes

Tim

From: Cliffe Village <mycliffevillage @gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2023 2:00 pm

To: Legg, John <John.Legg@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: harris, dave <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; planningappeals

<planningappeals@medway.gov.uk>; Chris Fribbins <clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>
Subject: APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

Dear John
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APPEALS REF: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673

| hope that you are well.
| wish to raise a significant issue we have identified that is contingent on the assessment of
this application.

The application title states:

Planning application MC/22/0254 (Outline application with all matters reserved except for
(access) for a residential development of up to 250 dwellings and a mixed-use community
hub together with associated infrastructure including public open space and community
facilities comprising a replacement sports ground and pavilion, with accesses from Church
Street, Cooling Road and Buttway Lane)

As site access is a matter for determination within this application, and if the proposed
APCM site cannot be accessed appropriately, then the outline proposal for the whole
scheme is not sustainable - as the whole project hinges on the relocation of this community
asset.

The documentation submitted by the Appellant includes the Transport Assessment, drawing
ITB11092 figure 1 attempts to demonstrate how residents are likely to use the public rights
of way to access the new sports facilities instead of Buttway Lane. If these access points
are to be relied upon, then we believe that further information would be required to enable a
design decision based on suitability as the current footpaths do not even provide cycle or
disabled access as a minimum.

If the Buttway is the only access point to be considered at outline application stage, then we
feel that this must be made clear by the Appellant, as the current application suggests vague
references to other possible routes without clearly stating them as access points, and thus
be able to be assessed within the scope of the application.

Can you please ask the Appellant to confirm, what ‘access’ is to be determined for this
outline planning application stage with regards to access to the new APCM site.

Once the access has been clearly defined, we request that for clarity all other references to
access routes not to be considered that are contained with the Appellants documentation to
be removed.

Please advise of next steps.

Best Wishes

Tim Smith

Chair
Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group

DRAWINGS REFERRED TO ABOVE:
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APPENDIX 11 - Disabiity Access to Sports Ground
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Refer to British Standard BS8300-1:2018
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APPENDIX 12 - Design out Crime response
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APPENDIX 13 - Sports England Statutory response
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APPENDIX 14 - Flawed Community Consultation
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Medway Planning officers recommended that the Appellant commission an independent
facilitator - Design South East - to carry out some engagement workshops with the local
community to understand their hopes and fears for the development at Cliffe.

Design South East claim that they put forward a proposal for a series of workshops to hear
from local people and offer an opportunity for local residents and businesses to input into
proposals for development.

The Appellant relies upon the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) to show its high-
level consideration of the community views from the beginning of this process. They state
that 2 initial online consultation workshops (due to covid) were organised on 26 and 30" of
June 2021, 1 morning session and 1 evening session with all key community stakeholders.
(Page 8 Statement of Community Involvement document January 2022).

The CCW RDG were stunned to read the Community Involvement Document uploaded as
part of the Planning Application documentation. At the time of reviewing the SCI, there
were 10 official Members of the CCW RDG committee and 500 plus members of the CCW
RDG Facebook Group. Not a single member of either variant was aware of the organised
events.

CCW contacted Design South East via email to establish how the events had been managed
and arranged and who in the community had been invited.

Design South East stated to the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Resident Development group that
due to Trenport's timeframe for submitting their application, the window of opportunity
for engagement was tight, and the first of these proposed engagement workshops - an
online workshop for representatives from local community groups - took place at the end
of June. A professional design review panel meeting also took place, and this included
attendees from the parish council who had attended the workshop as observers of the
discussions. It was the responsibility of the Appellant to ensure that the contact list was
robust and that the routes to contact were valid. The Parish Council supported in
providing a list of parties, but this did not remove the Appellants responsibility to validate
the contact details provided or obtain contact details where missing.

Members of the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group have extensively
challenged the validity of these sessions and the lack of action taken by the Appellant to
provide a complete contact list with validated routes to contact those invited to ensure
that representatives from the community were in attendance.

Less than two weeks’ notice was given to attendees during a global pandemic. This was not
acceptable and was arranged with a high risk of failure to attend.

8™ February 2022, Design South East provided a contact list of those invited to CCW RDG.

There are 51 contacts listed on the invite document provided by Design South East. 41 of
these invitees — 80.4% - have confirmed that they either didn’t receive the invitation (but
an email address is shown) or there were NO route to contact. CCW found that the
Appellant had found not route to contact 35 — 68.6% - of the 41 Invitees on the list and
therefore by virtue of there being no contact details — they were not invited.
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To note, the Chair of the Parish Council requested at the workshop that it be postponed
due to lack of attendance by the community. His request was refused.

There was no advert on social media, no signage in the village advertising the events or
similar.

Design South East (see email below) stated:

Trenport was made aware of the low numbers of attendees ahead of the workshops and we
did highlight the constrained timeframe between the invitation and the event. Our
understanding is that because of their timetable for submission of the application,

Trenport welcomed the opportunity to gather feedback from any who attended the
workshops, rather than postpone or cancel.

Members of the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents Development group are NAMED on the
list, yet no contact details are listed.

The outcome of the consultation was not reflective of the communities wishes as the
majority had not been invited to the consultation.

The table below is a redacted version of the table issued to the CCW RDG by Design South
East. The table shows the ‘Community Group’ and contact details provided by Design
South East and a final column added by CCW RDG to confirm whether there was a genuine
route to contact those listed. The final column added by the CCW RDG indicates by way of
Yes or No whether the person was contacted. If there are not contact details provided by
DSE, then this is automatically marked as No. For all others the individual was contacted by

the CCW RDG and confirmed that they were NOT contacted by DSE.

Community | Contact Details provided | CCW Route to Contact Investigation findings | WAS THE
Group by Design South East — As PERSON
issued by Appellant CONTACTED
Cliffe Bowls J¥xk% REEXXE (Chair on NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Club Cliffe facebook group route to contact.
2019) Contact confirms that they were not invited to
the meeting
C**** H***** (Chairon  |[NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
website dated 2015) route to contact.
Contact confirms that they were not invited to
the meeting.
Cliffe Bowls [ AR Rk ok xR XA XX E @ *mail.co.uk YES
Club (secretary)
Cliffe United SH***k Sx**X (Chairman)  [F*******@*mail.com NO
FC Team Manager confirmed that the email was
not seen by the club.
Cliffe There is no separate clerk@cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk NO
Allotment group. This is kept within [See PC contacts as above.
the Parish Council
No allotment tenant was contacted — DSE had
assumed that PC would manage
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Cliffe Crusaders |L*** W**** (Chair) https://www.cliffecrusadersrfc.co.uk/contact/co NO
RFC ntact-official-185408 = UNSECURE LINK.
NO EMAIL ADDRESS.
Cliffe Social [k Tk sk ko XX *KKX* @btinternet.com YES
Club
Emmanuel A*H**E & info@emmanuelmedway.com YES
Christian [Galalobalall = ool
centre P**** & F***** H*****
Cliffe Pastor J¥*** pri**x RrEEERXX @*mail.com NO
Community
Church
(Formerly Cliffe
Christian
Mission)
Cliffe Woods Note — 1 governor was The email went to the school mailbox with the YES (1)
Primary School |contacted and confirmed |expectation that the Governors would be
that the invitation was not [individually contacted. The invitation did not
extended mabke this clear. As such 1 Governor was aware
of the invitation.
School iaalalaloll ¥ Ralolololl info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
Governors admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
(Clalalalall Ralobalol info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
[T*** M**** (3]s0 info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
Headteacher) admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
N oKk ok sk sk sk info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
1Y/ Relelololl Sttt info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
D kkk phoxkk info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
reoksr pxkck info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
il = Solalote info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
[ Rl Rokubul info@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk
PTA Aok porckokx admin@cliffewoods.medway.sch.uk NO
As above — it was not clear to the school that
this was an open invitation for the PTA.
St Helen’s CE The Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Residents YES

Primary School

development Group asked Design South East for
a copy of the email that was sent requesting
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clarity that it included a request for the Head
Teacher to extend to the Governing Body — THIS
WAS NOT RECIEVED. 4 Governors have
confirmed that they did not receive the
invitation.

School Mrs J¥** S**** (Chair) office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
Governors
Member of the CCW RDG at the time of being
Chair of the Governing Body. Would have 100%
attended. Did not receive an invitation.
[ Aalalall Solotolol office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
Aok k Gekkk office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
as above
AKH KK ks x office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
See St Helen’s Church as above!
S¥*kk kkkk office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
ikl = Salalota office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
G HA K | kkkk office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
iV, Elololl office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
J o A AN kK office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
1Y/ Blaelall = Kool office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
[Iakabulal |V folalala office@sthelens.medway.sch.uk NO
PTA No contact name. A REEX @ *mail.com NO
https://www.sthelens.medway.sch.uk/pta/
Ex PTA lead email address.
Cliffe G kX QA AAK info@castleviewdaynursery.co.uk NO
Pre-School QKR AR | Fxkx Cliffe pre-school is run by Castle View Nursery
Ltd
The Woods No contact name. info@thewoodsnursery.co.uk YES
Nursery, Cliffe
Woods
Phoenix Day No contact name. info@phoenixdaynursery.co.uk YES
Nursery, Cliffe
Woods
Local
Businesses
US Mini Mart No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Premier-JS route to contact.
Mini Market Contact confirms that they were not invited to
106 Church the meeting
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Street
Cliffe
ME3 7PT
Golden House |No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
157 Church route to contact.
Street Contact confirms that they were not invited to
Cliffe the meeting
Rochester, ME3
7QB
Six Bells No contact name. info@sixbellscliffe.co.uk YES
FAO: Manager
Attendees from
PC List
Cliffe Christian |No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Mission route to contact.
Church
Village Club, No contact name. secretary@thevillageclub.co.uk YES
Cliffe
Cliffe Men’s No contact name. cliffemenssocialclub@hotmail.co.uk NO
Social Club
Lead Contact confirms that they were not
invited to the meeting.
2nd Cliffe Scout J**** B**** (Chair in R xE*X @medwaytowns.org.uk NO
Group 2019)
IThe head of Cliffe Cubs and Scouts has
confirmed that they were not contacted.
Lawsat No contact name. Cliffewoods.pharmacy74@gmail.com YES
Pharmacy, Cliffe
Woods
Dave’s Store, No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Cliffe route to contact.
Buckland Lakes [No contact name. info@eternallake.org NO
Premier Store, [No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Cliffe Woods route to contact.
Cliffe Spice, No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Cliffe Woods route to contact.
Co-op, Cliffe No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Woods route to contact.
PACT / No contact name. NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no NO
Neighbourhood route to contact.
Watch - Cliffe
Woods
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SAVE Save Our |No contact name. www.savecliffewoods.org.uk NO
Rural Villages THIS IS A WEBSITE!

NO EMAIL ADDRESS was provided therefore no
route to contact.

PARISH COUNCIL EMAIL

From: Barry Dibble <barry.dibble @cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>

Sent: Monday, February 14, 2022 3:00:04 PM

To: REDACTED

Cc: TOLHURST, Kelly <kelly.tolhurst.mp@parliament.uk>; turpin, elizabeth
<elizabeth.turpin@medway.gov.uk>; etheridge, gary (external) <strood48 @gmail.com>;

dave.harris@medway.gov.uk <dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>

Subject: Re: Design South east workshops - June 2021

Dear REDACTED

| found the attached on Medway Council's planning site. Page 7/8 lists dates of
meetings by those concerned and page 9 lists the invited participants to the online
workshops on 26th and 30th June 2021. Please note that the workshops were
organised and run by Design South East and that the Parish Council were invitees
to the workshops, along with the other community groups.

| attended the second online workshop and raised an objection that there were too
few attendees present and recommended that the meeting be postponed.

Kind regards,
Barry

Clir Barry Dibble
Chairman
Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Parish Council

DESIGN SOUTH EAST EMAILS
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On Mon, 28 Feb 2022, 08:57 Helen Goodwin - Design South East,
<helen@designsoutheast.org> wrote:

Dear REDACTED
Thank you for your emails and enquiries.

The contact list of invitees for the workshops was, as | said in my previous email,
provided by Trenport and was added to by Chris Fribbins, whose help we enlisted as
Clerk of the Parish Council to reach additional community groups by email, at the
recommendation of Trenport and Medway Council.

Our CRM database shows that emails were opened by other invitees (beyond the
Parish Council members) who did not respond to our email invitation, either to
comment, accept or decline the invitation. The reasons for this are unknown to us.
We cannot disclose the details of this information for GDPR reasons, but it does
indicate that others were aware of the workshops taking place.

Trenport was made aware of the low numbers of attendees ahead of the
workshops and we did highlight the constrained timeframe between the invitation
and the event. Our understanding is that because of their timetable for submission
of the application, Trenport welcomed the opportunity to gather feedback from any
who attended the workshops, rather than postpone or cancel.

It should be noted that our proposal to Trenport was to carry out a series of
workshops and engagement events, both in person and online, over a longer period
of time. Only the first of these events - the online workshop - was commissioned.
This was a discrete event and, as we understand it, was just one part of a wider
process of (non-statutory) engagement by Trenport.

If you have any further queries about this process, please contact Trenport for
further information or engage with them or with Medway Council through the
statutory planning process here:

https://publicaccessl.medway.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=R60P4SKNN4100&activeTab=summary

Kind regards,

Helen

Helen Goodwin
Head of Programmes
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01634 401166 x008
helen@designsoutheast.org
designsoutheast.org

Twitter @designsoutheast
Instagram design_south_east
LinkedIn YouTube

From: REDACTED

Sent: 27 February 2022 19:59

To: Helen Goodwin - Design South East <helen@designsoutheast.org>

Cc: REDACTED>; Barry Dibble <barry.dibble @cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>; Kelly
Tolhurst MP <kelly.tolhurst. mp@parliament.uk>; harris, dave

<dave.harris@medway.gov.uk>; Julie Payne - Design South East

<julie@designsoutheast.org>; Kieran Toms - Design South East

<kieran@designsoutheast.org>; Karen Beech <Karen.Beech@vincent-gorbing.co.uk>; Chris

Lamb - Design South East <chris@designsoutheast.org>
Subject: Re: Cliffe Workshops

Dear Helen
| would appreciate it if you are able to consider my email below and respond tomorrow?

Additionally, presumably Trenport wanted to ensure that everyone on your invite list was
contacted to ensure they had a fair representation and chance to respond to matters being
asked of them? Can you please confirm this as were Trenport not concerned that not one
community group from your list responded? If the purpose was to engage the views of the
community groups and not one attended then how can Trenport put forward any kind of
proposal in respect of what the community needs?

Can you please provide the tracking list to show that emails were sent as indicated and
received by the recipient.

REDACTED has already advised you that she did not receive the email you sent for her
attention. Did you ask the Parish Council to help contact those not answering or did you

just assume no one was interested?

Also why did you refuse the request of the Chairman of the PC to adjourn the workshops
and then you could have investigated lack of attendance.

Thank you
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REDACTED

On Thu, 24 Feb 2022, 19:20 REDACTED wrote:
Dear Helen

Thank you for your email and | so apologise for not acknowledging y this sooner.

| am surprised that the invite list is deemed in any way adequate by any standards.

Are you able to advise why so many on the list you provided have advised they never
received 1 email from you, let alone 4. For example, can you advise of the date and specific
time you emailed Mr Ebbs at Mission so that we can check he received the email.

And as Joanne asks, what steps did you take to contact those without an email address?
For example, Dave at the shop who has been open and working throughout the pandemic.
Did you visit him?

Did you not think it odd that no one responded to your emails?

And why did you proceed with the meetings despite a request from Mr Dibble to
postpone?

Citing low attendance gives a very false representation of what actually happened doesn't
it when more and more people never actually received your invitations to a very important
meeting.

How do you plan to rectify this?

Kind Regards

REDACTED

On Wed, 23 Feb 2022, 22:25 Helen Goodwin - Design South East,

<helen@designsoutheast.org> wrote:
Dear REDACTED

Thank you for your email regarding the workshops that we facilitated for Cliffe and
Cliffe Woods residents in June last year.

Context

| know that Dave Harris (cc'd) from Medway Council has helpfully set out some of
the planning context for these workshops and has explained that it was Medway
officers who recommended to Trenport that they commission an independent
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facilitator - Design South East - to carry out some engagement workshops with the
local community to understand their hopes and fears for the development at Cliffe.

Proposal

We put forward a proposal for a series of workshops to hear from local people and
offer an opportunity for local residents and businesses to input into proposals for
development. Due to Trenport's timeframe for submitting their application, the
window of opportunity for engagement was tight, and the first of these proposed
engagement workshops - an online workshop for representatives from local
community groups - took place at the end of June. A professional design review
panel meeting also took place, and this included attendees from the parish council
who had attended the workshop as observers of the discussions.

Format

The online workshop was split into two sessions to enable greater participation,
with a weekend and a weekday evening session offered as alternatives. Due to the
covid pandemic and the practicalities of delivering the event via Zoom, to allow an
opportunity for meaningful feedback and discussion by participants the workshops
were 'by invitation'.

Invitations

A list of community groups to invite to the workshops was provided by Trenport
and was supplemented by further information/contacts provided to us by Chris
Fribbins, of Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish Council, with our own desktop research
filling in the gaps of contacts for some of the local groups where available (online, in
the public domain).

The attached spreadsheet shows who was invited to the workshops and the dates
on which the first, second, third and, in some cases, fourth invitation or reminder
email was sent to each of the invitees. With the exception of The Rev Andy Hobbs,
of St Helen's Church, and a representative from the RSPB, the only responses came
from members of the Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish Council.

As you will see from the number of emails sent, we went to considerable lengths to
promote engagement with local community groups and businesses, and we enlisted
the help of Chris Fribbins, as a key local representative, to support us to reach as
many local groups as possible by email. These emails were not followed up with
letters as we were not supplied with postal addresses.

| trust this information provides the details you require and that this supports your
understanding of the process of engagement that we undertook, as summarised in

the workshop report that you say you have read.

Please let me know if you have any further queries.
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Kind regards,

Helen

Helen Goodwin
Head of Programmes

01634 401166 x008
helen@designsoutheast.org
designsoutheast.org

Twitter @designsoutheast
Instagram design_south_east
LinkedIn YouTube

From REDACTED

Sent: 14 February 2022 15:57

To: Helen Goodwin - Design South East <helen@designsoutheast.org>

Cc: REDACTED

>; Barry Dibble <barry.dibble @cliffeandcliffewoods-pc.gov.uk>; Kelly Tolhurst MP
<kelly.tolhurst.mp@parliament.uk>

Subject: URGENT

Dear Helen

| have been forwarded your details from the Chairman of Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish
Council, copied into this email to enable open and transparency, along with Kelly Tolhurst
MP.

Last year you organised 2 workshops on 26 and 30 June 2021 and you sent invites by email,
im assuming, to a list of local community groups from Cliffe and Cliffe Woods to discuss the

Trenport proposal.

We have contacted a number of those groups on your invite list and each response so far
has been that they received no invite from you.

Can you please confirm dates and times that emails were sent ASAP and if only emails were
sent then were these followed up with letters?

Having read the report from the meeting, low attendance was cited from the community
groups and we want to ensure that this is factually correct.

We are aware Mr Harris from Medway Council and the Parish Coucil attended.

Can you also confirm why it was overruled when Mr Dibble raised his concern about lack of
attendance from the community groups and asking for the meeting to be postponed?

Thank you
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APPENDIX 15 - The Proposed APCM Sports Ground -
Photographic Assessment

141



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

April 2023
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APPENDIX 16 - The Existing APCM Sports Ground -
Photographic Assessment
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APPENDIX 17 - New and Proposed APCM Sports Ground
Lines of Vision photographic Assessment
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APPENDIX 18 - APCM User Survey
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APCM User Survey

Analysis of responses from a survey
of APCM sports ground users in
Cliffe, East of Church Street.

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/A2280/W/22/3313673
Local Planning Authority Reference. MC/22/0254

26/04/2023
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and 1o obtain a qUaNTITatvVe assessMent OT APLIVI USers” OpINioNns regarding current raciites
and those proposed as part of MC/22/0254.

The results show a high level of use for the current APCM facilities, with a weekday average of
12.2 visitors per hour or approximately 1 every 5 minutes. Weekend averages were higher still
at 230, which is 17 visitors per hour. APCM users frequent the site throughout the day,
including before dawn and after dusk. The questionnaire conducted highlights a very high level
of satisfaction from APCM users with regards to current facilities, with a significant decrease

recorded for all equivalent parameters assessed for the proposed relocated facilities.
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2.2 Itis hoped that the survey could provide quantitative measures of amenity provided to users of
the current APCM facilities, as well as those provided as part of the development.

2.3 The survey also aims to remain unbiased throughout to ensure that respondents’ answers are
not influenced by the Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group or their volunteers.
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¢ 1 xAdult Foothall pitch
e 1 xJunior Football pitch
e 2 xGrass tennis courts
s 1 xCricket table

e 1 xPavilion

¢ 1xLawn bowls club and associated parking.

3.4 As part of the planning application lodged by Trenport in February 2022, MC/22/0254, it is
proposed to relocate most of the APCM sport facilities approximately 0.3 miles north, to the
north westerly edge of the village.

3.5 The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group have been vocal in their opposition to
the proposed development & are passionate in their belief that these proposals do not meet
villager and local community needs. Many residents have raised their concerns with our group
regarding the relocation of the APCM sports facilities & so this survey is to be undertaken to
assess Cliffe residents' thoughts, feelings and concerns as well as their needs and desires. The
Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group have heen transparent about their group
aims but also will remain neutral & unbiased in the presentation of information throughout this
study, so that responses can be reliable and accurate.

3.6 The following pages detail the method, results and conclusions from the survey, which is to be
completed by APCM sports facility users. The appendices at the end of this document will
demonstrate all materials produced and communications undertaken as part of the survey.
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4.7 Before the survey starts, volunteers will be allocated a timeslot when their assistance is needed.
The timeslots will be run by two volunteers, when at all possible, to ensure reliability and

4.8

4.9

robustness.

Throughout the survey week, weather information will be recorded using an appropriate app.

This will be used alongside headcount results and questionnaire responses as part of the survey

analysis.

On the day, volunteers will collect a pack from a location near to the APCM which will contain
the following items:

Clipboard - for protection of materials & to identify the volunteer to APCM users,
Mechanical Clicker — to assist with counting APCM visitors,

Headcount Tally Sheet — A result sheet for total APCM users & volunteer comments,
to be completed and returned after volunteering,

Pouch of QR code/ weblink slips — To be handed out to APCM visitors in line with
methodology,

Copy of the training information — For reference as needed,

A few paper copies of the survey — For use with APCM visitors in line with
methodology.
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4.18 The survey questions will be as follows:

4.18.1

4.18.2

4.18.3

4.18.4

4.18.5

4.18.6

4.18.7

4.18.8

What is your age? — Suitable age brackets to be provided. The responses will be compared
with available age demographic data for Cliffe.

Where do you live? — Some local villages will be listed, all other responses can be typed
into the other option box.

How do you usually travel to the APCM grounds? — Typical modes of transport,
respondents show their typical transport method & can select multiple options if
required, e.g. Bus + walk.

How often do you visit the APCM in an average week? — Single select question with small
ranges. This will be an important question to compare with the headcount as a method to
assess reliability.

When do you visit the APCM in an average week? — Multi-select question for APCM users
to indicate the times they will normally visit the APCM.

For which activities do you usually use the APCM sports grounds? — Multi-select question
for a range of anticipated uses. There will be another option where respondents can
specify any activities not listed.

Do you regularly use the APCM when dark at certain times of the year? — Yes / No radio
question that is used to filter the following question if not applicable to respondents.

How safe do you feel when using the APCM when dark? — This question will be measured

on a 5-point scale of how safe the APCM users feels with current facilities after dark. An
identical question will be asked later for the proposed relocated sports facilities.
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same 5-point scale responses as detailed in 4.18.9, however a new ‘Unknown’ option will
be available to respondents. This ‘unknown’ option will be explained to respondents as
being the option they should select if they feel that the development proposals do not
allow them to make an informed decision with regards to their likely level of satisfaction.
These responses, along with the N/A’s will be excluded from the analysis and highlighted
separately. This question will also assess satisfaction with regards to the pavilion
proposed, which will not be assessed for the current APCM, as the current pavilion is used
for storage only.

4.,18.12 How often are you likely to use the relocated sports facilities? — This question will be a
simple comparison to current usage; more, same, less than.

4.18.13 Would you be likely to use the relocated sports facilities when dark at certain times of the
year? —This is a repeat of question 4.18.7, but for the relocated sports facilities & will act
as a filter for the next question if applicable to respondents.

4.18.14 How safe do you think you will feel using the proposed sports facilities when dark? —
Again, this question will be measured on a 5-point scale of how safe the respondent
thinks they will feel when using the relocated facilities after dark. For this question there
is an ‘unknown’ option, respondents are to be advised to choose this option if they feel
the planning application provides insufficient details for them to provide an informed
opinion. The ‘'unknown’ responses will be separated during analysis and highlighted as
such.

4.18.15 At the end of the survey there will be a comments box for the respondent to state any
further opinion with regards to the current APCM facilities and the proposed relocation as
part of MC/22/0254. These responses will be tabulated and included alongside the
results. A word cloud will be used to highlight the frequency of words used in these
responses. The live version of this survey can be found in appendix11.
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use the mechanical clicker counter to assist with keeping a tally of APCM visitors.

Where volunteers are working as a team, they may divide the responsibility of counting APCM
users by each access route and submit a cumulative result.

For the 06:30 — 07:30 timeslot it was decided that any APCM users already present on the
APCM when the volunteers arrived would be counted. This is the only timeslot when this rule
applies.

At the end of each allotted timeslot, volunteers will record the total number of APCM visitors

on the Tally Sheet provided. Where two timeslots are covered by the same volunteer
consecutively, each hour will have the APCM visitor tally recorded separately.
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4.28 APCM Users need only be surveyed once over the whole week. This information is presented
on the information sheets and in the survey introduction text.

4.29 Volunteers will be trained not to provide any information themselves about the Trenport
Development & should direct APCM users to digest the information from the display boards
only, befare completing the questionnaire.

4.30 Volunteers can & should assist APCM users in accessing and completing the digital
questionnaire if they wish to do so. This can be done in the following ways:

4.30.1 For APCM Users with smart phones on them — Volunteers will direct the APCM users to
the QR code / weblink posters and inform them how to access the digital questionnaire.

4.30.2 For APCM Users without smart phones on them, but with access and skills enough to
complete the questionnaire independently — Volunteers, if willing, can use their own
smart phone, to read the questions to the APCM users & complete the questionnaire on
their behalf. OR volunteers can provide these APCM users with the QR/Weblink slips from
their pack, which gives the APCM users the links to access the digital questionnaire when
they get home.

4.30.3 For APCM Users without smart phones/PC/Technology skills — As above, volunteers can
help APCM users to complete the questionnaire using their own smart phone, if willing.
Or they can complete a paper questionnaire from within their pack. There is also the
option to provide the APCM user with a QR / Weblink slip, which has a telephone number
that the APCM user can contact for more help with completing the questionnaire.

4.31 All paper slips and paper questionnaires are to be returned to the collection location, where
they will be entered into the results and stored securely. Completed paper questionnaires can
be seen in Appendix 4.

10
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4.34 Itis anticipated that there may be a slight increase in APCM users over the first few days due
to the passionate opposition within the village, but it is unlikely that this will continue over the
full week and so should be easily identifiable.

11
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15.2 9.4 12.2 1335 /.b 1b.96 1711

Table 2: Resulting headcount from surveyed days at APCM, Church Street, Cliffe.

5.3

54

5.5

5.6

The following timeslots were not covered by a volunteer during the week due to volunteer
numbers; 09:30-10:30, 10:30-11:30, 13:30-14:30 & 14:30-15:00.

The total number of APCM visitors over the survey week was 1039.
In total, 59 QR Code/Weblink slips were given out across the survey week.
Weather conditions were recorded throughout the survey week & can be viewed in Appendix

6. A summary of the weather conditions as compared to the average for the time of year are
shown below in Figure 1.

12
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5.8.1

5.8.2

5.8.3

Monday 27/03/23 Temperatures were a little below average, but the strong winds
resulted in it feeling much cooler. There was no rain recorded, which is less than expected
for this time of year. The day was mostly overcast with some breaks of sunshine.

Tuesday 28/03/23 Again, temperatures were on the low end of normal for the time of
year, but the high winds resulted in it feeling much cooler. There was a slightly above
average amount of rain, which was mostly in the form of light showers, with some heavier

spells of rain in the afternoon.

Wednesday 29/03/23 Temperatures were slightly above expected but the high winds
resulted in it feeling cooler, at the lower end of expected. The rainfall was average for the

13
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Wednesday, as this mostly occurred overnight, the headcount figures were mostly unaffected.

It is expected that visitor numbers to the APCM sports ground would have a seasonal pattern,
with higher numbers in summer months compared to winter.

The APCM visitor numbers from Monday 27/03/23 were elevated, this was likely due to Cliffe
residents being interested in the Survey and the information available for them to review the
Trenport’s proposals. The visitor numbers for this day will be treated as an outlier.
Wednesday headcount figures are assumed to be a close representative of the weekday

average for Spring, as the weather conditions mostly reflect average conditions, although the
wind was still well above average. Wednesday's average headcount, and therefore the

15
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11 respondents uses multiple transport options.

Comparing this question to the responses from the previous question, shows that at least
some Cliffe residents use motor vehicles to access the APCM sports facilities. This could be for
several reasons; unsuitable walking distance &/or route to local sports facilities {e.g. from
Perry Hill}, inability to walk the distance to local sports facilities (e.g. due to disability or young
children) OR preference for APCM over more local sports facilities.

There were several APCM users who cycle to the sports facilities but there were no responses
for using a bus as a mode of transport. This is likely due to the low bus timetabled provision,

especially in the evenings which is set at only one bus per hour after 5pm up to shortly after
7pm. Bus timetable shown in Appendix 8.
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5.39 Including those entries incorrectly listed in 5.37, the results should look as Figure 13, below:

21
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5.50 The following spider charts illustrate the average satisfaction ratings by APCM users with N/A
responses shown separately. Satisfaction was rated as 1-5, with 1 being extremely unsatisfied
& 5 being Extremely satisfied. The centre of the spider diagram is equal to zero, therefore the
further out the datapoint from the centre, illustrates a higher level of satisfaction per
parameter queried.

5.51 The total number of responses per parameter were as follows: Location 211, Pedestrian Access
204, Vehicular Access 205, Parking 206, Lighting 207, Visibility/Safety 206, Sports
pitches/courts 204.

24
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Unsatisfied, 3 = Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied, 4 = Satisfied & 5 = Extremely Satisfied.

5.56 The average score for each category, rounded to 1d.p. was as follows: Location 4.6, Pedestrian
Access 4.7, Vehicular Access 4.0, Parking 3.8, Lighting 3.9, Visibility/Safety 4.3, Sports
pitches/courts 4.5.

5.57 The categories with the highest N/A results are likely due to the majority of APCM users
walking to their destination, as per 5.27. It should be noted that, of those who voted, APCM
users are on the whole satisfied with vehicular access and parking facilities as per figure 18,
and therefore it is unlikely the N/A responses were due to poor vehicular facilities.

5.58 It stands to reason that a survey of those who use the current APCM, will likely find the
facilities at least adequate, or they would have gone elsewhere and so would not been
surveyed. With this in mind, as a minimum, it would be expected that APCM users would rate
the facilities, as a whole, at least adequate on average (3 Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied),
with variations per category within that. The results achieved in this survey question, however,
show an extremely high level of satisfaction with all aspects of the current facilities, well
beyond 3 (Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied) for even the worst scoring parameters.

5.59 The following are the analysis of questions from the ‘Trenport Development Proposals -
Relocated Sports ground provision’ section of the questionnaire:

5.60 ‘How satisfied are you with the sport facilities proposed by Trenport? Where the planning
application has not provided details of provision, please select unknown.” *Multiple answer
select question on 5-point scale of satisfaction from Extremely Satisfied to Extremely
Unsatisfied. A N/A option was available to respondents who did not use the facilities in
question. An unknown option was also available for respondents who felt that the proposals as
outlined in the planning application &/or display board information did not allow them to
make an informed decision on how satisfied they feel*
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details proposed by Trenport. As MC/22/0254 is an outline planning application with access
being the only unreserved matter, there may be a degree of uncertainty for several of the
proposal parameters. The unknown responses have been excluded from the analysis of
satisfaction ratios but have instead been shown alongside N/A responses in figure 22.

5.65 The following spider charts illustrate the average satisfaction ratings by APCM users with
regards to the proposed relocated sports facilities by Trenport as part of planning application
MC/22/0254. The N/A responses and unknown responses are shown separately, Satisfaction
was rated as 1-5, with 1 being extremely unsatisfied & 5 being Extremely satisfied. The centre
of the spider diagram is equal to zero, therefore the further out the datapoint from the centre,
illustrates a higher level of satisfaction per parameter queried.
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a net decrease in total respondents between the two satisfaction questions by approximately 8
people (3.8%).

The negative change in N/A responses for parking & vehicular access suggests that those who
currently walk to the APCM sport ground, would now have to consider vehicular access and
parking to access the sports facilities.

The positive change in N/A responses may show that the respondent would choose not to
make use of the proposed relocated sports facilities or at least that parameter, and so this
category is no longer applicable to them. A good example of this is the change in N/A {5.67)
responses for lighting (+28), will likely indicate APCM users who will currently use the APCM
before dawn & after dusk, but will no longer do so for the relocated facilities (5.85).

Figure 22 also shows the number of Unknown responses from the APCM users surveyed. The
Unknown totals were as follows: Location 3, Pedestrian Access 6, Vehicular Access 17, Parking
16, Lighting 13, Visibility/Safety 9, Sports pitches/courts 12, Pavilion 46.

This shows a high level of uncertainty from respondents, particularly with regards to Vehicular
access, parking and the pavilion. This is likely due to insufficient detail provided within the
planning application MC/22/0254 and so consequently on the display board information
(Appendix 2)

The total of N/A & Unknown responses were as follows: Location 18 (9%), Pedestrian Access 14
(79%), Vehicular Access 34 (17%), Parking 34 (17%), Lighting 53 (27%), Visibility/Safety 32 (16%),
Sports pitches/courts 35 (18%), Pavilion 53 (27%).

For the proposed sports facilities, the two categories with the highest number of N/A and
Unknown responses were Lighting & Pavilion.

With the N/A & Unknown responses removed from satisfaction analysis, the remaining % of
respondents for each category were as follows: Location 91%, Pedestrian Access 93%,
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Extremely Unsatisfied, 2 = Unsatisfied, 3 = Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied, 4 = Satisfied & 5 =
Extremely Satisfied.

The average score for each category, rounded to 1d.p. was as follows: Location 1.5, Pedestrian
Access 1.7, Vehicular Access 1.6, Parking 1.6, Lighting 1.6, Visibility/Safety 1.6, Sports
pitches/courts 1.9, Pavilion 1.9.

For those categories tested for current APCM facilities, this shows a net change {5.56) as
follows: Location -3.1, Pedestrian Access -3.0, Vehicular Access -2.4, Parking -2.2, Lighting -2.3,
Visibility/Safety -2.7, Sports pitches/courts -2.6. So, as a minimum, there is a two satisfaction
rating decrease across all categories.

All categories show a significant net decrease in survey respondent satisfaction ratings, with
the largest differences for Location, pedestrian access & visibility/safety. It should be noted
that these 3 categories were those with the lowest number of total N/A & Unknown

responses, and therefore had the highest % of satisfaction rating responses (5.75) ranging from
84-93%. There is therefore a high level of confidence in these results.

Please tell us how often you would use the relocated sports facilities *Single answer select
question*

There were 199 respondents to this question and their responses are shown in Figure 23.
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In comparison to non-daylight safety for the current APCM (5.47), which was 4.7, there is a net
decrease in satisfaction of 2.6.

Is there anything else you wish to tell us about the APCM or the proposed sports facilities in
the Trenport Development? *Comments box for respondents to say whatever else they feel is
relevant to their survey response*

All responses to this question are visible in Appendix 9.

A word cloud of responses is visible in figure 27. This type of analysis increases the font size
based on the number of uses from all responses.
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6.1.2  As per the aim shown in 2.1.2 “To ascertain the thoughts and feelings of APCM sports
facility users with regards to the current facilities provided & those proposed as part of
the Trenport Development MC/22/0254” — The digital questionnaire had a good level of
completion by APCM users, with 199 completed from 223 started. The questions posed
within the survey have enabled a good |evel of analysis and robust controls make it likely
that this is a realistic representation of typical APCM user views, although it is
acknowledged that surveys are often completed by those with passionate opinions.

6.1.3 As per the aim shown in 2.2 “It is hoped that the survey could provide quantitative
measures of amenity provided to users of the current APCM facilities, as well as those
provided as part of the development.” — The survey has been extremely successful is
gathering quantitative measures of APCM user amenity, enabling a thorough analysis of
results. Less quantitative measures were also undertaken to allow APCM users to speak
freely about their use of the sports ground and their thoughts regarding planning
application MC/22/0254.

6.1.4  Asper the aim shown in 2.3 “The survey also aims to remain unbiased throughout to
ensure that respondents’ answers are not influenced by the Cliffe & Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group or their volunteers.” — All materials and training provided
were focused on remaining neutral, using information from planning application
MC/22/0254 to inform APCM users. Social media posts informing Cliffe residents about
the survey were also sufficiently neutral to not influence the results. There were no calls
made to the helpline (for those APCM users who needed assistance in completing the
questionnaire), suggesting that the volunteers were well trained &/or the materials
provided were simple enough to understand for all those who wished to complete the
questionnaire. Therefore, the aim of neutrality has likely been achieved to as a high
degree as possible.

6.2 With regards to assessing how successfully the survey achieved it’s aims, it would first be
useful to discuss flaws and then the strengths of the survey, followed by a corroboration
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the value for which was outside of the scope of this survey.

The responses to 5.33 of the digital questionnaire, shows that the gaps in timeslots for
the headcount fall within popular visiting times to the APCM sports ground. It is
therefore expected that all headcount data is a conservative estimate of actual figures.

Through analysis it was determined that the weekday average should be calculated from
the data most representative of an average day in early spring, namely Wednesday
29/03/23 (12.2 visitors per hour on a weekday). This was preferred to using the
measured average across the survey week (11.58 visitors per hour on a weekday) in
order to eliminate the effects of the outlying data and the unseasonable weather. It
should be noted that as per 5.12, this is still likely a conservative estimate of actual APCM
user numbers.

The weekend headcount data was consistent across both days and so the average of 230
APCM users over the 13.5 hours tallied, was thought to be reliable.

This would therefore make the indicative headcount survey for the whole week 1283,
with actual numbers likely to be higher as per 5.12

From 5.31, the questionnaire responses on frequency of use by APCM visitors, the
average was calculated to be 6.6 times for the 211 respondents. This equates to 1393
visits, a difference of 110 more than the average deduced from the headcount data. This
is a total difference of only 8%.

A difference of 110 across a whole week is within tolerable limits, especially considering
the gaps in headcount data as outlined above. This analysis lends greater confidence with
regards to the accuracy of results achieved through the digital questionnaire.

6.10 The survey method is believed to have been robust, resulting in reliable and accurate results.

This is best demonstrated in the cross referencing or results from headcount & questionnaire,
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facilities was approximately 180, but 163 for the proposed facilities.

6.13 The satisfaction ratings shown in figure 28 are in excess of the 150 survey responses expected
as a minimum & so are statistically relevant.

6.14 A satisfaction rating for the pavilion was not taken for current facilities & so this is set to zero
in the spider chart.

6.15 For those categories tested for current APCM facilities, this shows a net change (5.56) as
follows: Location -3.1, Pedestrian Access -3.0, Vehicular Access -2.4, Parking -2.2, Lighting -

2.3, Visibility/Safety -2.7, Sports pitches/courts -2.6. So, as a minimum, there is a two-
satisfaction rating decrease across all categories.
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Appendix b — yveatner Kecora
Appendix 7 — Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Neighborhood plan Census Data
Appendix 8 — Bus Timetable

Appendix 9 — Digital Questionnaire Data

Appendix 10 - QR Code/Weblink Survey Sheet

Appendix 11 — PDF Printout of Digital Survey
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emails/WhatsApp messages from Lu or the team.

As you can see, there are still a few time slots to fill...please encourage friends
and family to come forward to volunteer 1-2hours of their time.

Once again, thank you so much for volunteering your time to help with this
survey, it is much appreciated.

Many Thanks,
Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group
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Map Of Survey Material Distribution
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Any issues contact 07485939773 or leave a message on the
WhatsApp group.
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be accommodated in their own home. They are also needed to allow service providers
to make services available to people in Cliffe and Cliffe Woods Parish without the need
for them to travel.

Similarly, there are a limited number of leisure facilities in the Neighbourhood Plan
area, including allotments. Most residents must travel to Strood or Hoo to make use of
indoor sports facilities, e.g. for gym work and swimming. The NPPF 2 (para 8b and
91a) policies make it clear that social objectives, including health should be considered
in the planning of development into the future. These facilities offer opportunities and
provide for activities conducive to health, social interaction, well-being, and lifelong
learning.

*¥ National Planning Policy Framework 2019
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and then at the primary school.

Schools in the Parish go to Hoo for pupil swimming lessons.
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Potential Access
Routes to Relocated
Sport’s Facilities in
Cliffe, Kent

Analysis of Survey Responses from
residents of Cliffe regarding access routes
to the sports facilities proposed as part of
planning application MC/22/0254.
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route chosen, with over 50% of the available concerns selected on average for each route option
available. This suggests that although routes are selected, respondents have many concerns
about their selected access routes. These finding could be compared with the results of other
studies, but which are outside of the scope of this survey. Location was found to be the
predominant factor for all routes not selected, where at least 80% of all respondents selected
location as a concern. There were many other secondary reasons for non-selection of certain
routes, but these vary per selected route & so should be viewed as part of the whole data set.
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2.1.3 Toseeif age plays a significant role in the route favoured by residents when deciding their
access route to facilities.

2.1.4 To analyse all characteristics of concern for each of the main routes available to Cliffe
residents and to assess whether these concerns affect the overall route chasen.
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proposed to relocate most of the APCM sport facilities approximately 0.3 miles north, to the
north westerly edge of the village. This is an outline planning application with all matter
reserved except for access & so the access routes to the relocated facilities are worthy of
scrutiny.

The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development group (CCWRDG) have been vocal in their
opposition to the proposed development & are passionate in their belief that these proposals
do not meet villager needs. Many residents have raised their concerns with our group
regarding the relocation of the APCM sports facilities & the access routes suggested to these
facilities. This survey is to be undertaken to assess Cliffe residents’ thoughts, feelings, and
concerns as well as their needs and desires with regards to access. The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group have been transparent about their group aims but also will
remain neutral & unbiased in the presentation of information throughout this study, so that
responses can be reliable and accurate.

The following pages detail the method, results, analysis and conclusions from the survey. The
appendices at the end of this document will demonstrate all materials produced and
communications undertaken as part of the survey.
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4.3 The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods residents’ Development Group will be transparent about the group’s
aims, whilst also making clear the unbiased nature of the survey and equal treatment of all
responses.

4.4 The survey will have limited scope due to the short timescales as part of the planning inquiry
process. For that reason, the digital questionnaire will be shared via the CCWRDG mailing list
and a wide selection of local Facebook groups. It is acknowledged that this may have
implications with regards to the demographic of respondents, which will be discussed as part
of the conclusions. The anticipated impacts are outlines below:

4.4.1 The CCWRDG mailing list will include a higher proportion of residents that are against the
proposed development. Each member of the mailing list has joined the CCWRDG to be
kept informed about the groups aims and actions as well as general information about the
planning process. As part of the analysis, the number of opened links from the email
campaign (Appendix 2), will be reported as a proportion of the results. An email click
report will also be provided to demonstrate email reach (Appendix 7).

4.4.2  The digital questionnaire will be posted to 7 regional Facebook groups. The regional
Facebook groups will have seen previous posts from the CCWRDG, but the posts for the
survey will remain neutral & unbiased. The regional Facebook groups are expected to
obtain a fair representation of Cliffe residents views, although it is acknowledged, as with
most surveys, that responses will be garnered from those with passionate opinions
predominantly. All Facebook posts will be available in appendix 3.

4.4.3 The digital questionnaire will be posted to the CCWRDG Facebook group. This group
currently contains 763 members, predominantly from Cliffe. It is anticipated that most
members will be against the Trenport development, as per MC/22/0254, but it is also
expected that there are a proportion of members in the group who joined in order to be
kept informed of the progress of the development or to simply find out more about the
CCWRDG. All Facebook posts will be available in appendix 3.

4



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

4.6 The design for the digital questionnaire is outlined below, along with a brief explanation of the

purpose for each question.

4.6.1

4.6.2

463

4.6.4

4.6.5

4.6.6

At the start of the questionnaire there will be an introduction to the survey aims as well as
a description of the CCWRDG and their commitment to remain unbiased and treat
answers equally. There will also be a request for all respondents to answer honestly
throughout the questionnaire, in the interests of obtaining accurate results. Finally, there
will also be contact information for respondents should they wish to find out more about
the CCWRDG or the survey.

The first section of the questionnaire will be titled ‘About you’ and will contain the
following questions.

Do you live in Cliffe? This will be a yes/no radio question that functions as a filter. Only
those who select yes will progress to the rest of the questionnaire. Those who answer no
will be terminated from the survey. This is to ensure that only those who live within Cliffe
are surveyed, as they are the most likely to use the available sports facilities via walking or
cycling.

What is your age? This will be a single select radio question with a suitable selection of
age ranges available. Through this question it is hoped that some analysis can be achieved
as to the routes taken based on the anticipated needs of certain demographics.

Which street do you live on? This question will be a single select radio question from the
full range of streets in Cliffe. This will be a key question as it will enable a per street
analysis of preferred routes as well as other parameters.

The next section will be titled ‘Please review the access information to Trenport's
relocated sports facilities below’ and will provide an information display of the Trenport
proposals in terms of access to the new sports facilities. Details for the information

5
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4.6.9

4.6.10

4.6.11
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to use the facilities or not. The scope of this survey was to assess the access needs of
respondents & so the phraseology of this question was carefully considered to direct
respondent to focus on their access needs only.

Can you access the current APCM sports ground without use of a motor vehicle? This
will be a single select Yes/No radio question and is simply for assessing the proportion of
respondents who can currently access the APCM sports facilities but will no longer be able
to do so without the use of a motor vehicle.

Which access route would you be most likely to take to the relocated sports ground?
This will be a single select Radio question with each of the 4 available access routes
available. The information shown as per 4.6.6 (Appendices 4) will also be viewable again
here to ensure all respondents are able to make an informed choice about their preferred
route. The response to this question will take the respondent to the specific version of the
questions outlines below.

You have chosen route X (Route X description), do you have any concerns about this
access route? This will be a multi-select question, where respondents can show all
applicable concerns they may have for their preferred route. This question is designed to
show suitability of routes, even though selected as the preferred route.

What are the reasons for you not choosing route Y {Route Y description as applicable)?
This will be a multi-select question for respondents to choose as many of the listed
reasons as available for the relevant route A-D not selected. A suitable selection of
parameters that might affect a resident’s route choice will be given. It was decided that
an ‘other’ option should not be given as this can often lead to repetitious selections or
issues unrelated to access being submitted, therefore reducing the quality of relevant
data achieved. This question is repeated 3 times, one for each route not selected as the
preferred access route.
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All no respondents, a total of 48, were directed to the Survey termination page as being
outside of the scope for the survey. All yes respondents, a total of 330, were directed to the

next question.

What is your age? *Single response question with suitable age brackets provided. This was not
a compulsory question®

10



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

11



5.11.2

5113

Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

Don’t want to say (respondent 101690008) — this respondent wanted their street address
to remain private, however, they also chose to stop the survey at this point. Their prior
questions are considered valid for analysis purposes.

Oakleigh Grove {respondent 101660902) - this is a road in Cliffe Woods & sa itis unclear
how the respondent reached this stage of the questionnaire. This respondent answered
25-34 years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average respondent age in
shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the effect of their
responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis. It should also be noted that this
street is part of a new housing development within Cliffe Woods & so the respondent is
not likely to be anti-development. This likely shows that the methods of distribution for

10
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respondent age is shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the
effect of their responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis.

5.11.6 Mead Wall (respondent 101657182) — Mead wall is a street in Cliffe, that runs around the
RSPB Cliffe pools. At the time of survey design, Mead Wall was thought not to contain any
residential properties, but the CCWRDG have since been informed that this is incorrect.
The responses to all survey questions from this respondent are deemed to be accurate
and will remain included for analysis.

5.11.7 Station Road {respondent 101555509) — This is a road within Cliffe that was available for
selection & so use of the other option is deemed to be user error. This response will be
treated as part of the per street analysis for Station Road & all other responses are
deemed to be factual and relevant.

5.11.8 Thames View, Cliffe Woods {respondent 101554003 - this respondent identifies as being
from Cliffe Woods & so it is unclear how they reached this stage of the questionnaire. This
respondent answered 65-74 years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average
respondent age is shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the
effect of their responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis.

5.11.9 The re-calculated average age following the methodology outlined in 5.8 & removing the
non-valid responses highlighted above is still 54 years, from a total of 298 respondents.

5.12 At this point in the survey, respondents were shown an information sheet for the Trenport
proposals as part of planning application MC/22/0254. This information sheet focuses
specifically on the relocated sports facilities and the access routes proposed.

5.13 If you had to go to the Trenport replacement sports ground, would you be able to do this
without the use of a motor vehicle? *Single answer select question in the form of a Yes/No
radio*.

11

13



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

14



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

15



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

5.20 You have chosen route A (Along Buttway Lane), do you have any concerns about this access
route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question*

5.20.1 From 5.16, 39% or 68 respondents selected route A, Along Buttway Lane, to access the

relocated sports facilities.

5.20.2 There were 3 respondents who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the
following results were from a total of 65 respondents.

5.20.3 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access
route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed.

14
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5.20.20 Figure 17 below shows the responses as per 5.20.19 as a percentage & as an average
across all 3 non-chosen routes. The total respondents figure used to calculate the
average was 52, as per 5.20.7.

19

21



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

chosen access route as per 5.16.

5.22 You have chosen route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway), do
you have any concerns about this access route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question*

5.22.1 From 5.16, 18.9% or 33 respondents selected route B, from Higham road, up the
proposed new pedestrian/cycleway, to access the relocated sports facilities.

5.22.2 There were 2 respondents who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the
following results were from a total of 31 respondents.

5.22.3 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access
route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed.
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5.22.15 Following on from 5.22.11 there were no further dropouts from the survey & so the
total number of respondents was 27.

5.22.16 A total of 83 concerns were selected, which is an average of 3.1 concerns per

respondent.
5.22.17 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Location /

Distance (24, 28.9%), Poor Lighting {12, 14.5%) & a four-way tie between Walking
surfaces, Remoteness / poor public visibility, Lack of pavement & vehicular traffic (10,

12.1%).
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Figure 26: Bar chart to show the concerns selected for each non-chosen route, on average as a
percentage of total respondents (for the respondents who selected B - From Higham road, up the
proposed new pedestrian/cycleway as their chosen route).

5.22.19 For those who selected route B as their chosen route, on average 90.1% of all
respondents highlighted location as a reason for not selecting each of the routes A, C &
D. This very high response rate suggests that location &/or distance was the major
driving factor to route suitahility.

5.22.20 Common secondary factors for not selecting routes A, C & D were Vehicular traffic
(53.1%), Poor lighting (43.2%) & Lack of pavement (38.3%).
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Behaviour visibility

Figure 30: Bar chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new
pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route A.

5.24.8 Following on from 5.24 there was one further dropout from the survey and so the total
number of responses was 7.

5.24.9 A total of 28 concerns were selected, which is an average of 4.0 concerns per
respondent.
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ariving 1actor 1o route suitaninty.

5.24.21 Within this cohort there were high response rates to several other concerns as well.
Secondary factors for not selecting routes A, B & D were; Poor lighting (71.4%), Lack of
Pavement (66.7%), Vehicular traffic (61.9%), Remoteness / Poor public visibility (57.1%),
Walking surfaces (47.6%) & Area of Antisocial behaviour (38.1%).

5.24.22 The high number of secondary factors for not choosing routes A, B & D, would suggest
that for all respondents, their choice of route C was due to limited suitable options.

5.24.23 It should be noted that there were only 7 respondents who chose access route C, which
means that the confidence in the statistical relevance of results is low.

5.25 The following results within 5.26 are for those respondents who selected route D as their
chosen access route as per 5.16.

5.26 You have chosen route D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of
Way), do you have any concerns about this access route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select
question®

5.26.1 From 5.16, 37.1% or 65 respondents selected route D, between the properties on
Church Steet to the Public Right of Way, to access the relocated sports facilities.

5.26.2 There was 1 respondent who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the
following results were from a total of 64 respondents.
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5.26.15 Following on trom 5.26.11 there were no turther dropouts from the survey, which
means that there was a total of 53 respondents.

5.26.16 A total of 126 concerns were selected, which is an average of 2.4 concerns per
respondent.

5.26.17 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were
Location/Distance (42, 33.3%) & a two-way tie between Poor lighting & Vehicular traffic
(16, 12.7%).

38

40



Cliffe and Cliffe Woods
Residents Development Group

5.27 Is there anything else you'd like to tell us about the access to the relocated sports ground?
*Comments box for free responses*

5.27.1 Word cloud responses per route are shown below. All responses can be found in
appendix 7.
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D - Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way.
5.30 The following table shows the number of respondents per street, as identified during 5.9, for

each of the routes selected. Each residential street option available during question 5.9 is

visible within the data, even if no responses were received. The miles for each route option are
also shown.
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6.1.3

6.14
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Responses were successfully limited to pedestrian and cycle access only.

As per 2.1.2 aim ‘To compare the non-vehicular access routes selected by residents to see
which parameters are the predominant driving factor with regards to route choice in
order to access sports facilities.! — The questionnaire design has enabled a robust
analysis of the route choices by Cliffe residents in terms of the practicalities of accessing
sports facilities if relocated as per MC/22/0254. The filtering questions ahout pedestrian
and cycle access have kept all data relevant.

As per 2.1.3 aim ‘To see if age plays a significant role in the route favoured by residents
when deciding their access route to facilities’ — This aim has been somewhat achieved,
but there is scope for further work & analysis. The average age has been calculated for
all respondents as well as for certain cohorts. It does not appear that age is a
determining factor for route choice, however it is not possible to ascertain if it is a
secondary consideration based on the limited information available.

As per 2.1.4 ‘Te analyse oll characteristics of concern for each of the main routes
available to Cliffe residents and to assess whether these concerns affect the overali route
chosen’ — This aim has been successfully achieved for all chosen & non-chasen routes.
Analysis was also possible for each cohort of chosen routes and for all of the non-chosen
routes. This has enabled a more in-depth analysis of the general concerns or parameters
that drive route choices.

With regards to assessing how successfully the survey achieved it’s aims, it would first be

useful to discuss flaws and then the strengths of the survey, followed by a summary of the

findings from all survey result analysis.
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UBTUL VI U3 TS UL, WE IS S AU T WIS HUEHUGT U1 LSS 61 URLIUIT 1D SEIGLISU au uas a
whole cohort and so it can be assumed that those with the highest rating will be considered
the more important parameters across the whole group.

As per 4.6.7 phraseology of question, designed to focus the respondent on access needs, not
desire to access. This fact should be applied to all chosen routes, as this does not necessarily
mean that respondents would use the chosen route or that they would make use of the
relocated facilities. Cliffe residents’ thoughts and feeling with regards to the relocated facilities
and outside the scope of this survey.

It was a flaw in the survey that a follow-up question was not asked to ascertain why
respondents could not access the new facilities at 5.14. If time allowed, it would be desirable
to investigate these reasons alongside the age demographic per chosen route.

It was hoped that a per street analysis would have provided a much more in depth analysis for
determining route choice or non-choice by respondents. However, once the pool of
respondents had been split by street & then again by route choice, the respondent numbers
were too low to have any confidence in the data and analysis achievable. It was determined
that focusing on per-route analvsis was the most effective for the scone of this survev.
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TESUILS d> IUHUWST

Route # of respondents | % of respondents

A - Along Buttway Lane 68 38.9%

B - From Higham rolad, up the proposed new 13 18.9%
pedestrian/cycleway

C - Through the Western Church Street
Development to the new 9 5.1%
pedestrian/cycleway

D - Between the properties on Church Steet
to the Public Right of Way

65 37.1%

Table 3: Summary of route choice results.
6.13 For the positively selected route choices, the average figure of concerns selected per

respondent gives an indication of how comfortable residents feel with the route choices
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6.16 Below are summarised the cumulative responses for non-chosen routes as per each chosen
route cohort. This reveals the concerns for each non-chosen route by the sub-section of
respondents that selected routes A-D as their chosen access:

6.16.1

6.16.2

6.16.3

6.16.4

For cohort A (Along Buttway Lane selected as chosen route) common secondary factors,
as per 5.20.22, for not selecting routes B-D were; Lack of pavement (35.9%) & Walking
surfaces (34.0%).

For cohort B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) Common
secondary factors, as per 5.22.20, for not selecting routes A, C & D were Vehicular traffic
(53.1%), Poor lighting (43.2%) & Lack of pavement (38.3%).

For cohort C (Through the Western Church Street Development to the new
pedestrian/cycleway) common secondary factors, as per 5.24.21, for not selecting
routes A, B & D were; Poor lighting (71.4%), Lack of Pavement (66.7%), Vehicular traffic
(61.9%), Remoteness / Poor public visibility (57.1%), Walking surfaces (47.6%) & Area of
Antisocial behaviour (38.1%).

For cohort D {Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way)
Common secondary factors, as per 5.26.19, for not selecting routes A-C were; Poor
lighting (45.3%), Lack of pavement (41.5%), Remoteness/poor public visibility { 40.3%) &
Vehicular traffic (40.3%).

6.17 Cumulative responses for each non-chosen route reveal the suitability of each access route
option, across the whole survey sample. Results are detailed below as percentages of
respondents to ensure a fair comparison.
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ot a motor vehicle. A total ot 2 /9 respondents answered question 5.13.
6.20 Following on from 5.13, eliminated respondents were asked if they could access the current
APCM sports facilities without the use of a monitor vehicle (5.14). A total of 28% of all 279

respondents selected yes. This means that an estimated 28% of current APCM users are likely
to be unable to access sports facilities without the use of a motor vehicle.
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APPENaIX b — CLYWRDG IVIAIING LIST survey emall CliCK report,

Appendix 7 — QuestionPro Dashboard Report for Access survey.
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Route A
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Route B
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Route C
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Route D
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All Routes
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