KCC FOI Response Re Streetlighting feedback

Dear Trevor,

Thankyou for your email, apologies for the delay in responding but | had a period of
leave. | have tried to address each of your pointin turn.

Kent County Council no longer uses UKPN poles to mount lighting units. This is firstly
due to CDM and operatives’ safety, the difficulties that we experience with maintaining
these lights and the inability to obtain wayleaves from UKPN for new installations. We
have an agreement with UKPN that we can continue to maintain existing lights on their
poles, but no new pole mounted lights have been installed for many years. The existing
pole mounted lights in the village that you mention are owned and maintained by Dover
District Council.

The HIP process identifies local issues as prescribed by the Parish Council, this cannot
be exhaustive and needs to focus on a maximum of two a year to prevent wasted officer
hours pursing projects that are not achievable or deliverable, both within the Highway
Design specifications and current legislation. If indeed you seek a more 'strategic'
approach to the Alham Valley Corridor and not specifically through the village, and feel
the HIP process is not providing the level of holistic approach you believe, as you have
pointed out in your response, there are a number of documents within the Public
Domain that are serving to seek this approach, and as such, will inform an overall
picture in the future.

As mentioned above, schemes have to be implemented that demonstrate an
achievable delivery, the crossing in question, as you quite rightly identify, did not have
the available sight lines and the further request for 20mph, the minimum length of
approach could not be achieved.

Simon Jones, Corporate Director, has forwarded your correspondence to the Highway
Improvements Team, hence the emails between Officers in the team and the Parish
Council. All of which have given clear reasoning for all the decisions made, as did | in
my email.

You make reference to additional housing and the impact this may have on the Alkham
Valley Corridor. As you are no doubt aware, KCC's planning officers work in tandem with
DDC officers and assess all associated applications accordingly and review the impact
on the surrounding and local areas. As such, this route will continue to be assessed
throughout the Local Plan period. You also refer to the Kent Local Transport Plan 5 -
Striking the Balance and refer to the LTP5 "Local Road Network Proposals" 3 Alkham
Valley Spitfire Junction which states "a potential scheme for the junction needs to be
considered alongside a wider objective to encourage traffic between Folkestone and



Dover to use the A20, which is designed for heavy volumes of traffic through the North
Downs National Landscape area (formerly called an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty), rather than the Alkham Valley Road. As such, | contacted KCC's planning
officers in relation to the potential for this to be actioned and they have said that KCC
highlighted the potential impact of development in Dover during their Reg.19
consultation, most notably from the Whitfield Urban Expansion (WUE), but they were
reluctant to commit to further investigation beyond projected turning flow increases, as
the junction sits outside of their District, so itis incumbent instead on a forthcoming
outline application for the WUE build on any detailed junction assessment.

In the long run itis about finding the right balance between the operation of the junction
and what could be considered acceptable on the Alkham Valley corridor, and what
degree of trip diversion via the A20 we can realistically achieve, although we don't have
the full picture yet. As we progress to investigating this in more detail, the KCC Planning
Team would be happy to consult with the Parish over the issues at hand in striking the
right planning balance. | will pass on your details to them.

The mobile camera van location is a community concern site (to support Speedwatch)
and therefore a temporary site and does not qualify for signage. | believe this has also
been explained previously and apologise that you were offered signs originally.

KCC is aware of its duties along with DDC in relation to the North Downs National
Landscape area and will continue to work within the requirements of the Countryside
and Rights of Way Act 2000.

I will continue to look into the installation of a new VAS but we cannot continue to go
over things we have already investigated on the HIP. Itis used to address small local
community issues and | believe a lot of your concerns are based on the planning and
developmentin the area and as mentioned | will pass your details to them so they can
engage with you when they are in a position to.

| think a further discussion and meeting would be futile to go over things that we have
made decisions on and explained our reasons why. | will ask Lezanne to keep you
updated on the Alkham Road/Alkham Valley Road speed limit reduction and with
installation of the VAS as things progress and you can contact her to discuss HIP items
that have not been previously covered.

Kind Regards
Wendy

Wendy Boorman | Highway Improvements Manager (East) | Road Safety & Active Travel
Group | Highways, Transportation & Waste | Kent County Council | 03000 41 81
81 | www.kent.gov.uk/highways
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P Please consider the environment before you print this e-mail

From: Trevor Johns <[email address]>

Sent: 24 June 2025 10:19

To: Wendy Boorman - GT TRA <[email address]>

Cc: [email address]; Lezanne Cesar - GT TRA <[email address]>; Paul King - MEM
<[email address]>; Irene Bowie <[email address]>; [email address]

Subject: Re: Streetlighting feedback

Importance: High

Dear Wendy,

Thank you for your email and especially the offer to reinstate the vehicle activated sign
to the west of the village, very clearly this will definitely help to remind people as they
are entering the village and we would be very grateful if you would consider funding and
replacing it with a new one.

With regard to the street lighting feedback for the proposed build out to the east of the
village. | understood from the discussions the problem was the need to light the area of
the build out by at least three lamps. Whilst | fully respect and understand your
reluctance to erect new lighting standards on the verge in this area. The point | was
raising, which as yet has not been addressed is why when a significant number of the
road lights in the village are installed attached to the power networks wooden poles,
why the poles that which run beside the road at this location cannot be used in the
same way.

We have an existing overhead power cable running on three poles alongside the area
that had been identified for the potential buildout and are within the village 30mph zone

These poles are used elsewhere in the village where some have been retrofitted with
powerful new LED lights which effectively light up the road, as they do on many rural
roads in the area, this surely would then pragmatically provide the lighting necessary in
order to install the build out that we have been discussing without the risks you have
identified.

More strategically in your email you also highlight the fact that we have been going
backwards and forwards with the HIP document for a number of years and this cannot
continue, this unfortunately | believe is a direct consequence of how the HIP process
has been implemented. The previous parish council team presented to Kent Highways
an extremely detailed report prepared for the Alkham Parish Council by its appointed
Traffic Action Group which deliberately took a holistic view of the whole of the Alkham
Valley Road. Unfortunately rather than use this document the parish council was asked



by Highways to brake down the requests and use the newly instituted HIP process to
take the issues forward, requesting a maximum of two issues per year, which has
caused the fragmented and iterative approach you mention and lead directly to many of
the issues you raise.

From the outset the new parish council, having reviewed the current status, specifically
wrote to the KCC Head of Highways asking for a different more strategic approach for
the Alkham Valley Road. We as you have done in your e-mail, recognised that the
iterative approach required by the HIP process was wasting time for both parties and
resulting in significant wasted effort ending in a stalemate to the benefit of no-one.

If we take the example of the initial request to put a crossing in the centre of the village,
this was refused on the basis that there was not the sight lines available for the motorist
in order to install a crossing, so this then lead to the request for a 20 mile an hour speed
limit to reduce this requirement, this time the answer came back stating you can’t have
a 20 mile an hour speed limit if the average speeds are not below 25 miles an hour, so
we requested that the speed tapes were put in at this position, when this report
confirmed that average speeds were in fact already below this figure, we were then told
that that you can’t have 20 miles an hour because there is a minimum length which
can’t be accommodated. All we wanted was a way for people to cross the road safely.

This example indicates why we deliberately asked for a more strategic view of the
Alkham Valley Road speeding situation, having in anticipation already shared and
agreed the TAG approach with both Temple Ewell Parish Council and Hawkinge Town
Council and agreed with them that we would take the lead in presenting the request.

In our letter to Simon Jones in February 2024 having outlined the situation we asked for
his help and support to find a more strategic approach to the East / West vehicle flow
problems, it was something we cannot achieve alone requesting that he would help us
raise the profile of this request and seek out the way to have a more strategic and viable
approach to traffic management through Alkham Village and Alkham Valley ANOB. In
his reply he advised this had been forwarded to highways for their attention.

This is especially important given the fact that we know through the speedwatch
activities and only 600 of the 6000 houses to be built at Whitfield completed, they are
already generating a significant proportion of the people speeding through the village
and that is going to grow by a factor of 10 in the future which is why we need to address
the situation now before the route becomes engrained further, especially considering
the KCC stated commitment to “Vision Zero".

We do not know whether it was generated from our requests or comments at the Dover
Local Plan enquiry, but our approach to try and take a strategic view of our Valley seems
to be now reflected in the Kent Local Transport Plan 5 - Striking the Balance where,
junction works to improve the flow are planned along with "the desire to reduce the



attractiveness of the Alkham Valley Road as a route". In the Dover Local Plan 2040 - The
Alkham valley / London Road junction modelling suggests that without the Local Plan
addressing the issue that there will be significant queues and delays experienced at the
junction.

These issues taken in isolation have the potential to drive unintended and contradictory
results actually making the situation worse and INCREASING the attractiveness of the
unclassified rural road through the Kent Downs ANOB as a route between East Kent and
the M20. This is why we strongly believe that a proper strategic review of the end to end
operation of the valley is essential, involving all parties to utilise the intimate knowledge
of the area and its challenges along with the Highway engineer and traffic planners to
find a way to make it happen rather that reasons, however valid, that it can’t be done.

In your e-mail, you also refer to the immensely valuable support that we are getting from
Kent Police and the Speedwatch team. They also recognise the existing problem and
has helped primarily to highlight the issue to over 5000 motorists that have been
contacted directly by Speedwatch, where hopefully a proportion will have been
reminded of the speed limits and reduce their speed. However whilst we are seeing a
reduction in the number that are caught by the Speedwatch unit we are not seeing a
commensurate reduction in the actual speed of those people still speeding and in fact
with the recent relocation of the Speedwatch unit we are now identifying more
motorbikes at high speed which we were unable to do before.

You also highlight we are supported by the mobile camera van because of the
acknowledged speeding problem, to support this deterrent we asked for official speed
camera warning signs to be installed, whilst you agreed initially to put up signs on the
entrance to the village but this was withdrawn because it was not a formally recognised
location, would it not have been more productive for all involved to adopt the location
rather than refuse the signs.

With regard to the signage the majority of actions that have been taken todate have
mostly been additional sighage however in a previous response were warned against
installing yet more as the danger was to cause sign blindness, and this is manifested by
the ineffectiveness of the “unsuitable for HGVs” We are also very conscious of our
duties imposed by residing within a National Landscape area.

This duty says that all ‘relevant authorities’ (generally, those with a public function),
‘must seek to further the purposes’ of the designated landscape; for National
Landscapes (ANOB), requires them to ‘have regard’ to the purposes. This new duty has
great potential to catalyse organisations to work together to protect and improve these
nationally valuable places.

They also go on to make recommendations where it is suggested that a design speed of
40 mph should be considered as the default ‘design speed’ for non-primary routes



within the AONB. On roads where the speeds and traffic volumes are greatest, the
speed limit signs and other warning or regulatory signs will need to be most prominent.
Weight restrictions can be used to help to deter larger vehicles from using minor roads
as short cuts, although the needs of businesses operating within the AONB will require
consideration. And as you can see in our proposals many of these recommendations
have been factored into our requests.

I look forward to our further discussion and hopefully the requested meeting to
strategically look at this issue.

Regards
Trevor Johns
On 17 Jun 2025, at 14:54, [email address] wrote:

Dear Trevor,

Following your recent meeting, Lezanne has shared your email with me. | understand
that Lezanne and other members of the team have been exploring potential measures
that could be introduced in the village of Alkham. As discussed in the meeting and in
previous correspondence, unfortunately the installation of priority buildouts has not
been deemed feasible. The reference to CDM does mean, as you say, that as Designer,
Kent County Council have to take measures to eliminate, reduce or control foreseeable
risks that may arise and it is felt that taking an overhead supply into a feeder pillar and
running a private supply along the verge in this location along with concerns about the
integrity of the verge/ditch and the ongoing maintenance is not a risk we are willing to
take.

We are bound by Government and KCC policies designed to ensure safety, and these
must guide our decisions. The history of discussions and investigations is documented
in your HIP, and any measures we have been unable to take forwards have been
explained to you in full.

| understand you feel that colleagues who have now left the team have suggested
alternative solutions, but we have investigated these and as explained already, they
were not deemed viable solutions. If any had proven possible, we would have
implemented them. | hope you will appreciate that we cannot keep looking at previous
solutions once they have been discounted. | have also checked the crashes and over
the last three years there have been four slight crashes and one damage only, these
were all in 2022 and not attributed to a speeding concern.

Over the past year, we have made every effort to support Alkham Parish, including
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commissioning new speed surveys in the hopes of supporting and introducing a 20mph
limit but unfortunately, the results didn’t meet the required criteria. You do have some
measures including Community Speedwatch which is also supported by the mobile
camera van and the addition of a solar powered ANPR camera 'Auto Speedwatch' which
I understand was a trial but has been agreed you can keep. This is good news as |
understand it is the only one in the County.

We have committed to funding the speed reduction from 50mph to 40mph on Alkham
Valley Road coming out of Temple Ewell for the Parish Council and this will be hopefully
progressed in the next six months, the next stage being the public consultation. |
wonder if Lezanne has told you about the 30mph toolkits that we have available? These
consist of bin stickers, a banner and posters to raise awareness and another reminder
to drivers. This is free of charge if you are interested.

| have also noted that the Vehicle Activated Sign) VAS as you enter the village from
Alkham reached the end of its life a few years ago but wonder if you would see it as a
positive step if we were to consider funding a new one. Please let me know if you would
like me to look into this for you.

Kind Regards

Wendy

Wendy Boorman | Highway Improvements Manager (East) | Road Safety & Active Travel

Group | Highways, Transportation & Waste | Kent County Council | 03000 41 81
81 | www.kent.gov.uk/highways
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