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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of this Document

1.1.1

Royal HaskoningDHV was appointed in January 2019 by Otford Parish Council to develop a
20mph scheme for Otford Village.

1.1.2

Following a period of analysis, assessment and co-ordination with Kent County Council, explained
briefly in Section 1.6, a traffic management scheme has been developed for further consultation.
It should be noted that the consultation scheme does not have the approval of Kent County Council
at this stage.

1.1.3

The purpose of this document is to report on responses to the public consultation carried out
between the end of November 2019 and 26th January 2020.

1.1.4

The consultation generated some 70+ responses which raised a range of issues, concerns and
suggestions.

1.1.5

The report provides a brief background to the scheme and its evolution. A summary of consultation
responses is provided with brief commentary on the main issues raised. The principle of
introducing traffic management measures to Otford to reduce speeds has been previously
established in a study carried out by the Parish Council in 2018 1. This report therefore does not
count supporters or objectors but concentrates on the issues raised in responses made by
residents. The report seeks to offer a brief explanation for the various elements of the scheme
related to the points raised by respondents to the consultation.

1.1.6

A draft version of the report has been reviewed and commented on by Otford Parish Council.
Many of the comments raised repeat issues raised by consultees. Where relevant additional
points have been made, these have been included and where appropriate a response provided.

1.1.7

Responses have still to be received from the emergency services and local bus operators. In view
of the current Covid-19 emergency, it is anticipated that it may be difficult to secure responses in
the near future. Responses will, however be required before a scheme can be finalised.

1.1.8

The report recommends further development of the scheme to reflect responses to the
consultation.

1.2

Scheme Objectives

1.2.1

Otford Parish Council wishes to introduce a 20mph zone in the centre of Otford. The need for the
scheme has been identified over a period of time as traffic speeds have increased. There is a
growing belief amongst many residents that traffic speeds in Otford are inappropriate for the
village.

1.2.2

In 2017 the Parish Council initiated a process to study and identify a way of dealing with
inappropriate traffic speeds in the village. The resulting Traffic Management Report and Traffic
Strategy [1] outlined over 50 recommendations to improve pedestrian safety, congestion, parking
and local traffic issues, including new footway infrastructure. Recommendation 4.1 proposed an
area wide 20mph zone encompassing the village centre and radial approach roads:
•

1

High Street Pond to Rye Lane;

Otford Parish Council, “Traffic Management Report and Traffic Strategy Report September 2017 - August 2018,” 2018.
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•
•
•
•
•

Pilgrims Way West (Rye Lane to Telston Lane);
Station Road (Pond to Pilgrims Way East);
Shoreham Road (Pilgrims Way East to Hillydeal Road);
Pilgrims Way East (to Otford boundary including Row Dow); and
Sevenoaks Road (Pond to Beadles Garage).

1.3

Consultants Scope

1.3.1

Royal HaskoningDHV was appointed by Otford Parish Council in January 2019 to develop
proposals for a 20mph zone for Otford.

1.3.2

For the purpose of this appointment, Royal HaskoningDHV has concentrated solely on the
measures required to achieve a 20mph zone which is acceptable to Kent County Council. Through
discussion with Kent County Council, where the introduction of a 20mph speed limit is not
achievable, speed reducing measures have been developed to reinforce existing speed limits in
the village.

1.3.3

In response to the consultation, residents have raised many issues associated with the movement
of traffic, delay, congestion, pedestrians and cyclists in the village. Whilst many of these issues
are valid and relevant to safe movement in the village, if they do not relate directly to the objectives
of this particular study then they have not been considered.

1.4

Design Approach to Scheme

1.4.1

The design approach to the scheme seeks to utilise the most appropriate standards and guidelines
available to create a speed reduction scheme which is effective but sympathetic to the roads and
environment in which it is placed. The design approach uses the principle that road geometry and
visibility can be used to influence vehicle speeds. As some respondents to the consultation have
noted, vehicle speeds are related to the environment through which vehicles are passing. In
simple terms, drivers will travel faster on wide, straight roads with visibility over long distances.
Conversely drivers will travel more slowly on narrower, bendier roads with visibility over shorter
distances. Sometimes known as “psychological traffic calming”, measures are proposed which
seek to influence driver perception of the environment they are in. This allows an approach which
avoids a proliferation of road humps and bumps collectively known as vertical deflections, although
there are instances when these techniques can be usefully deployed.

1.4.2

A number of standards and guidelines are relevant to the design of traffic management measures.
The overarching national design standard for highway design is the Design Manual for Road and
Bridges (DMRB) 2. DMRB is a suite of documents which contains requirements and advice relating
to works on motorway and all-purpose trunk roads for which one of the Overseeing Organisations
is the highway or road authority. DMRB provides requirements and advice resulting from research,
practical experience of constructing and operating motorway and all-purpose trunk roads, and
from delivering compliance to legislative requirements.

1.4.3

DMRB adopts a particular approach to design where in general traffic speed and volume
requirements influence design solutions. Whilst appropriate for motorways and trunk roads,
DMRB is recognised as being less appropriate for urban environments where space is more
constrained and interactions with other road users change in nature and become more common.

2

Highways England, “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges”.
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1.4.4

As a response to the difficulties sometimes encountered with the use of DMRB in more constrained
urban environments alternative design guidance has been developed. For the Otford Traffic
Management Scheme, as an overall approach, the design follows advice provided in Manual for
Streets (MfS) 3 and Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2) 4. MfS amongst its principles promotes “Applying
a user hierarchy to the design process with pedestrians at the top”, striking a locally appropriate
balance between the needs of different user groups, recognising that traffic capacity will not always
be the primary consideration in designing streets, “Moving away from hierarchies of standard road
types based on traffic flows and/or the number of buildings served”.

1.4.5

In terms of MfS applicability, MfS2 advises that “…as a starting point for any scheme affecting
non-trunk roads, designers should start with Manual for Streets.” Recognising that some roads
may operate at a more strategic level, MfS recommends that the key principles of MfS are borne
in mind if using the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB). This is particularly relevant to
the treatment of the A225 through Otford.

1.4.6

The approach adopted is that MfS is applicable throughout the current 30mph zone in Otford and
is consistent with MfS2 advice “The application of MfS advice to all 30mph speed limits as a
starting point is in keeping with MfS1”.

1.4.7

Kent County Council has its own policies, standards and guidance developed to include a local
context and requirements for highway design. Most relevant to this scheme is “Using Traffic
Calming to Manage Speed in Kent” 5.

1.4.8

As well as design standards and guidance, there are numerous legislative documents which relate
to traffic and speed management, including inter alia The Highways Act 1980 6, the Traffic Calming
Act 1992 7 and the Highways (Road Humps) Regulations 1999 8.

1.5

Design Development

1.5.1

Royal HaskoningDHV has worked with the Parish Council and Kent County Council highways
officers to develop a scheme that would be effective in reducing speeds and be acceptable to Kent
County Council.

1.5.2

From a starting point of introducing the village wide 20mph zone envisaged by the Parish Council
in Section 1.1, a scheme has evolved which, due to national and local guidance and policy
proposes a reduced 20mph zone along with measures to encourage greater compliance with
30mph speed limits.

1.5.3

National policy on speed limits (Department for Transport circular 01/2013, Setting Local Speed
Limits 9) expects 20mph speed limit zones to be self-enforcing and not reliant on enforcement by
Police. Furthermore, the introduction of 20mph speed limits where mean speeds are in excess of
24mph is unlikely to result in compliance with the 20mph limit through signing alone, suggesting
that traffic calming measures are required.

3

Department for Transport, “Manual for Streets,” 2007.
Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation, “Manual for Streets 2 Wider Application of the Principles,” 2010.
5
Kent County Council, “Using Traffic Calming to Manage Speed in Kent,” 2006.
6
UK Parliament, “The Highways Act,” 1980.
7
UK Parliament, “The Traffic Calming Act,” 1992.
8
UK Parliament, “The Highways (Road Humps) Regulations,” 1999.
9
Department for Transport, “Circular 01/2013 Setting Local Speed Limits,” 2013.
4
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1.5.4

As mean speeds on all of the roads listed in paragraph 1.2.2, with the exception of High Street
are in excess of 24mph and on the A225 in excess of 30mph, signing a 20mph zone alone would
not achieve the expected reduction in speed. Traffic calming measures would therefore be
required to reduce mean speeds to 24mph or less.

1.5.5

Kent County Council policy5 does not permit the installation of vertical deflections (i.e. speed
humps or raised tables) on A or B class roads. It is therefore only possible to install traffic calming
measures that do not have vertical deflections on the A225. It is unlikely that any measures
proposed would reduce traffic speeds from in excess of 30mph to 24mph or less, therefore a
20mph limit for the A225 is not a realistic proposition.

1.5.6

In 2019, Kent County Council reviewed its policy relating to 20mph limits and introduced a
programme of allowing a limited number of trials for 20mph limits where mean speeds were
between 24mph and 28mph 10. Pilgrims Way East has mean speeds between 24mph and 28mph
and is therefore a candidate for inclusion in the trial programme. The introduction of further
measures on Pilgrims Way East, along with a 20mph limit has potential to reduce mean speeds
to 24mph or less.

1.5.7

As a consequence of the various policy constraints and with the benefit of advice from Kent County
Council, the initial village-wide 20mph zone proposal was modified to include;
•
•
•
•
•

•
1.5.8

10

A 20mph zone for the High Street from the Pond to Rye Lane;
Measures to encourage greater compliance with existing 30mph speed limit on Pilgrims
Way West (Rye Lane to village gateway);
Measures to encourage great compliance with existing 30mph speed limit on Station
Road (Pond to Pilgrims Way East);
Measures to encourage greater compliance with existing 30mph speed limit on
Shoreham Road (Pilgrims Way East to village gateway);
Measures to encourage great compliance with existing 30mph speed limit on Pilgrims
Way East (to Otford boundary including Row Dow) with a view to future introduction of a
20mph limit post implementation if speed reduction is achieved;
Measures to encourage great compliance with existing 30mph speed limit on Sevenoaks
Road (Pond to Beadles Garage);

These proposals were the subject of the public consultation, with plans included at Appendix A.

Kent County Council, “20mph - policy review - Decision No. N/A,” 24 May 2019
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2

Consultation and Engagement

2.1

Previous Consultation and Engagement

2.1.1

Otford Parish Council has carried out extensive engagement with local residents and highways
officers at Kent County Council over many years.

2.1.2

In 1999, a petition for traffic calming in the High Street led to a trial scheme being implemented.
Whilst many residents were in favour of speed reductions, agreement could not be reached on the
measures to be introduced and subsequently a scheme based on speed cushions was rejected.

2.1.3

In 2001 a consultation exercise was held for the Parish Plan. The consultation showed that a
large majority of respondents were concerned about traffic speeds and were in favour of a 20mph
speed limit for the village.

2.1.4

A petition supporting a 20mph zone for the village was raised in 2015. Kent County Council
declined to consider the introduction of a 20mph zone as traffic speeds in the village and in
particular Pilgrims Way East were too high. The council were of the view that traffic calming
measures required to reduce speeds to a level consistent with the introduction of a 20mph zone
were not suitable for Pilgrims Way East.

2.1.5

In 2017-2018, Otford Parish Council undertook early engagement on a Traffic Management Study1
which gained widespread support for a 20mph limit for Otford. In response to the study, a petition
with over 1200 signatures was received in support of the measures proposed.

2.1.6

A further informal public consultation was undertaken by Otford Parish Council from 3rd November
to 9th December 2018 11 on proposals being considered by the Traffic Management Working Party
to improve road safety. Responses received from over 50% of households in Otford showed
significant support for reducing traffic speeds in the village.

2.2

January 2020 Consultation

2.2.1

Since the production of the Parish Council’s report in 2018, Royal HaskoningDHV has been
appointed to develop designs for the 20mph scheme. The scheme proposals are included at
Appendix A.

2.2.2

In December 2019, the Parish Council initiated a further round of consultation, inviting local
residents, schools, shops, businesses, emergency services and local bus operators to provide
comments on the scheme proposals.

2.2.3

This report presents a summary of the consultation responses with a brief commentary on the
main issues raised.

11

Otford Parish Council, “Public Consultation Results - Otford Traffic Management Proposals,” 2018.
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3

General Comments

3.1

Presentation of Consultation Material

3.1.1

One respondent has objected to the scheme being promoted as a 20mph zone with no other
alternatives. Section 2 explains the history of the scheme, including reference to reports which
have considered alternative measures in the past. The scheme is currently presented with 20mph
speed limits proposed for some roads and speed reduction measures to encourage greater
compliance with existing 30mph speed limits on other roads.

3.2

Availability and Accuracy of Information

3.2.1

Some respondents raised concerns over the information contained on the consultation drawings.
A small number of respondents thought that the information on the drawings was difficult to read
and that it was difficult to find information on the drawings. The large majority of respondents seem
to have been able to read and find the information they needed for their responses.

3.2.2

Some respondents raised concern that not all properties on Shoreham Road were shown. The
Ordnance Survey mapping did not include all of the properties on Shoreham Road. Additional
mapping has been purchased which includes the missing properties.

3.2.3

Some respondents thought that information was missing from the drawing in Shoreham Road and
High Street. The three drawings included for Shoreham Road clearly show all of the measures
proposed between the existing village gateway and the junction with Pilgrims Way East.

3.2.4

A small section of High Street (@6m) is not covered on drawing PB8155-RHD-GE-SW-DR-Z0102. The section does not contain any proposals, the plans will be adjusted to include this short
section.

3.3

20mph Zone Legal Status

3.3.1

One respondent believed that applying a 20mph speed limit is unlawful. Government guidance9
confirms that highway authorities can legally apply 20mph limits.

3.4

Enforcement

3.4.1

A number of comments relating to enforcement were received, summarised as;
•
•
•
•

Existing speed limits are not enforced;
Use speed cameras or average speed cameras to enforce 30mph limit;
Why have VMS signs not been considered;
Who will monitor 20mph limit;

3.4.2

Enforcement of existing speed limits is the responsibility of the Police. This report does not include
any consideration of the effectiveness of current levels of enforcement, however it concurs in
general terms that greater enforcement of speed limits would be beneficial. The approach adopted
by the Otford Traffic Management scheme is to introduce measures that would encourage drivers
to comply with existing or proposed speed limits.

3.4.3

It is assumed that comments made on speed cameras relate to static, permanent installations.
The installation of speed (safety) cameras in Kent is managed by the Kent and Medway Safety
Camera Partnership. The Partnership has adopted a set of national criteria for the installation of
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cameras 12. In the case of Otford, the criteria for the installation of safety cameras is understood
not to be met.
3.4.4

It is assumed that comments made on Variable Message Signs (VMS) relate to static, permanent
installations. VMS can play a useful role in providing information to drivers where they are used to
reinforce existing signing, not replace it. Kent County Council takes the view that VMS signs
should only be installed where crash problems associated with inappropriate speed have not been
remedied by standard signing or other measures. In the case of Otford, the traffic management
scheme is the “standard” approach to resolving speed problems, so the criteria for the installation
of VMS is understood to not be currently met.

3.4.5

Static safety cameras and VMS installations are relatively expensive measures which due to their
fixed locations can have a limited impact in the context of an area-wide scheme. The Otford Traffic
Management Scheme seeks to achieve a wider impact on vehicle speeds than could be achieved
through fixed safety cameras and VMS installations.

3.4.6

20mph speed limits will not be actively enforced by the Police, they therefore need to be designed
to be self-enforcing. Traffic management measures are required to create an environment where
drivers will comply with the speed limit.

3.5

Traffic Calming – Delays and Congestion

3.5.1

A number of respondents expressed concern that introducing traffic management measures would
make existing congestion and delays worse.

3.5.2

It is important to bear in mind that the objective of the scheme is speed reduction. The scheme
was not conceived and does not seek directly to address the issue of the volume of traffic passing
through Otford. The measures proposed however should provide some deterrence to “rat-running”
traffic and encourage traffic to travel on strategic routes.

3.5.3

The measures proposed are intended to be effective under free-flowing traffic conditions. In slow
moving traffic, most measures will not have any effect on congestion.

3.5.4

The measures seek to encourage more consistent vehicle speeds. Having vehicles travel at lower,
but more consistent speeds would increase, not reduce capacity.

3.6

Gateways

3.6.1

Some respondents were of the view that gateways are ineffective. Questions were also raised
about maintenance of gateways.

3.6.2

Gateways area useful feature to inform drivers that they are entering an area which has different
conditions to those they have been travelling through. For the Otford Traffic Management scheme,
gateways form part of a package of measures proposed to encourage lower speeds. It is
considered useful to have a clear statement that the driving environment is changing on entry to
the area covered by the scheme.

3.6.3

Gateways need to be obvious and conspicuous. As well as being appropriately designed, it is
important that gateways are properly maintained so that they remain clear and obvious to

12
Department for Transport, “Handbook of Rules and Guidance for the National Safety Camera Programme for England and Wales
for 2006/07,” 2006.
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approaching drivers. As highway features, the maintenance of gateways is the responsibility of
Kent County Council.

3.7

20mph Zone

3.7.1

A number of respondents have questioned the extents of the 20mph zones proposed and why
some roads in the village are no longer proposed to have 20mph limits applied.

3.7.2

Initial proposals to reduce vehicle speeds in Otford were based on the introduction of a 20mph
zone covering the village centre and approach roads. Criteria set by government9 requires mean
speeds on roads to be designated with a 20mph speed limit to be less than 24mph. If speeds are
not less than 24mph, then traffic calming measures are required to bring speeds down to 24mph
or less.

3.7.3

Current Kent County Council policy5 is to only consider roads with mean speeds of less than
24mph for 20mph limits. Under a recent policy review11, roads with speeds of between 24mph
and 28mph may be considered for a 20mph trial, subject to a suitably designed traffic calming
scheme being introduced.

3.7.4

These policy constraints will not permit the initial village-wide 20mph proposal to be implemented.
That does not, however mean that measures should not be introduced to reduce vehicle speeds
in Otford and the following sections describe the principles behind the current proposals.
A225 – Shoreham Road, Station Road, Sevenoaks Road

3.7.5

In the case of the A225 following Shoreham Road, Sevenoaks Road and Station Road, mean
speeds are in excess of 30mph. Kent County Policy5 does not permit vertical deflections on A or
B class roads, therefore measures that can be applied to reduce speeds are limited. In considering
the measures that can be applied to the A225 to reduce speeds, at the time of installation the
package of measures proposed would be unlikely to reduce speeds to below 28mph, the level
below which an 20mph limit could be considered.

3.7.6

Traffic management measures for the A225, including Shoreham Road, Station Road and
Sevenoaks Road are therefore designed to encourage greater compliance with the existing 30mph
speed limit. Should future speed monitoring demonstrate speed has fallen to below 28mph, then
the roads may qualify for inclusion in the Kent County Council 20mph trial scheme.
High Street

3.7.7

Mean speeds on the High Street are below 24mph and therefore a 20mph speed limit is proposed
between the Rye Lane junction and the Pond. Rye Lane was chosen as the western extent of the
20mph zone as it marks the point where the character of Pilgrims Way West changes from a more
open, rural aspect to a narrower, village centre aspect.
Pilgrims Way West

3.7.8

26/03/2020

Mean speeds on Pilgrims Way West, west of Rye Lane are in excess of 30mph, hence the 20mph
limit proposed for the High Street cannot be extended further west. Traffic management measures
for Pilgrims Way West are therefore designed to encourage greater compliance with the existing
30mph speed limit. Should future speed monitoring demonstrate speed has fallen to below
28mph, then the road may qualify for inclusion in the Kent County Council 20mph trial scheme.
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Pilgrims Way East
3.7.9

Mean speeds on Pilgrims Way East between Row Dow and Shoreham Road are between 24mph
and 28mph. This potentially qualifies the road as a candidate for Kent County Council’s 20mph
trial programme. Measures have been proposed that, in conjunction with a 20mph limit should
encourage compliance with the 20mph limit.

3.7.10

Mean speeds to the east of Row Dow are around 30mph making the road unsuitable for the
extension of the proposed 20mph limit.

3.7.11

Some respondents expressing support for a 20mph limit do not support the introduction of traffic
calming measures. Roads with 20mph speed limits are expected to be self-enforcing. In most
instances where mean speeds are in excess of 20mph, traffic calming measures will be required
to reduce vehicle speeds.

3.8

Vertical Deflections

3.8.1

Some respondents have expressed a preference for more widespread use of vertical deflections,
i.e. road humps and raised tables. Kent County Council policy does not allow the use of vertical
deflections on A or B class roads.

3.8.2

The Highways (Road Hump) Regulations 19998 require lighting of road humps if not part of a
20mph zone. Lighting of roads with more rural aspects such as Pilgrims Way West to allow the
introduction of vertical deflections was not considered to be appropriate.

3.9

Mini Roundabouts

3.9.1

A number of comments were received on the inclusion of mini-roundabouts. Comments related
to specific sites are addressed in Sections 4 to 9 below.

3.9.2

General observations are summarised as;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Not Kent County Council policy to use roundabouts for traffic calming;
Why install roundabouts when there have been no accidents;
Roundabouts are too small, traffic will cut across them;
Raised hump roundabouts do not meet highway requirements;
Roundabouts need traffic islands for deflection;
Roundabouts will cause more congestion;
Roundabouts will slow traffic down;
Could a contrasting road surface be used instead of a roundabout;

3.9.3

It is understood that Kent County Council follow the requirements in the “Mini Roundabouts, Good
Practice Guidance” 13. The document promotes the use of mini-roundabouts as traffic calming
measures.

3.9.4

The mini-roundabouts are proposed to break up the continuous flow of traffic on the main roads,
either by giving priority to traffic on the minor arms, or by their presence causing drivers to slow
down on their approach to the roundabout. The location of the roundabouts is therefore a function
of the role as traffic calming measures and not related to accidents.

3.9.5

The mini roundabouts give a visual indication of changed priority. Their size is constrained by the
space available for them to be installed and subject to current design standards. Vehicles are not

13

Department of Transport, County Surveyors Society, “Mini Roundabouts, Good Practice Guidance”.
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expected to follow the circulatory carriageway as they would a normal roundabout. They are
however expected to respect the altered priority when other vehicles are using the roundabout.
3.9.6

The mini roundabouts would be designed in accordance with current design standards 14. The
standard permits raised dome mini roundabouts and does not require physical traffic islands to
achieve deflection.

3.9.7

Mini-roundabouts would provide altered priorities, with right turning traffic from the mainline and
minor arm having priority over mainline traffic. Any resultant slowing of mainline traffic is seen as
a benefit in terms of speed reduction.

3.9.8

The use of a contrasting road surface as an alternative to mini-roundabouts was suggested. This
is an accepted traffic management technique but would, however have a reduced effect on vehicle
speeds. A suitable surface material would require the agreement of KCC.

3.10

Surfacing and Re-surfacing

3.10.1

Some responses proposed more widespread re-surfacing than would be expected to be carried
out as part of installing the traffic management features. Rectifying any existing highway
maintenance issues not affected by the traffic management proposals would be the responsibility
of Kent County Council and would not form part of this scheme.

3.10.2

One respondent observed that including anti-skid surfacing at roundabouts demonstrates that
accident risk is increased. DMRB 15 requires minimum levels of skid resistance for the approaches
to roundabouts. If the prescribed level of skid resistance is not provided by the existing surfacing,
then high friction surfacing can be applied to ensure that the minimum level of skid resistance is
achieved. This is not uncommon where new junctions are formed on existing carriageways.
Alternatively, the approaches and the roundabout could be re-surfaced with an asphalt surface
with the required skid resistance.

3.11

Drainage

3.11.1

A number of comments received raised the issue of whether drainage had been considered for
the measures proposed. Comments related to specific sites are addressed in Sections 4 to 9
below.

3.11.2

The drainage requirements for the measures proposed would be included as part of the detailed
design of the scheme.

3.12

Turning Restrictions

3.12.1

The suggestion of imposing turning restrictions at certain locations was raised. As a principle,
turning restrictions have not been included in the scheme. Causing traffic to take long detours to
travel in the required direction has the potential to increase local traffic movements.

3.12.2

Right turning movements do have the potential to slow down mainline traffic, in the context of this
scheme, safely made right turns are seen as beneficial.

14

Highways England, “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges: CD116 Geometric Design of Roundabouts,” 2019.
Highways England, “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges: HD36/06 Surfacing Materials for New and Maintenance Construction,”
2006.
15
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3.13

Parking Controls

3.13.1

A number of comments received raised existing parking issues and controls. Parking has not
been specifically considered in the context of the scheme, except where parking affects or is
affected by scheme proposals. It is understood that parking issues are being addressed by the
Traffic Group on behalf of the Parish Council.

3.14

Street Lighting

3.14.1

Contrasting views were expressed on the provision of street lighting. One view was that more
street lighting would make some parts of the village safer. Another view was that street lighting
would be unwelcome as it would “urbanise” the village.

3.14.2

Consideration of the principle of introducing street lighting to the village is not within the scope of
this scheme other than where it directly relates to proposed measures.

3.14.3

In the context of this scheme, street lighting is relevant in respect of there being a requirement to
provide lighting at sites with a 30mph speed limit where vertical deflections are used. The design
approach has, however considered that the potential “urbanising” effect of street lighting would
not be appropriate for the village and does not propose the installation of vertical deflections and
associated street lighting.

3.15

Roadmarkings

3.15.1

Comments received relating to roadmarkings are summarised as:
•
•
•

Roadmarkings need re-marking;
20mph limits should have been marked on road after recent re-surfacing;
Put “Slow” markings on road.

3.15.2

The condition and conspicuity of existing roadmarkings is a maintenance matter for Kent County
Council. As part of the traffic management scheme, any existing markings associated with new
traffic management measures would be re-marked. This would however be a limited application,
not a widespread maintenance activity.

3.15.3

The use of roadmarkings is controlled by legislation, standards and guidance. The addition,
removal or alteration of roadmarkings therefore needs to be carefully considered and designed.
20mph roadmarkings can only be applied in a designated 20mph zone, therefore could not have
been applied as a replacement to 30mph markings.

3.15.4

The use of “Slow” markings is covered by the Traffic Signs Manual 16 which advises use in relation
to a specific sign and warns against proliferation of use of the marking.

3.15.5

The use of roadmarkings is an important part of any traffic management scheme. In particular
roadmarkings are accepted as traffic management features as part of a 20mph zone. The effective
use of roadmarkings in both 20mph and 30mph limits would be included as part of the detailed
design.

16

Department for Transport, “Traffic Signs Manual,” 2019.
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3.16

Urbanisation

3.16.1

A number of respondents were concerned about the urbanisation of the village through the
introduction of traffic management measures, roundabouts, increased street furniture,
roadmarkings and lighting.

3.16.2

It is explained in Section 1.5 why it is necessary to include traffic calming measures as part of the
scheme. Some of the measures rely on being conspicuous to be effective. Each measure has its
own requirements in respect of form and associated signs and roadmarkings. Some of the
techniques proposed, such as planting in Pilgrims Way West to limit visibility to that appropriate
for a 30mph limit are proposed as an alternative to more intrusive measures.

3.16.3

Detailed design would seek to minimise the visual impact of the scheme as far as is consistent
ensuring that measures remain effective, legal and compliant with standards and guidelines

3.17

Environmental Impacts

3.17.1

A number of respondents raised concerns that the measures proposed would have adverse
environmental impacts, including noise and air quality.

3.17.2

Many studies have been carried out which seek to establish definitively whether traffic calming
does or does not increase air and noise pollution. Findings are often inconclusive, or contradictory
illustrating the difficulty in measuring impacts which at a local level are often affected by weather
conditions, traffic volumes and speeds. A study carried out by NICE 17 is a good example of how
studies can demonstrate environmental benefits or disbenefits. The study does however observe
that “…physical speed reduction measures like humps and bumps suggested that individual
measures may increase motor vehicle emissions by encouraging decelerations and
accelerations.” but concludes that “evidence from area-wide schemes does not back this up,”.
Final guidance in the report suggests that reducing speed limits in residential areas could reduce
road danger, injuries and air pollution.

3.17.3

A study undertaken in 2018 18 concludes “The most powerful statement that can be said for the
link between 20mph speed limits and air quality is likely to be that where there has been any
investigation into air quality impacts these are reported as either negligible or a slight
improvement.”

3.17.4

It is widely recognised that air and noise pollution related to traffic is mainly caused through the
volume of traffic and changes in speed. More vehicles will create more noise and emissions.
Vehicles accelerating to and slowing from 30mph+ will produce more noise and emissions than
vehicles accelerating to and slowing from 20mph. Vehicles travelling at a consistent speed will
create less noise and less emissions than vehicles that are speeding up and slowing down.

3.17.5

The measures proposed are designed to reduce traffic speed and to encourage greater
consistency in speeds, whether in a 30mph limit or a 20mph zone. They therefore present a
potential opportunity for improvement in air and noise quality over the existing situation which is
currently subject to higher and more variable vehicle speeds. As stated in para 3.5.2 the main
objective of the scheme is to reduce traffic speeds, not reduce traffic volumes.

17

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, “Air pollution: outdoor air quality and health - Draft Evidence review 2 on: Traffic
management and enforcement, and financial incentives and disincentives,” August 2016.
18
FFPH, Dr Adrian L Davis, “The state of the evidence on 20mph speed limits with regards to road safety, active travel and air
pollution impacts - A Literature Review of the Evidence,” 2018.
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3.18

Out of Scope Items

3.18.1

A number of issues were raised which were considered not to be directly relevant to the scope of
the commission and/or this consultation. These items have been excluded from consideration but
are recorded below. Footway and HGV issues are being looked at separately by the Traffic Group;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

26/03/2020

Cost of the consultation exercise:
Timing and length of consultation period;
Scheme funding and value for money;
Timescale for implementation;
Construction related issues;
Improvements for pedestrians at the entrance to St Bartholomew’s Church Car Park;
Vibration from passing HGV’s;
HGV restrictions for Pilgrims Way East;
HGV restrictions for High Street;
Footway improvements for High Street;
Existing building blocking footway;
Buses striking trees in Willow Park;
Volunteering to carry out speed surveys;
Barriers required on Otford railway bridge;
Flooding at lower end of Tudor Drive;
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4

Shoreham Road

4.1

Footway on Shoreham Road

4.1.1

A number of respondents expressed a view that a footway should be provided along Shoreham
Road. At present, Shoreham Road does have a footway on its east side extending from Pilgrims
Way East to Greenhill Road. To the north of Greenhill Road, the verge narrows leaving apparently
little highway land on which to form a footway. Provision of a footway would offer benefits in terms
of pedestrian safety and in encouraging more local trips to be undertaken by foot. It would be
unlikely to offer any significant benefits in respect of speed reduction.

4.2

Narrowings

4.2.1

Comments received relating to narrowings proposed for Shoreham Road are summarised as:
•
•
•
•

Narrowings will cause congestion;
Virtual pinch points would be hazardous to cyclists;
Do narrowings take account of driveways; and
Would narrowings be lit or rely on being reflective.

4.2.2

The proposed narrowings would narrow the carriageway over a short distance to 5.5m. The
combination of altered kerb line, leading and trailing edge markings and reflective posts would
move oncoming traffic closer together, giving drivers the perception that they should be more
cautious passing through the narrowings. The narrowings would not reduce the volume of traffic
able to pass through.

4.2.3

Cyclists passing through the narrowings would take up enough space to prevent following vehicles
from overtaking without encroaching into the oncoming traffic lane. Guidance published by
Sustrans 19 notes that “At lane widths of 3.0m or less, drivers will tend not to attempt to pass a
cyclist at the narrowing.” Manual for Streets 24 notes “Lane widths of 3m or less will make it less
likely that drivers will try to squeeze past cyclists without pulling around them.”

4.2.4

The narrowings would be located to avoid any existing accesses or driveways.

4.2.5

The narrowings would have a retroreflective pole mounted on each approach and exit.

4.3

Location of Gateway

4.3.1

Some respondents commented that a number of properties at the northern end of Shoreham Road
were not shown on the consultation drawings. As noted in para 3.2.2, the base mapping
purchased for Ordnance Survey did not show all of the properties in Shoreham Road. Additional
mapping will be added to the drawing.

4.3.2

The proposal to move the gateway closer to the village was based on the incomplete Ordnance
Survey mapping. The gateway feature should mark the start of the 30mph zone and will be
retained in its existing position.

19

Sustrans, “Sustrans Design Manual Chapter 4: Streets and Roads (Draft),” 2015.
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4.4

Roundabout at Pilgrims Way East

4.4.1

Comments received relating to the mini roundabout proposed for the Pilgrims Way East/
Shoreham Road/ Station Road/ Coombe Road roundabout are summarised as:
•
•
•
•
•

Can a crossing be provided as part of the roundabout;
Pilgrims Way East entry should have two lanes;
Other arms should have two lane entries;
Land ownership issues at Coombe Road; and
Roundabout should be moved further south.

4.4.2

The junction is located on a pedestrian desire line between Shoreham Road, Coombe Road and
Station Road. The detailed design would include an uncontrolled crossing point on or close to the
desire line including dropped kerbs and tactile paving. Preliminary design indicates however that
there may not be space to provide a built pedestrian refuge.

4.4.3

The design of mini roundabouts is closely controlled by design standards and guidelines. As a
number of respondents have noted, space is limited at this location. Providing more entry lanes
to the roundabout is not possible given constraints on space and the need to achieve certain
geometrical design requirements.

4.4.4

Preliminary design indicates that a roundabout could be formed within public highway, without the
need to encroach on private land in Coombe Road. The position of the central dome of the
roundabout can move within certain limits, however, existing site constraints mean that improving
one part of the junction may then lead to compromises on other parts.
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5

Pilgrims Way West

5.1

Existing Speed Limit

5.1.1

Some respondents had conflicting views on the speed limit for Pilgrim’s Way West, ranging from
extending the 20mph speed limit west to the railway bridge to retaining the existing 30mph limit.
Mean speeds on Pilgrim’s Way West would not allow the 20mph limit to be extended any further
west than currently proposed. The measures proposed for Pilgrim’s Way West to the west of Rye
Lane are designed to encourage greater compliance with the existing 30mph limit.

5.2

Refuges

5.2.1

Comments received relating to the refuges proposed for the Pilgrims Way West are summarised
as:
•
•
•
•

Refuges not required for pedestrian safety;
Refuges will block accesses to properties;
Refuges will conflict with bus stop; and
Refuge should be closer to bus stop.

5.2.2

The primary purpose of the refuges is to reduce the perception drivers have of a long, open stretch
of road. The refuges also present an opportunity to locally reduce the carriageway width. Both
effects will encourage lower speeds. The more closely spaced the refuges are and the narrower
the carriageway is made at the refuges (within safe limits) the greater the speed reducing effect.

5.2.3

Refuges also provide improved pedestrian crossing facilities, allowing a road to be crossed in two
short stages rather than one long stage. Some refuges are placed where they will provide better
crossing facilities as well as a speed reducing effect. Others are placed as speed reducing
features only.

5.2.4

The location of refuges is flexible, so the positions indicated in the consultation plans can be
altered. It is not intended that any refuges should prevent access to any properties. Final positions
would be selected using a more accurate survey than the OS map base.

5.2.5

Refuges are a useful feature to aid crossing close to bus stops. Generally, the closer the refuge
can be to the bus stop, the better for pedestrians. However, the relationship between the
pedestrian desire line, refuge location, bus stop position and the adjacent road will influence the
position proposed for a refuge close to a bus stop. The positioning of a refuge near a bus stop
will be reviewed with bus operators and Kent County Council as part of the detailed design to
ensure that an optimal solution is found.

5.2.6

Some refuges will require widening of the carriageway into the existing verge on the north side of
the road. This is to accommodate Kent County Council’s requirements for lane and refuge widths.
These local widenings would have kerbed edges to prevent vehicle overrun and assist with
carriageway drainage.

5.2.7

Some respondents have observed that vehicles overrun the verge on the north side of Pilgrims
Way West, particularly on left hand bends. Vehicle overrun could be prevented by providing more
kerbing, however, this would be expensive over long lengths, have an ”urbanising” effect and
would not offer any benefits in speed reduction, so is not considered beneficial to this scheme.
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5.3

Planting and Visibility

5.3.1

A number of respondents have expressed concerns that planting on Pilgrims Way West will reduce
visibility for traffic on Pilgrims Way West and for traffic joining Pilgrims Way West from adjoining
roads and properties. The planting is proposed to limit visibility to that appropriate to a 30mph
limit. This follows the principle in Manual for Streets of for using geometry and visibility to control
vehicle speeds rather than allow vehicle speeds to dictate geometry and visibility. Manual for
Streets sets a minimum distance for forward visibility for a 30mph limit of 43m. All planting
proposed would afford all road users that level of visibility.

5.3.2

Planting is envisaged to be low level ground cover type planting, needing only to be high enough
to reduce visibility for drivers. It is not envisaged that any trees would be planted as part of the
scheme. As the planting would be on the public highway, it would be the responsibility of Kent
County Council to install and maintain. Advice would be taken from Kent County Council on
suitable vegetation types to be used.

5.3.3

The low-level planting should not obscure pedestrians on the north side of Pilgrims Way West
from drivers or from being visible from properties on the south side of the road.

5.3.4

The refuges, which together with the planting form a speed reducing system, which changes the
perception of Pilgrims Way West from an open aspect with long site lines to a more constrained
environment with reduced, but safe sight lines. The refuges will require widening into the existing
verges. As part of detailed design, the potential impact on existing trees will be considered. The
intention is to avoid the removal of any existing trees. Any trees that are or may overhang the
carriageway would be trimmed back.

5.4

Highway Flooding

5.4.1

A number or respondents have reported that the Pilgrims Way West/ Rye Lane junction is prone
to flooding. This appears to be an existing highway maintenance issue which should be addressed
irrespective of any changes proposed by this scheme.

5.5

Rye Lane Roundabout

5.5.1

Comments received relating to the proposed mini roundabout at Rye Lane are summarised as:
•
•
•
•

Roundabout will increase accidents;
Queuing traffic will encourage rat-running through Telson Lane and Willow Park;
Queuing traffic will block the single lane section of Rye Lane; and
Roundabout would make crossing of Pilgrims Way West more difficult near Rye Lane
junction.

5.5.2

General comments on the operation of mini roundabouts are made in Section 3.9. The existing
Rye Lane junction is not accident free. Three slight accidents have been reported at the junction
in the last five years. Changing the junction from a priority junction to a roundabout will offer
improved priority to vehicles turning out of Rye Lane and those turning right into Rye Lane. Along
with the package of speed reducing measures proposed for Pilgrims Way West, this should not
increase the potential for accidents.

5.5.3

Initial analysis of the proposed mini roundabout indicates that it will cause minimal delays to traffic.
Eastbound traffic on Pilgrims Way West would give way to traffic leaving Rye Lane, so a new delay
would be introduced. This is however consistent with reducing the speed of traffic on Pilgrims
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Way West. Delays to traffic leaving Rye Lane should be reduced as this movement will benefit
from improved priority over the existing arrangement.
5.5.4

Concerns have been expressed over traffic using Rye Lane using Willow Park and Telston Lane
as an alternative route to Pilgrims Way West. It is understood that this may be an existing problem.
Assuming an average speed of 20mph, it would take a vehicle some 90 seconds to travel
approximately 800m from the junction of Rye Lane with Willow Park along Willow Park and Telston
Lane to reach Pilgrims Way West, or in the opposite direction. Vehicles would then need to wait
to enter Pilgrims Way West or Rye Lane. There appears to be little benefit in traffic using Willow
Lane and Telston Lane to avoid travelling on Pilgrim’s Way West in either direction. It is
understood however that this is a persistent existing problem. Further investigation by a traffic
survey to measure flows and speeds in Willow Park or Telston Lane would provide more detail of
the problem.

5.5.5

Blocking of the single lane section of Rye Lane is understood to be an existing problem and
understood to be the main cause of traffic diverting via Willow Park and Telston Lane. The
improved priority offered by the mini roundabout should allow vehicles to leave Rye Lane more
easily than they do currently, potentially improving this problem.

5.5.6

The roundabout is on a pedestrian desire line along the south side of Pilgrims Way West. The
detailed design would include a crossing point on or close to the desire line including dropped
kerbs and tactile paving. Preliminary design indicates however that there may not be space to
provide a built pedestrian refuge. Traffic islands facilitating crossing of Pilgrims Way West are
included as part of the traffic management proposals. It is not considered essential to have a
crossing of Pilgrims Way West at the Rye Lane junction.

5.6

Visitor Parking

5.6.1

One respondent observed that visitor parking on Pilgrims Way West obstructs visibility. Pilgrims
Way West does not present an attractive parking location and most properties appear to have offstreet parking or driveways, so it is unclear if this is a widespread and persistent activity. In the
context of this scheme, the reduction of visibility is taken to be a benefit on the assumption that
minimum visibility requirements for the speed of the road are maintained. Control of parking would
affect anyone parking on Pilgrims Way West, including residents. As parking controls would not
benefit the traffic management scheme, they would not be considered as part of this scheme.
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6

Pilgrims Way East

6.1

Raised Tables

6.1.1

Raised tables are proposed in Pilgrims Way East as part of a system of measures to support a
20mph zone between Row Dow and the Shoreham Road/ Station Road junction. Installation of
the 20mph zone is subject to acceptance of the scheme by Kent County Council as a trial under
the recent Kent County Council policy review11.

6.1.2

Comments received relating to the proposed raised tables in Pilgrims Way East are summarised
as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Location of speed tables;
Speed tables will be unlit and not obvious to motorists;
Poor visibility on Pilgrims Way East and position of speed tables will cause problems;
Speed table at Row Dow will cause problems with vehicle headlights dazzling traffic on
Pilgrims Way East;
Raised tables will cause water to pond, increased flood risk for house on south side of
Pilgrims Way East; Raised table will direct more run-off down Tudor Drive; and
Raised table will increase gradient of Tudor Drive exit; and
What will happen to tables if trial is unsuccessful?

6.1.3

The speed tables have been located at existing junctions. The locations will act to control vehicle
speeds at the most likely points of conflict, being the junctions. Locating the speed tables away
from existing junctions would retain their speed reducing potential, but this would be lost at the
two junctions. As part of a 20mph zone, the features would not necessarily need to be lit, subject
to the agreement of Kent County Council.

6.1.4

The tables have been located where there is good forward visibility to the features. Manual for
Streets recommends 25m – 43m stopping sight visibility for vehicles travelling at between 20mph
and 30mph.

6.1.5

The issue of the headlights of vehicles waiting to turn right from Pilgrims Way East into Row Dow
appears to be an existing problem related to the Row Dow junction being on the crest of a rise.
The raised table would not make this problem significantly worse. The presence of the table and
other features proposed for Pilgrims Way East should encourage drivers to approach the junction
at lower speeds than at present.

6.1.6

Raised tables would not create any new or additional drainage issues. At the Row Dow junction,
existing highway drainage gullies are present. Drainage for any low spots or barriers to run-off
created by the proposed table would be connected to the existing drainage system.

6.1.7

Tudor Drive has existing highway drainage. Drainage for any low spots or barriers to run-off
created by the proposed table would be connected to the existing drainage system in Tudor Drive.

6.1.8

It is recommended that any existing drainage is investigated by CCTV survey to verify condition
continuity and a viable outfall.

6.1.9

The raised table at the Tudor Drive junction would be ramped for traffic on Pilgrims Way East. It
should be noted that the raised table would increase the level of the Pilgrim’s Way East
carriageway by 75mm. Detailed design of the raised table would not create a ramp which
increases the gradient for vehicles entering or leaving Tudor Drive.
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6.1.10

26/03/2020

Mean speeds along Pilgrims Way East have been measured 26.9mph and 26.7mph eastbound
and westbound respectively. The measures proposed, including speed tables and changes to
roadmarkings is anticipated to bring the mean speed down to 24mph or lower. Typically, speed
tables can reduce vehicle speeds by up to 10mph5. Potential treatment of the tables if a 20mph
trial were to be unsuccessful is assumed to form part of KCC’s assessment of the suitability of the
proposals.
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7

High Street

7.1

Existing Crossing near School

7.1.1

Comments received relating to the proposed raised crossing in the High Street are summarised
as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clarify treatment of new crossing;
Crossing should not be moved from its existing position;
New crossing position will block access to New Forge Cottage;
Existing Zebra crossing should be replaced with a Puffin crossing;
Has drainage been allowed for in the design; and
Yellow box junction proposed to prevent blocking of car park entrance.

7.1.2

Some respondents sought clarity on the proposal for a new crossing treatment. The existing
crossing is proposed to be placed on a raised table approximately in its existing position. The
raised table will aid the maintenance of lower speeds in the High Street and will enhance the
appearance and presence of the crossing. Research shows that zebra crossings on raised
tables improve pedestrian safety by up to 80% 20.

7.1.3

A number of respondents expressed concern that the existing pedestrian crossing in the High
Street was proposed to be moved to the east. The crossing will be retained in its existing position,
subject to any minor adjustments required to accommodate buses.: The position of the crossing
would not prevent access to or egress from any properties.

7.1.4

A suggestion was made that the zebra crossing should be upgraded to a puffin crossing to avoid
pedestrians causing long delays to traffic. A puffin crossing uses monitors to detect the presence
of pedestrians waiting to cross. Puffin crossings also detect if pedestrians are still crossing when
the pedestrian phase ends, allowing an extension of the time to cross.

7.1.5

The initial assessment carried out during the development of proposals considered that retaining
the existing zebra crossing on a raised table would provide an enhancement of the existing
crossing and that a controlled crossing would not be required. The raised table would reduce
vehicle speeds on the approach to the crossing, an effect which is not afforded by the existing
crossing which is at carriageway level. Any upgrade to a controlled crossing would require further
study of pedestrian movements. Delays to traffic arising from pedestrians crossing using any form
of crossing would be seen as a benefit in the context of a 20mph zone for the High Street.

7.1.6

Installation of a puffin crossing may also be viewed as out of keeping with the character of the
High Street.

7.1.7

Drainage would be provided for the raised crossing. The drainage would connect to existing
highway drainage in the High Street. It is recommended that any existing drainage is investigated
by CCTV survey to verify condition and continuity.

7.1.8

A yellow box junction would be beneficial in making the entrance and exit to the car park more
obvious and discouraging vehicles from blocking the entrance.

20

NZ Transport Agency, “Pedestrian Planning and Design Guide,” 2009.
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7.2

Pickmoss Step

7.2.1

The measures proposed to allow a widening of the footway passing the Pickmoss Step received
a mixed response, with some respondents in favour, some against. It is noted that the step is part
of a Grade II listed building and cannot therefore be legally removed.

7.2.2

A chicane has been proposed at this location to allow the south footway to be widened at the
Pickmoss Step. Widening the footway would reduce the carriageway width to less than the width
required for two large vehicles to pass safely. The chicane would create a single traffic lane for a
short distance of approximately 11m giving priority to vehicles travelling west. The chicane would
allow HGV’s to pass in both directions. The chicane therefore has a dual function, creating a wider
footway and also providing a feature to regulate the speed and flow of traffic travelling eastbound
into the village.

7.2.3

The chicane would be located adjacent to the step and the boundary of 66 and 66A High Street.

7.2.4

Concerns that the feature may cause unacceptable delays are recognised. The proposal is for
the chicane to be introduced as a temporary measure for a trial period. The operation of the
feature would be monitored and if shown to operate satisfactorily, would be permanently installed.
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8

Station Road

8.1

Pedestrian Islands

8.1.1

Comments made on the proposed pedestrian refuge island in Station Road are summarised as;
•
•
•
•
•

Island will restrict visibility;
Island will block access to and from driveways;
Island should be provided on Station Road exiting the pond;
Safe crossing required near Colets Orchard;
A formal crossing of Station Road would be beneficial;

8.1.2

One of the reasons for proposing the pedestrian island is to reduce unbroken visibility along
Station Road, for the reasons explained in Section 1.4. The island would also create a visible
narrowing of the carriageway, which, along with the other measures proposed would create the
impression of a narrower corridor than at present.

8.1.3

The location of refuge is flexible, so the position indicated in the consultation plans can be altered.
It is not intended that the refuge should prevent access to any properties. The refuge would also
need to work with the existing bus stop, details would be agreed with local bus companies and
Kent County Council. The final position would be confirmed using a more accurate survey than
the OS map base.

8.1.4

It is agreed that a pedestrian refuge would be beneficial near Leonards Avenue and/or Colets
Orchard. However, limited carriageway and footway widths does not provide sufficient space to
install a pedestrian refuge.

8.1.5

A proposal was received for a formal crossing of Station Road close to the entrance to the station.
The initial assessment carried out during the development of proposals considered that due to the
relatively narrow width of the carriageway, the existing informal crossing should be retained.

8.1.6

Upgrading of the crossing to a zebra crossing would be beneficial in terms of improving pedestrian
priority and could have benefits in reducing vehicle speeds southbound on Station Road.
However, at present, the 85th percentile speed on Station Road is above 35mph, so it is not
permissible to install a zebra crossing. The new measures proposed may bring the 85th percentile
down to below 35mph which would permit a crossing to be installed. Any upgrade would require
further study of pedestrian movements and consideration of the location of the site on the Station
Road downslope from the Pilgrims Way East junction.

8.2

Railtrack Land

8.2.1

A number of respondents have noted that proposals for removing informal parking and
adjustments to kerb lines south east of the station access may require changes on land reported
to be owned by Railtrack. Associated with this, some residents have right of way over a strip of
land between the boundaries of Moat Cottage, Springmead, Moat Bungalow and Elm Tree and
the public highway which is reported to be in the ownership of Railtrack.

8.2.2

Ownership of the strip of land and the current position of the highway boundary is to be confirmed
to establish if the proposed measures may be introduced. By inspection, it appears that some of
the strip of land may be used as public highway. In respect of the traffic management proposals,
access over the strip of land granted to local residents would be maintained, subject to the
proposals being compatible with the legal rights granted to residents.
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8.3

Narrowing and Planting

8.3.1

Support was expressed for further narrowing of Station Road and the inclusion of planting. This
accords with the principles adopted by the Station Road proposals, however, Kent County Council
will only accept measures that do not affect the ability of traffic on the A225 to pass safely.
Opportunities for planting to minimise forward visibility will be explored through detailed design. It
is noted however, that a number of respondents have raised the narrow and absent footways on
some sections of Station Road as an issue. Maintaining adequate footway widths would take
precedence over planting.
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9

Sevenoaks Road

9.1

Bubblestone Road Mini-Roundabout

9.1.1

Some responses supported a mini-roundabout at Bubblestone Way. A number of objections were
also raised, summarised as;
•
•
•
•

Roundabout is not required as the junction does not experience congestion;
Roundabout would cause congestion for vehicles entering and leaving service road in
front of shops;
Insufficient room to accommodate mini roundabout; and
Roundabout would be too close to start of 30mph zone.

9.1.2

The roundabout and the altered priorities at the roundabout are proposed as a speed reduction
measure for traffic on Sevenoaks Road.

9.1.3

Vehicles should be entering the service road from the south and leaving by the north exit. The
north exit has an information (blue plate) sign advising no entry, the arrangement seeks to facilitate
the echelon parking outside the shops. If vehicles respect the intended operation of the service
road, then congestion on entry should be no different to that which occurs with the existing priority
junction. The exit to the north should be unaffected by the proposals.

9.1.4

The wide verges on either side of Sevenoaks Road provide space for a mini-roundabout.

9.1.5

Initial proposals included moving the 30mph limit further south of its current location (see section
9.3 below), however Kent County Council has advised against this during scheme development.
The proximity of the change of speed limit to the proposed mini-roundabout is recognised as an
issue see para 9.3 below.

9.2

Formalised Parking

9.2.1

The proposal to formalise parking on Sevenoaks Road raised two main comments;
•
•

How would the formalised parking arrangement work;
Build-outs would be hazardous for road-users;

9.2.2

The length of the west kerbside currently used for parking would be marked as a parking bay, with
a dashed line marking the outside edge of the bay. The centre line would be moved to a midpoint
between the edge of the parking bay and the east kerbline. This arrangement would visually
narrow the road when parked vehicles were not present, with the parking bay line effectively acting
as a carriageway edge line.

9.2.3

The kerb buildout is proposed to discourage passing northbound vehicles from overrunning the
parking bay when there were few or no parked vehicles present. The buildout would be
conspicuous, being preceded by a tapering length of hatched roadmarkings and having a “Keep
Right” bollard or sign mounted on the buildout. The centre line would be re-aligned parallel to the
hatching, giving approaching drivers the impression that the road is moved slightly to the right.

9.3

Location of Speed Limits

9.3.1

Comments were received on the extent of the existing 30mph speed limit and the position of the
change from 40mph to 30mph on Sevenoaks Road.
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9.3.2

Alteration of the start of the 30mph limit to a point further south on Sevenoaks Road was
considered early in the scheme development. Moving the start of the 30mph speed limit would
allow a progressive reduction of speed from 40mph down to the 20mph limit proposed to start at
the Bubblestone Road junction. However, Department for Transport (DfT) guidance9 advises a
minimum length of speed limit of 600m, which would not allow the progressive reduction to fit
between the current National Speed Limit on the A225 dual carriageway and Bubblestone Road.

9.3.3

Kent County Council has advised that they would not consider reduction of the National Speed
Limit on the dual carriageway section of the A225. The traffic calming scheme has therefore been
developed with the existing speed limits remaining in place.

9.3.4

Traffic counts on Sevenoaks Road indicate that the maximum hourly flow recorded in both
directions is less than 1000 vehicles per hour. The existing dual carriageway provides capacity
for 3600 vehicles per hour in each direction. There may be scope for considering downscaling of
the section of dual carriageway in terms of number of lanes and speed limit, which may in future
facilitate the introduction of speed reducing features on the approach to Bubblestone Road.
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Pond Area

10.1.1

A number of comments were received relating to the pond area, summarised as;
•
•
•
•
•

Difficulty of crossing Sevenoaks Road in the vicinity of the pond and church;
Including an informal crossing on a raised table;
Extending existing hatching on the approaches to ponds;
Extensions to existing island will cause vehicle overrun; and
The pond should operate as a proper roundabout.

10.1.2

The “bendy” alignment of the A225 and space required to allow passage of large vehicles does
not allow space for a pedestrian refuge to be installed on Sevenoaks Road near the pond. A
crossing might be accommodated if the A225 was widened on the south side of the pond, however,
as this is not considered to bring any significant speed reduction effect, it has not been considered
further as part of this scheme.

10.1.3

Kent County Council policy is not to accept raised tables on the A225, see Section 3.8

10.1.4

Any adjustments to existing roadmarkings on the approach to the pond area that will benefit the
scheme will be considered as part of the detailed design stage. The position of roadmarkings and
traffic islands is designed using software which replicates the movement of vehicles to ensure that
space is allowed for vehicles to pass without overrunning kerbs and as far as possible, without
overrunning roadmarkings.

10.1.5

The priorities around the pond provide priority to traffic on the A225. Allowing the Pond to operate
as a normal roundabout would reduce priority for through traffic on the A225. Whilst this would
bring potential benefits in slowing down through traffic, it is understood to be unacceptable to Kent
County Council. It is likely to be difficult to achieve all of the geometrical and visibility requirements
for a roundabout and would be likely to require removal of parking from the north side of the pond.
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11

Consultation with Statutory Bodies

11.1.1

Consultation was undertaken with the following bodies;
•
•
•
•
•
•

Kent Police;
South East Coast Ambulance Service;
Kent Fire and Rescue Service;
Go Coach;
Centaur Travel;
Kent County council

11.1.2

Responses are summarised in the following sections.

11.2

Kent Police

11.2.1

11.3

South East Coast Ambulance Service

11.3.1

11.4

Kent Fire and Rescue Service

11.4.1

11.5

Go Coach

11.5.1

11.6

Centaur Travel

11.6.1

11.7

Kent County Council

11.7.1

Consultation with Kent County Council has been ongoing throughout scheme development. The
views of the Council have been incorporated into many of the proposed traffic management
measures, however, some measures remain to be agreed as acceptable.

11.7.2

Amongst the measures to be agreed are the mini-roundabouts. Kent County Council has
expressed reservations about some elements of each of the roundabout sites. These will be
reviewed in greater detail and a view taken on whether the roundabouts are deliverable. As a
contingency, alternative measures will be considered as replacements for any of the miniroundabouts that prove not to be deliverable.

11.7.3

Lane widths at traffic islands and pedestrian refuges have also been a topic of discussion. A
typical arrangement has been developed which is acceptable to Kent County Council and will be
incorporated into the detailed design.

11.7.4

Further engagement will be undertaken with Kent County Council with the benefit of the responses
to this consultation to finalise the scheme.
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Summary and Further Design Development

12.1.1

The response to the consultation has generated a range of concerns, issues and suggestions.
These have been considered in the preceding sections. A number of actions arise from
consideration of the consultation responses as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

12.1.2

26/03/2020

Add missing properties in Shoreham Road to drawings;
Adjust drawing coverage on High Street to include section between Bridge Cottage West
and 78 High Street;
Shoreham Road gateway to be shown in its existing position;
Confirm highway boundary/ highway rights at Shoreham Road/ Pilgrims Way East
roundabout;
Shoreham Road/ Pilgrims Way East roundabout detail uncontrolled crossing of Pilgrims
Way East;
Review position of Pilgrims Way West traffic islands to ensure no blocking of existing
accesses;
Review position of Pilgrims Way West traffic islands relative to existing bus stops;
Pilgrims Way West/ Rye Lane roundabout detail uncontrolled crossing of Rye Lane;
Consider traffic flow and traffic speed survey for Telston Lane;
Consider turning movement count for Willow Lane/ Rye Lane junction and Rye Lane/
Pilgrim’s Way West junction;
Confirm existing highway drainage in Pilgrims Way East and Tudor Drive is functioning;
Existing crossing in High street to be retained in approximately in its existing position;
Confirm existing highway drainage in High Street is functioning;
Add yellow box junction to High Street at car park entrance;
Relocate chicane for Pickmoss Step;
Review position of Station Road traffic islands to ensure no blocking of existing
accesses;
Review position of Station Road traffic island relative to existing bus stop;
Confirm highway boundary/ highway rights in Station Road;
Review roadmarkings around Pond;
Review detailed technical elements of mini-roundabouts;
Consider alternative measures for mini-roundabouts;
Secure responses from emergency services and local bus operators;

These It should be noted that some of the changes to be made may require the agreement of Kent
County Council to be incorporated into the scheme.
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