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Executive Summary 
This consultation was held to present and gather feedback on 
the Sturry Link Road proposals prior to submission of a 
detailed planning application. The Consultation took place 
over a 6 week period from 26 July to 6 September 2017 and 
offered the opportunity to open a dialogue with stakeholder 
organisations and the public so their comments and concerns 
could be incorporated into the on-going work to finalise the 
scheme design. 

Details of the proposals were available to view and download 
online with feedback obtained via a questionnaire which 
asked for views on the road layout, its features and its impact 
on the surrounding environment including suggestions for 
improvement. In total, 116 questionnaires were received. 
Consultees were also asked to consider and comment if they 
had a preference for one of three junction options presented 
for the A28/A291 junction. Three local exhibition events were 
also held with over 250 people attending. KCC also hosted a 
virtual exhibition online which received 928 views and 170 
comments. 

Overall, there is generally good support for the link road in the 
wider surroundings however locally there is an equal mix of 
opinion. Key reasons for support were; reduced congestion 
through Sturry, improved journey times and the opportunity to 
avoid the Sturry level crossing. Wider congestion and 
increased air pollution were the main concerns of consultees 
not in support of the Link Road, many of whom took the view  

 

that the Link Road would not reduce congestion but just move 
it to another area. 

Comments on the layout of the Link Road proposals focused 
heavily on pedestrian and cycle provisions and if the balance 
between all the competing transports demands were 
equitable. Examples included suggestions for additional and 
wider cycle routes, segregated cycle/pedestrian provisions 
and requests for more signal controlled crossings.  

The proposed options for the A28/A291 junction attracted 
much local interest and were for many the key focal point of 
the consultation.  Whilst most consultees understood the need 
and reasons to alter the junction, particularly the need to 
restrict some traffic turning movements, concerns over traffic 
re-routing through the local estate roads and the impact on 
accessibility to local facilities were the main issues. The 
junction layout shown in Appendix F has been selected for the 
final scheme design comprising a fully signalised configuration 
including signal controlled pedestrian crossings.      

Representations from organisations including Sturry, 
Chestfield and Westbere Parish Councils, CPRE (Campaign 
to Protect Rural England), SPOKES East Kent Cycling 
Campaign and Broad Oak Preservation Society, whilst not 
stating any clear support or objection to the Link Road 
proposals, made a number of comments in relation to their 
specific area of interest with suggestions for improvement.  
Many of these were cycling and pedestrian related. 
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After consideration of all the suggestions and representations 
from the consultation, alterations to the design will be made 
and the scheme design finalised. 

The next step is to submit a detailed planning application for 
the Link Road. This will be followed by determination of the 
planning applications for both the Link Road and adjacent 
development sites at Sturry and Broad Oak. 

It is anticipated that construction works will commence in 
2020.      
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background 
The proposed Sturry Link Road aims to reduce traffic through 
Sturry, ease congestion at the Sturry level crossing and cater 
for the extra traffic from the new housing proposed at Sturry, 
Broad Oak and beyond at Herne Bay. Sturry experiences high 
levels of traffic which combined with frequent operation of the 
level crossing can lead to severe congestion, making journey 
times unreliable. The proposed new road with its dual role to 
serve new housing provides the opportunity to deliver an 
alternative route for traffic to avoid the level crossing and help 
tackle and reduce traffic congestion in Sturry.  

The proposed new road will be located to the north and west 
of Sturry providing a new 1.5km route to link the A28 Sturry 
Road in the south to the A291 Sturry Hill in the east. A section 
of new road is also proposed to provide a direct link to 
Shalloak Road to the west. The new road will follow an east to 
westerly route to the north of the Canterbury to Ramsgate 
railway before heading in a southerly direction to cross over 
the railway and the Great Stour to join the A28 Canterbury 
Road. A key feature is the proposal for a 250m long 
continuous bridge structure (viaduct) spanning both the 
railway and both arms of the Great Stour. 

In the wider context, new home allocations of around 16,000 
have been identified in the Canterbury District Local Plan 
(adopted July 2017) over the plan period of 2011 to 2031. 
This includes strategic allocations of land at Sturry and Broad 
Oak for 1,150 new homes. The Local Plan acknowledges and 
accepts that these new homes will create additional traffic and 
that, in accordance with the Local Plan policies, Canterbury 
City Council (CCC) will seek to implement a Sturry Link Road. 
Kent County Council (KCC) in conjunction with the developers 
of the Sturry Site will be planning and delivering the Sturry 
Link Road. 

Sturry 
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Plans for the development at Sturry and Broad Oak were 
presented at two local exhibition events (January and April 
2017). This included Masterplan proposals and high-level 
plans for the Link Road. Whilst these Masterplan proposals 
will be subject to two separate planning applications by the 
developers, KCC will be developing and submitting a detailed 
planning application for the Link Road. The KCC application 
will also include proposals for alterations to the existing 
A28/A291 junction necessary to encourage reassignment of 
through traffic to the Link Road and improve the junction for 
pedestrians and its overall performance.   

The proposals were presented at the Environment and 
Transport Cabinet Committee (E&T) on 15 June 2017. 

1.2. Purpose of the Consultation 
KCC’s project team, working together in close liaison with 
Canterbury City Council (CCC) and organisations responsible 
for new housing at Sturry and Broad Oak, are preparing a 
detailed planning application to deliver the Sturry Link Road. 
This consultation was carried out at the pre-planning stage to 
provide the public and stakeholder organisations with the 
opportunity to provide feedback and make suggestions on the 
road scheme before plans are finalised for the planning 
application. 

The consultation enabled the public and organisations to: 

 Understand in some detail the road scheme being
proposed

 Consider the possible impacts and benefits of the
proposed scheme

 Interact with other members of the public and with
organisations to understand their views

 Ask KCC questions on the proposals

This report presents the analysis and findings of the feedback 
to the public consultation on the proposals. In addition, the 
report summarises the consultation process and the 
engagement and promotional activities that took place.  The 
report also states how the feedback has been used to update 
and enhance the proposal. 

1.3. Proposals Presented for Consultation  
Through the Master Planning process for the development at 
Sturry and Broad Oak, and as a result of other significant 
physical and environmental constraints, the proposed route 
corridor for the Link Road had essentially been determined.  
Proposals presented for this consultation for the Link Road 
therefore comprised a detailed scheme layout along a single 
route corridor. Consultees were asked to examine and 
comment on the road layout, its features and its impact on the 
surrounding environment including suggestions for 
improvement. 

Three alternative layout proposals were presented for the 
A28/A291 junction improvement. Consultees were asked to 
consider and comment if they had a preference for one of the 
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three junction options shown, giving reasons for their 
preference.   

Details of the proposals were presented and made available 
in several formats as explained in Section 2. Such details 
included: 

 Detailed layout plans for each road section (Figure 1.2)
 Detailed layout plans for each of the A28/A291 junction

alternatives (Figure 1.2)
 3D visualisations and elevations of the proposed

viaduct (Figure 1.1)
 Environmental constraints plan
 Aerial photography (with scheme superimposed)

1.4. Decision Making Process 

Following the consultation report being published, the 
proposals will be amended, taking into consideration 
comments raised through the consultation. This consultation 
report along with a project update will then be taken to 
Environment and Transport Cabinet Committee to provide an 
update on the proposal. 

Figure 1.1 - 3D visualisation example 

Kent County Council 3 
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2. Consultation Process

This Section outlines the process followed to deliver the 
consultation and details the activities and documentation 
developed to support the delivery of the consultation. The 
consultation was divided into the five stages shown in Figure 
2.1.  Detailed information on each stage is given below.  

Figure 2.1: The consultation process 

During consultation 
activity 

Develop 
consultation 
process and 
promotional 

activities 

Undertake 
Equality Impact 

Assessment  

 Identify possible
impacts on
protected
characteristic
groups

 Identify
stakeholders

 Define
consultation
activities

 Define
communication
activities and
frequencies

Pre-consultation activity/ 
engagement 

 Presentation to the
Canterbury Joint
Transportation Board

 Meeting with Sturry
Parish Council

 Postcard and posters
delivered to residents
and businesses in and
around Sturry and
Broadoak

 Email to key
stakeholders

 Public consultation
events at Broad Oak
Village Hall and the
Sturry Social Centre

 Stickyworld online
forum

 Online and hard copy
questionnaire

 Presentation to Sturry

Court Mews - residents

 Responding to queries

Post consultation 
activity 

 Analysis and
reporting of
consultation
responses

 Feedback to
consultees and
stakeholders

 Finalise designs for
planning
application
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2.1. Promoting the Consultation 
The consultation process was developed by KCC with the aim 
of involving residents, community groups and interested 
parties to help develop the proposals, drawing on local 
knowledge and expertise.  

The following promotional activities were undertaken to 
support the delivery of the public consultation:  

 Consultation poster displayed in libraries in Canterbury
and Sturry

 Postcards delivered to residents of Sturry and Broad
Oak

 Presentation to Sturry Parish Council meeting on 27
June 2017

 Posters displayed at Sturry Parish Council Offices
 Press release issued by KCC on 26 July 2017
 Page on KCC’s Consultation Directory on Kent.gov.uk

updated as consultation and project progressed
 Sturry Parish Council Social Media

KCC’s Twitter page was also used to promote the consultation 
throughout the six-week period.  Six tweets were planned for 
varying stages of the consultation, which included reminders 
of consultation events.  Examples are shown opposite. 

Figure 2.2: Consultation postcard 

Twitter ‘Consultation launch’ 
 “Have your say on our Sturry Link Road public consultation or 

come down to one of our exhibition events.  http://bit.ly/2uAHhQ” 

Twitter ‘Exhibition event’ 
“Attend our exhibition today to share your views on the Sturry 
Link Road consultation at Sturry Social Centre 2-8pm” 
http://bit.ly/2uYob9k 

Twitter ‘Consultation close’ 
“Last chance to tell us your views on the Sturry Link Road 
consultation, closing 6th September.  Take part  
here:”http://bit.ly/2uWJlVP” 
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2.2. Pre-consultation Engagement 
Activities 

In developing the proposals prior to this consultation, KCC 
officers have been in liaison with key stakeholders including 
Canterbury City Council, affected landowners, Environment 
Agency, Network Rail, Southeastern, Stage Coach and 
developers for the Sturry and Broad Oak development. 

KCC officers also met the Local County Council Member and 
made presentations to the Canterbury Joint Transport Board 
on 13 June 2017 and to the County Council Environment and 
Transport Cabinet Committee on 15 June 2017.  

2.3. Consultation Activities 

A number of activities were undertaken during the 
consultation period: 

Consultation Events 
Three exhibition events were held locally at the Broad Oak 
Village Hall (1 August) and the Sturry Social Club (2, 31 
August) from 2pm – 8pm each day. The purpose of the events 
was to provide attendees with a forum to examine and discuss 
the proposals with KCC officers, and ask any questions. 

 In total over 250 people attended the exhibitions. 

Consultation Exhibition Boards  
The consultation exhibition boards provided information on the 
following:  

 Background of the project
 Details of the proposed Link Road layout
 Details of the three A28/A291 junction alternatives
 Environmental impacts
 Viaduct
 The next steps, and how people could provide their

feedback

Figure 2.3: Photo taken at the Broad Oak exhibition day 
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The boards were available to view and download from the 
consultation webpage. Other key documents were also 
available to download as shown in Table 1.   

Hard copies of the Consultation Booklet and other supporting 
design drawings and documents were also made available at 
the exhibitions as required. 

Table 1- Key document downloads 
Document Downloads 
Consultation booklet (PDF Version) 885 downloads 
Consultation booklet (Word version) 65 downloads 
Consultation stage Equalities Impact 
Assessment (PDF Version) 

42 downloads 

Consultation stage Equalities Impact 
Assessment (Word Version) 

12 downloads 

Exhibition banners 48 downloads 
Promotional Postcard 41 downloads 
Promotional Poster 68 downloads 
Sturry Link Road Consultation 
Questionnaire (Word Version) 

65 downloads 

A28 Island Road -A291 Sturry Hill 
Junction Option Assessment 

238 downloads 

A28 Sturry Link Road Hydraulic 
modelling Report 

85 downloads 

A28 Sturry Link Road Preliminary 
sources study and contamination 
assessment report 

34 downloads 

A28 Sturry Link Road Environmental 
Scoping Report 

61 downloads 

Elevation of Viaduct 72 downloads 
Viaduct General Arrangement 84 downloads 
Sturry and Broad Oak Housing 
Development pre planning consultation 

136 downloads 

Feedback mechanism 
People were asked to provide feedback via a consultation 
questionnaire, which was available online and in a paper 
version. The paper version was available at the exhibition 
events and on request via telephone or email. A copy of the 
questionnaire is provided in Appendix E. 

Stickyworld Online Forum 
KCC hosted an online forum via Stickyworld. This was a 
virtual version of the consultation exhibition offering the public 
the opportunity to comment on the specific aspects of the 
scheme. A key feature of the forum was the ability for 
respondents to see and reply to comments posted by others. 
This served to prompt support or counter arguments against 
many of the aspects raised. 

In total Stickyworld gained: 

928 views      170 comments 

Engagement with residents of Sturry Court Mews 
(retirement dwellings) 
On 31 August, members of the KCC project team attended an 
informal gathering with many of the residents of Sturry Court 
Mews. This small ‘community’ of mainly elderly residents 
located off the A291 Sturry Hill near its junction with the A28, 
invited KCC officers to present the proposals and answer any 
questions as many were unable to attend the exhibition 
events. 
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3. Equality and Accessibility  

Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) 
The EqIA provides a process to help us to understand how 
the proposals may affect people based on their protected 
characteristics (age, disability, gender, gender identity, race, 
religion/belief or none, sexual orientation, pregnancy and 
maternity, marriage and civil partnership and carer’s 
responsibilities).  

The EqIA was available as one of the consultation documents 
and was used to shape the consultation process.   

The following steps were taken to ensure the consultation was 
accessible to all:  
 

 In addition to the consultation being available online, 
three events were held at two accessible venues to 
provide the opportunity for people to view the material 
and ask the team questions.  Hard copies of the online 
questionnaire were available and staff on hand to 
provide support. This was particularly important to 
ensure the consultation was accessible to people who 
could not or did not want to access the consultation 
online. The consultation event banners were replicated 
on Stickyworld and the exhibition banners were made 
available online for anyone who was unable to attend 
the events.  

 

 
 
 
 

 All publicity material included a phone number and 
email address for people to request hard copies and 
alternative formats of the consultation material.  Word 
versions of the Consultation booklet, EqIA and 
questionnaire were provided to ensure accessibility of 
documentation to consultees using audio transcription 
software. 

 Hard copies on the consultation booklet were available 
from the Canterbury libraries. 

 Attendance at an informal gathering with residents of 
Sturry Court Mews. A ‘community’ of mainly elderly 
residents unable to attend the exhibitions. 

Equality analysis of the consultation data was undertaken 
(Chapter 5) to identify any other issues that would impact a 
particular protected characteristic group. The EqIA will be 
updated to consider outcomes of this consultation.  

The consultation questionnaire included a question 
highlighting the EqIA and asking for feedback. The responses 
to this question are summarised in Section 5.   
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4. Response Profile 
This chapter summarises the number of consultation 
responses received and who responded to the consultation. 

In total, 116 individuals or organisations responded to the 
consultation via the questionnaire, of which 31 responded by 
hard copy and 85 were submitted online. Five of the 
responses via the questionnaire were responding on behalf of 
an organisation including two local community associations1, 
a church (St Nicholas Church) and one from The Canterbury 
District Green Party. A number of other organisations and 
members of the public responded by either letter or email and 
details of these responses can be found in Sections 5.2 and 
5.3.  

There were 170 comments on the ‘Stickyworld’ Online Forum. 
These comments have been considered and summarised in 
Section 5.4, but the respondents have not been included in 
the statistical information.  

More than 250 people attended the consultation events.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

4.1. Respondent Demographics 
The following section documents the demographics of the 
respondents. This data was collated using the ‘About You’ 
questions in the questionnaire.  

                                                           
1
 Two separate responses represented the same community organisation 

(Littlebourne & Stodmarsh Roads Community Association Ltd). 

 

 

Age 
Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents’ age. Over 
50% were aged over 65 but only 8% were aged under 35, 
which perhaps reflects the local population.  

Figure 4.1: Respondents by age  

Gender 
 74% of respondents were men  
 24% of respondents were women 
 2% of respondents preferred not to state their gender. 
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Disability 
Respondents were asked if they consider themselves to be 
disabled: 

 87% of respondents did not consider themselves 
having a disability   

 11% of respondents did consider themselves having a 
disability   

 2% preferred not to say. 

Of those that stated they considered themselves having a 
disability, the impairments that affected each respondent are 
described in Figure 4.2. 

 

 

Religion or Belief 
Respondents were asked if they consider themselves as 
belonging to any particular religion or belief: 

 45% of respondents said yes 
 46% of respondents said no 
 9% preferred not to say 

Of those respondents that answered yes, 91% selected 
Christian, 2% Muslim, 2% Sikh and 4% other.  
 
Carer 
8% of respondents identified themselves to be carers. 

Ethnic Groups  
Table 2 indicates the range and percentage of each ethnic 
group that responded using the questionnaire:  

Table 2: Respondents ethnic group 
Ethnic Group Percentage 
White English 85% 
White Scottish 2% 
White: Other 2% 
Mixed: white and Asian 1% 
Asian or Asian British: Indian 1% 
Asian or Asian British: Other 1% 
Black or Black British: African 1% 
Note: 8% preferred not to say 
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4.2. Respondent Groups 
Table 3 shows the distribution of questionnaire responses 
based on the responder group categories provided. Letter and 
email responses were also received and these are analysed 
separately in Section 5 of this report. 

Respondents were asked in what capacity they were 
completing the questionnaire:  

Table 3: Questionnaire responses 

Respondent Group Number of 
Responses Percentage  

Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 52 45% 
A resident from somewhere else in 
Kent 28 24% 

A regular commuter travelling through 
Sturry 12 10% 

A user of local public transport 
(bus/train) 4 3% 

A cyclist (social and/or commuting) 2 2% 
A representative of a local community 
group or resident association 5 4% 

On behalf of a Parish/District Council in 
an official capacity 0 0% 

A Parish/District or County Councillor 1 1% 
A local business owner 3 3% 
On behalf of a charity, voluntary or 
community sector organisation (VCS) 0 0% 

A visitor to Sturry/Broad Oak/Fordwich 4 3% 
Other* 5 4% 
* Others include:- regular drivers through Sturry, a trade 
associatuon, land agent and Stodmarsh resident 
 

 
The responses to the questionnaire were mapped to show 
where the respondents live. This was based on the postcodes 
given. Appendix A maps the postcodes of people responding 
to the questionnaire.  
 
These results show us that the vast majority of the people 
who took part in the consultation live in the northeast districts 
of Kent, predominately Canterbury District, but notably in and 
around the areas of Whitstable, Herne Bay, Minster and 
Broadstiars. This is to be expected as respondents in these 
areas are those most likly to be directly affected by the 
scheme, be it as a local resident or commuter.   
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5. Consultation Results:  
5.1.  Questionnaire Analysis 
The questionnaire included five questions relating to different 
aspects of the proposals (Questions 3 to 8). 

Q3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
proposed Link Road? 

There were 114 responses to this question. 

 64% of respondents agreed 
 28% of respondents disagreed 
 8% of respondents either did not know or did not 

agree nor disagree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mapping of the responses to this question are shown in 
Appendix B based on the postcodes given. As it can be 
seen, there is generally good support for the Link Road in 
the wider surroundings however locally there is an equal 
mix of opinion.  

Those respondents that agreed with the proposed Link 
Road selected one or more of the following reasons for 
their support:  

Reason for support Number selected 
Reduced congestion through Sturry 65 (87%) 
Improved journey times 38 (51%) 
Avoid railway level crossing 49 (65%) 
Improve the local community 29 (39%) 
Needed to support the new housing 27 (36%) 
Other* 13 (17%) 
 
*Those respondents who selected ‘Other’ also selected one or more of the 
listed reasons but chose to use the comment box to emphasis their reason for 
support. This included reduced traffic through Fordwich and also improved 
journey times for emergency services. 

Of those respondents that did not agree with the proposed 
Link Road, the overwhelming reason given was inadequate 
local and wider infrastructure to accommodate increasing 
numbers of traffic generated from the new housing. 
Respondents took the view that the Link Road would not 
reduce congestion but just move it to another area.  

 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Strongly
agree

Tend to
agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Tend to
disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don't
Know

N
o

 o
f 

R
e

sp
o

n
se

s 



Sturry Link Road 
Consultation Report 

Kent County Council         13 

Some ‘disagree’ comments expressed concern over the 
restrictions proposed at the A28/A291 junction in terms of 
severance from local facilities and also the lack of appropriate 
provision for non-motorised users. A small number of 
comments also related to environmental impact concerns, 
particularly increased noise and air pollution. Details of further 
comments made in respect of the A28/A291 junction and 
environmental impacts can be found under the sub-headings 
for questions 5 and 6 respectively.   

The local community groups of Oaten Hill & South Canterbury 
Association and Littleborne & Stodmarsh Roads Community 
Association Ltd (LSRCA) agreed with the proposed Link 
Road, both placing particular emphasis on traffic being able to 
avoid the Sturry level crossing. Of the other community group 
responses, St Nicholas Church suggested that they believed 
that closure of the Sturry level crossing was planned as part of 
the proposal. This is not the case. The Canterbury District 
Green Party disagreed with the Link Road proposals, 
expressing the same concerns as many individual 
respondents about inadequate local and wider infrastructure 
to accommodate increasing numbers of traffic generated from 
the new housing. 

Locally, a clear distinction emerged between those 
respondents who live to the north of the railway, who 
generally disagree with the Link Road proposals, to those who 
live to the south, who generally agree with the Link Road 
proposals. This is illustrated in Figure 5.1 and is perhaps 

explained by the effects that the proposed A28/A291 junction 
alterations will have on local and through traffic movements.  

 

 
Figure 5.1 – Mapping of local responses to Q3 

Several respondents north of the railway believe that the 
proposed restrictions at the junction will encourage more ‘rat-
running’ through the residential estate roads in which they 
live. This is something that they already experience at times 
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through drivers avoiding the existing junction when it is 
congested, particularly during operation of the level crossing. 
Respondents to the south of the railway commented on the 
positive impact the junction alterations would have due to the 
resulting significant reduction of through traffic on the A28, 
including reduced traffic through Fordwich.                 

Q4.  Do you have any comments on the proposed road 
layout, including suggestions for improvements? Is there 
anything you particularly link or dislike about the 
scheme? 

There were 87 responses to this question of which 50 by 
respondents who agreed with the Link Road proposals and 27 
who disagreed.  

Respondents commented on a variety of aspects of the 
proposals, some very detailed in their response offering views 
not only on the scheme detail but also on the wider 
implications of the proposals. Suggestions for changes were 
plentiful, reflecting people’s individual circumstances and 
views.    

Several comments were complimentary about the proposals 
as illustrated opposite. Many comments did however highlight 
particular concerns over the proposals of which 30% related 
to issues of a more strategic nature. The interdependency of 
the road and housing and wider congestion concerns made 
this inevitable and understandable. A selection of these is 
provided in Table 4, categorised into the common themes that 
emerged. 

The proposed options for the A28/A291 junction attracted 
much interest and are discussed further under Question 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

It is noted that, based on some comments received, a small 
number of respondents misinterpreted some details of the 
scheme proposals. This included continuity of footway routes, 
bus stop locations, closure (or non-closure) of the Sturry level 
crossing and pedestrian crossing details. Clarification of these 
details will allay any of the concerns raised 

“Very pleased that the rail crossing will be 
kept open for busses and local traffic”   

  (A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 

“The road layout looks sensible and the 
roundabout where the new road joins the 

A28 is the most logical junction.” 

(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 

 

“An excellent scheme 
which is well designed 

and addresses the 
landscape very well”  

(A visitor to Sturry/Broad 
Oak/Fordwich) 

 

“I like the viaduct and the 
proposal that it be in one 

section rather than three so as 
not to interfere too much with 

the flood plain”  

(A resident from somewhere else 
in Kent) 

“This scheme would be a 
major plus to HGVs and other 
road users alike, as a bridge 
will eliminate a very lengthy 
and regularly closed level 

crossing at Sturry”  

(Trade Association) 
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Table 4: Comments relating to common themes 
Common themes and specific comments (examples) 
Pedestrian/Cycle provisions (17 comments) 

 Pedestrians and cyclists should have clearly defined, separate pathways or lanes
 Nice if cyclists did not have to share the road with cars (at new A28 roundabout)
 Not enough priority is given to pedestrians and cyclists 

Traffic congestion & local re-routing (14 comments) 
 Scheme not designed to cope for future traffic
 Will lead to increased use of current ‘rat-runs’ specifically Babs Oak, Hawe Lane, Pope Lane, Sweechgate,Shalloak Road and through Fordwich
 Impact of developments at Hersden have been greatly underestimated
 The proposed road will substantially exacerbate problems on the A28 as it comes from the new round-a-bout
 We anticipate that when the railway gates are closed (Broadoak) during the morning rush hour then the backlog of traffic could stretch back to the main round-about on 

the relief road 

A28/A291 Junction* (11 comments) - (See note opposite) 

 Network Rail’s plans to increase the number of trains will further  impact on traffic disruption at the junction 
 Prohibited movements unhelpful
 I like the idea of restricting some of the traffic flows through the Sturry level crossing
 The Sturry level crossing should be closed and all traffic diverted to the new link road. 

Environmental Impact*  (12 comments) – (See note opposite) 

Road/housing strategic issues (  24 comments) 
 There is no suggestion for routing through traffic to the north of the city
 Sturry level crossing should be permanently closed
 Seems illogical to create cycle lanes along this road which will be busy with fast moving traffic. Dedicated cycle ways could be incorporated alongside the railway where 

the existing public footpath is located
 The County Council and Local Council need to work together to sort out a proper integrated cycle route for Canterbury
 Pedestrians and cyclists are clearly marginalised. Canterbury needs to put cycling and walking first.
 Probably best to just put a bridge/tunnel at the current level crossing
 Better co-operation by network rail could solve some of the problem at the crossing - longer platforms 
 Road only takes traffic further in towards Canterbury. No promotion to reduce car journeys e.g. park & ride. Electric care hire per day to get into city etc.
 If the new house/roads are to be successful consideration has to made into a scheme that bypasses both Sturry and Broad oak
 The existing roundabout at the junction of Vauxhall road & A28 Sturry road is working over capacity. This roundabout should be enlarged as the new layout will put extra 

congestion on this junction.
 The proposed Sturry Link Road layout should form port of a new traffic relief road around Canterbury 

Several respondents expressed a preference for the A28/
A291 junction option in response to this question and in 
addition provided comments relating to environmental 
impacts. These topics are discussed in detail under Question 
5 and 6 respectively.  A cross-check was made to ensure 

were either repeated under questions 5 and 6 or if not, included.comments 
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There were 30 suggestions put forward for changes to the 
proposals via the questionnaire. Some suggestions were 
more strategic in nature including suggestions for additional 
link roads to form a new relief road around Canterbury, other 
wider route alternatives, changes to the local rail infrastructure 
and closure of the Sturry level crossing. Those suggestions 
that were more focused on the detail of the proposals are 
summarised in Table 5, which also includes suggestions 
received via letter or email. 

Table 5: Suggestions for change 

Suggestions for change Reason given 
Widen the shared-use footways, 
5m should be considered 

3.6m is too narrow over 
viaduct taking into account 
speed of cyclists. 3m 
elsewhere insufficient 

Provide segregated 
pedestrian/cycleway over 
viaduct and consider 
segregation throughout 

Better protection for 
pedestrians 

Provide a roundabout at the 
Sturry level crossing 

Will be easier to 
accommodate access to local 
facilities (i.e. Coop) 

Provide traffic 
calming/restriction measures 
through Broad Oak 

To further discourage ‘rat-
running’ through Broad Oak 

Widen the existing road from the 
Broad Oak level crossing to the 
new road layout 

To accommodate increased 
usage to access A28/A291 

Remove soft verge on Link Road Use space to widen footways 
Provide junction entry 
treatments across estate roads 
giving priority to cyclists 

Would help pedestrian/cyclists 
with a level crossing point and 
reduce traffic speed onto the 
estate 

Suggestions for change Reason given 
Provide a cycle path subway 
beneath A28 roundabout 

Not adequate provision for 
cyclists at the new roundabout 

Make the exit to Sturry Court 
Mews left turn only 

To avoid the Mews access 
acting as a turn-around point, 
forcing drivers to use the new 
roundabout on Sturry Hill 

Design the viaduct more like 
other bridges along the Stour to 
compliment the landscape 
through the use of green 
technology. 

The proposed viaduct looks 
like a motorway bridge in the 
middle of a rural countryside 
village 

Provide a cycle route on the  
northbound side of the Link 
Road as well as the southbound 
side 

To encourage cycling and to 
prevent the new housing 
developments causing more 
congestion by cars. 

Provide Pelican crossings on all 
the roundabouts, and especially 
the roundabout at the south end 
of the viaduct. 

To protect cyclists and 
pedestrians 

Incorporate footways and 
cycleways on the link to 
Shalloak Road 

This (link) is also going to be 
the natural pedestrian route to 
the supermarkets & stores off 
Vauxhall road 

Northern part of realigned A291 
to include a cycleway on the 
west, uphill, side 

(none given – but assume for 
continuity of cycle provisions) 

No traffic calming measures to 
be introduced 

Traffic calming measures 
leads to more pollution. 

Consider improved protection 
for pedestrians on the elevated 
viaduct 

To better protect against high 
winds/driving rain 

To address concerns over 
speeding and possible mist over 
the rivers 

Road safety on the viaduct 
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Table 5 (Cont): Suggestions for change  
Suggestions for change Reason given 
Please ensure either side of the 
road has thousands of trees 
planted. 

To improve the environment 
and reduce noise 

I would like to see a reduced 
speed limit through Sturry 
village as well as a restriction in 
regards to what vehicles can 
come through the village (No 
HGVs) 

(none given – but assume on 
road safety grounds) 

Provide an additional pedestrian 
refuge where the new road ties 
into the A291 south of the 
proposed roundabout. 

To maintain continuity and 
safety for this walking route 

Consider moving cycleway to 
the north side of the Link Road 

Too many junctions on the 
south side will impact cyclists  

Set-back bus stops into laybys So that people can get on/off 
without holding up arterial 
traffic 

Viaduct needs to be two lanes in 
either direction, and it also 
needs to be lit perhaps by 
parapet lighting 

(None given – but assume for 
capacity and safety for 
pedestrians and cyclists) 

Improve access to land (field) off 
A28 on east approach to new 
roundabout 

To safely accommodate 
frequent events on site such 
as boot-fairs/circuses and also 
agricultural requirements 

A28/A291 Option 2 to 
incorporate provisions to permit 
ambulances to turn right into 
Island Road from south of Rail 
crossing  

To not unduly delay 
emergency services 

Provide access to proposed new 
station car park direct from new 
A28/A291 junction  

Improved mobility for 
pedestrian access 

 
Suggestions for change Reason given 
Consider relocation of the 
attenuation pond at the new 
A28 roundabout to the east 
side  

To minimise the impact on  land 
take 

Consider a path on the north 
side of the link to Shalloak 
Road  

To provide direct access to 
proposed allotments and leisure 
space north of the road. 

Provide dedicated left turn 
lanes at all the roundabouts 
for the main stream flows  

To ease traffic flow at the 
junctions 

Provide some form of 
horizontal separation between 
the footway and bus lane on 
the viaduct  

To better protect cyclists from 
draught caused by passing 
traffic 

Consider blocking local roads 
to encourage reassignment of 
through traffic.  

Improve local roads and 
encourage walking and cycling 

Provide additional signal 
controlled pedestrian 
crossing points  

Pedestrian safety due to high 
traffic flow 

Provide bus lanes on both 
sides of the Link Road  

Improved public transport 
provisions 

KCC and Network Rail to enter 
into discussions regarding 
possible rail infrastructure 
changes 

To reduce the time the level 
crossing is in operation 

Provide private means of 
access from A28 roundabout  

To provide safer access    

 
Section 6 of this report outlines scheme changes incorporated 
into the final design after consideration of the above 
suggestions. 
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Q5.  Do you have any preference for one of the three 
junction options shown?  

There were 113 responses to this question 

 31% of respondents preferred Option 1 
 7% of respondents preferred Option 2 
 17% of respondents preferred Option 3 
 29% of respondents selected ‘None of the above’ 

(i.e. no preference) 
 16% of respondents selected ‘Don’t Know’ 

Respondents who had a preference for one of the three 
junction options gave several explanations for their choice. 
The most common explanations are summarised in Table 6. 

Table 6: Common themes for junction choice 
Themes Option Chosen  
Reduction of traffic through Village Option 1   
Reduction of traffic over level 
crossing 

Option 1 Option 2  

Improved junction efficiency Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Improved safety at junction Option 1 Option 2  
Will encourage use of Link Road Option 1 Option 2  
Improved pedestrian facilities Option 1  Option 3 
Least inconvenient/disruptive to 
locals 

Option 1  Option 3 

Least impact on Island Road traffic Option 1 Option 2  
 
These respondents also commented on detailed aspects of 
the junction options including: how access to the station 
forecourt is to be gained, how access to the shop (Co-op 
store) will be managed, compatibility issues between the 

junction signals and the level crossing signals. Some 
comments also offered suggested alterations/additions 
including additional pedestrian crossings and having no 
restrictions on traffic movement in conjunction with traffic 
calming measures.  
 
Overall, those respondents who chose Option 1 did so mainly 
because of the significant reduction of traffic that would result 
on the A28 south of the level crossing. Respondents that 
preferred Option 2 believed this to be the most efficient and 
safer junction. For Option 3, the majority of respondents 
selected this option based on their view it will be the least 
disruptive to traffic over all the other options. The quotes 
below are provided to illustrate the differing views received:  

 

 

 

 

  
 
 
 

 

 

“I can only support option 1 in the proposal as this is the only 
option that restricts the traffic enough to really make a difference 

for those that live in Mill Road and surrounding roads” 
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 

 

“Option 2 appears the most straightforward option and the safest 
(no crossing over of traffic.)” 

(A regular driver on the A28, Canterbury resident) 

 

“For residents on the A28 side to reach chemist, church, library, 
dentist, hair dressers, social centre and Return, this is the best 

option.” (Option 3) 
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
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A significant number of respondents (45%) expressed no 
preference for any of the options proposed. Over half of these 
respondents commented and, in general, did not want to see 
any restrictions at the junction because of the impact it would 
have on local people in terms of accessibility to shops and 
other facilities (e.g. library, Church, Chemist).  The quote 
below is one such typical response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Suggestions were put forward for a roundabout solution and 
some comments queried why the railway station could not be 
redeveloped to minimise the length of time the level crossing 
held traffic (i.e. increase platform lengths).      

As expected, the junction options attracted considerable local 
interest although around 25% of comments were received 
from respondents further afield. Appendix C maps all 
respondent locations to Q5 based on postcodes, highlighting 
the preferences given.    

Although no real pattern has emerged on the choice of 
junction based on respondent location, it is likely that 
preferences are partly based on the location and 
circumstances of the individual. This is perhaps demonstrated 
by Option 3 being the main preference by local respondents to 
the north of the railway (see Figure 5.2). 

Figure 5.2: Junction preference by local respondents 

After consideration of all the feedback from the consultation, 
the junction layout shown in Appendix F (Option 1) has been 
selected for the final scheme design 

“Access is still needed across the railway line traffic 
still needs to be able to get to Fordwich without having 

to gto to a roundabout and back. Customers for my 
business come from surrounding local villages 

therefore need to have access across the railway line. 
Sturry residents still need to get to the library chemist, 
council office, dentists or without local support they 
will close. And what about the church kings school!” 
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Q6. The consultation document highlights how this 
scheme will impact on the surrounding environment.  
Please add any comments you have on environmental 
impact 

There were 59 responses to this question. 

The nature of each response can be broken down into the 
following three categories; 

 Those that disliked the scheme on environmental 
grounds as a matter of principle – 19 (32%) 
 

 Those that were complementary about the scheme 
or had no environmental concerns – 16 (27%) 
 

 Those that indicated neither a dislike or like of the 
scheme on environmental grounds, but expressed 
concern over certain aspects 20 (34%) 

(Note: 4 responses were not relevant to environmental impact issues)  

  
Table 7: Common environmental themes 
Common Themes Number of comments 
Air quality will be improved 6 
Air quality will be worse 14 
Noise effects will be improved 3 
Noise effects will be worse 11 
Nature conservation concerns 17 
Visual impact concerns 6 
Flooding/water quality concerns 8 
Community effects 8 
 

 
“The harm to the environment from the 

scheme as it is currently constituted 
will be severe and unacceptable” 

(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 

“This is a much needed scheme and I 
am satisfied the impact on the 

environment will be acceptable” 
(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 

 

“Due to the importance of the River Stour this 
should receive a little more consideration” 

(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
 “The Stour valley needs to be protected 

by not having this proposed bridge” 
(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 

 
“I do not believe the project has an 
adverse impact on the environment, 
as it aims to remove static and slow 
traffic from the area around Sturry 

centre and improve movement near 
the railway station” 
(A regular commuter) 

“No mention has been made of the loss 
of the aspect across the flood plain to 
the Cathedral - and nowadays, to the 

Marlowe theatre” 
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 

 “Canterbury and particularly Sturry and 
Millitary Road already suffer from 

terrible noise and air pollution. They are 
already very unfriendly places to ride or 
walk. These proposals are simply going 
to make all that worse, while increasing 

unwanted, unhealthy motor traffic” 
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 

 

“Air quality is of importance to me and I can see 
that the Link Road will help the local people living 
around the A28. The reduction in traffic will help 
with our noise levels and make the area safer” 

(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
 
 
 

“I hope that they will do their best 
to minimise the impact and set 

things right when all the work is 
done as it is a beautiful area and 

they should take care not to spoil it 
for the next generation” 

(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich 
resident) 

“Yet more farmland 
disappears” 

(A resident from somewhere 
else in Kent) 

 

Example comments 
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Of the respondents that expressed a particular concern; the 
impact on the flood plain and ancient woodland, wildlife 
displacement, the look of the viaduct, management of water 
quality, impact on local amenities, air and noise pollution and 
pleas for considerate environmental mitigation and design 
were particularly highlighted. 

An Environmental Impact Assessment will ensure impacts on 
the environment are minimised through implementation of 
suitable mitigation and enhancement measures. 

 
Q7. If you have any other comments on our proposals for 
the Sturry Link Road, please provide these below. 

There were 53 responses to this question. 

Respondents comments to this question focused mainly on 
two aspects. Firstly, 40% expressed views and gave 
suggestions for greater, wider infrastructure needs and 
priorities in preference to the Sturry Link Road proposed 
scheme. This included alternative bypass schemes in the 
Canterbury district and taking a more strategic approach to 
transport with greater emphasis on sustainable transport 
(walking, public transport and cycling). Several respondents 
expressed the opinion that the Sturry Link Road will do little to 
ease congestion both locally and within the Canterbury area.  

Secondly, 40% of respondents highlighted and suggested 
additional local needs to mitigate the impacts of the scheme 
including: 

 Increasing bus priority 
 More pedestrian crossings 
 Need for a more elegant viaduct design 
 Traffic calming through Sturry Village 
 Support for businesses affected in the Village 
 A footbridge at the Sturry level crossing 
 Need for good local traffic management 
 A better focus needed on the effects on Sturry Village 
 Increase facilities needed locally for influx of people 
 Contributions from developments to improve local 

environment 
 Upgrade footpath running parallel to and north of the 

rail track 

Other comments made reference to the rail station and why 
the platforms could not be extended, the need for a cycle 
friendly scheme and requests to proceed with the scheme as 
soon as possible.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“This seems to be the making the best 
of a bad job, a Canterbury bye - pass 
from the A2 to the A28 east of Sturry, 

as suggested some 20+ years ago 
would have negated the need for what 

is now proposed” 
(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 

 

“I feel this is a very good 
move as we now live in the 
21st century this particular 

area is just a complete 
bottle neck” 

(A resident from somewhere 
else in Kent) 

 
“Once the link road is in place 
I do hope that consideration 

can take place to bring speed 
restrictions to Sturry” 

(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich 
resident) 

 

“Why not extend both platforms on the 
railway, so that stopping trains so not 

have to stop over the road?” 
(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 

 
 

Example comments 
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Q8. We have completed an initial Equality Impact 
Assessment (EqlA) for the proposals put forward in this 
consultation. We welcome your views on our equality 
analysis and if you think there is anything we should 
consider relating to equality and diversity.  

KCC analysed the feedback provided in response to Question 
8 of the questionnaire to see if it identified any specific 
potential impacts or issues for people because of a protected 
characteristic (e.g. age, disability).    

Apart from a few comments over general equality issues, such 
as the importance to people with a disability of adequate 
street lighting and speed restrictions, the majority of 
responses (10 in number) raised concerns over the potential 
impact the scheme may have on access to public transport 
(buses/rail) and over maintaining and providing safe and 
suitable access to local facilities for the elderly and people 
with disabilities and those moderately mobile.   

Particular mention was made of the elderly residents of Sturry 
Court Mews and the impact the increased traffic on Sturry Hill 
and the new layout of the A28/A291 junction will have on them 
in terms of access. One respondent also made reference to 
the unsuitability of shared pedestrian/cycle footways for 
disabled users.     

 

“The loss of shops - especially the Co-op, from the 
centre of Sturry- has had a considerable impact on 
the elderly and infirm living on the south side of the 
railway track - particularly as parking at the new site, 

and the complication of the road pattern. With a 
slightly wider brief this could be addressed within 
the new residential provision by encouraging the 

regeneration of the old village centre” 
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 

 
 

“I would suggest that a sufficient number of dropped 
curbs would be important for the elderly to be able to 

move around freely. 
I would also like a pedestrian crossing at the base of 
Sturry Hill to be considered, as crossing the road to 
get to the Co-op is very challenging for some people 

considering the speed of the vehicles and the 
increased traffic load which will affect Sturry Hill if 

any of the proposed junctions are implemented.  
(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 
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5.2. Letters and Emails 
Some respondents chose not to use the questionnaire form to 
respond to the consultation and instead provided their views 
in the form of a letter or email.  Overall, 23 letters or emails 
were received. 

Of the letters and emails received, 13 were from members of 
the public, including one Canterbury City Councillor and 
private land owners directly affected by the proposals. The 
remainder of letters and emails were from the following 
organisations:  

 Sturry Parish Council 
 Chestfield Parish Council 
 Westbere Parish Council 
 CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) Kent 
 SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign 
 Stagecoach South East 
 River Stour Internal Drainage Board 
 Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) 
 Kent Police Traffic Management Unit 

Letters and emails from members of the public generally 
reflected the views expressed via the questionnaire, 
particularly the wider congestion issues and greater provision 
needed for cyclists. Other comments included; concerns over 
the impact of temporary short-term effects prior to full 
completion of the Link Road, how KCC will ensure funding 
and land rights are secured, the robustness of traffic figures  

 
used, why the Canterbury Riverside Pathway scheme has 
been excluded from the proposals and the lack of any detailed 
bus provisions and route information.  

The response by a Canterbury City Councillor was prompted 
by receiving a copy of the SPOKES representation and 
reiterating their comments. These are discussed in more 
detail later in this report.    

Two private land plots to the south of the southern branch of 
the Great Stour are directly affected by the scheme in terms of 
land acquisition requirements: 

Plot 1 - Land off A28 – Title K153218 
Representations to the consultation were made by a land 
agent on behalf of the land owner. The land in question has 
been allocated for employment use under the recently 
adopted Canterbury Local Plan (2017). Whilst the land owner 
does not object, in principle, to the construction of the Link 
Road on their land, they are concerned that the proposals 
take a significant amount of land from them. 

As mentioned in section 2.2, pre-consultation discussions with 
the land owner’s representative took place to examine a 
number of potential refinements to the Link Road layout on 
their land. This included the suggestion to relocate the 
proposed attenuation pond to reduce the impact in terms of 
land take. In summary, the representation states; Quote, 
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“We would, however, ask you to also take into account the 
significant impact of the road, roundabout and surface water 
attenuation pond has on our client’s land in terms of land take 
and thus reduces the extent of land that can be brought 
forward for employment development”. 

Plot 2 - Land off A28 – Title K784814 
A formal representation was received on behalf of the land 
owner which reflected the outcome of meetings held 
previously between the land owner and KCC where the 
potential to reduce land acquisition requirements through 
localised realignment of the Link Road was explored.  

Whilst the land owner does not indicate any overall objection 
to the Link Road, it is the apportionment of land take between 
neighbouring land plots that is queried. The land owner 
considers that, quote; “we believe overriding consideration 
should be given to its impact on ‘human beings’. With other 
(adjacent) nearby land it is horses, cars and sewage 
impacted”. The representation also highlights the land owner’s 
concerns over the visual aspects such as, quote: “high/metal 
surroundings that would be a permanent eyesore to our 
residential outlook” and the property “becoming highly 
exposed to intrusion”. The land owner also has apprehensions 
about whether the location and nature of the surface water 
attenuation pond will serve to enhance or blight the locality. 

Re-positioning of the vehicular access to the land may be 
necessary and this is acknowledged by the land owner who 
has suggested that a direct access off the new roundabout 

offers a convenient solution and would like this to be 
considered.   

KCC will continue these discussions with the land owner to 
seek an equitable solution to the scheme proposals in the 
affected area. 

Responses received from the various organisations are 
summarised below. 

Sturry Parish Council (SPC) 
Sturry Parish Council (SPC) responded to the consultation in 
the form of a ‘Feedback’ report. The full contents of the report 
can be found in Appendix D.  

In summary, whilst SPC neither state any clear overall 
objection nor support for the Link Road proposals, they hold 
the view that there has been a lack of apparent coordination 
between the two separate planning processes and 
applications to ensure a properly integrated design solution for 
the road and housing developments. SPC believe that this 
risks an unsuccessful development and, potentially, will 
negatively affect the lives of many residents of Canterbury 
and the surrounding areas and add to city-wide problems. 

The feedback report addresses the individual sections of the 
Link Road proposals highlighting SPC’s specific concerns.  

These include: 

 Inadequate or “not ideal” cycle provisions 



Sturry Link Road 
Consultation Report 

Kent County Council         25 

 The viaduct being “out of scale and character” for the 
area  

 The negative effects on wildlife of light pollution and 
noise 

 The need for additional signal controlled 
pedestrian/cycle crossings 

 the plight of elderly residents who live in Sturry Court 
Mews 

With regards to the A28/A291 junction improvement options, 
SPC has not indicated a preference but essentially point out 
the apparent failings of each option as seen by them.    

Chestfield Parish Council 
The views of Chestfield Parish Council (CPC) were endorsed 
at their full parish council meeting held on 4 September 2017. 

CPC state that the underlying aim with any proposals for 
easing traffic congestion in the areas of Sturry, Broad Oak, 
and along the A28 and the A291 “should be to keep traffic 
moving”. 

Four specific aspects of the proposals were commented on: 

Three Lanes on the bridge viaduct - CPC consider that a 
third lane currently proposed as a bus lane on the viaduct is 
important as it provides a cost-effective solution to maintain 
future flexibility.  

Bus stops along the Link Road - CPC believe it would be 
better if bus stop laybys were provided rather than in-lane bus 
stop cages to enable the traffic to flow unhindered. 

Cycles and pedestrians - CPC state that cyclists and 
pedestrians need carefully thought out and considered 
provisions.        

A28/A291 junction options – Whilst not indicating a 
preferred junction option, CPC feel that the solution should 
concentrate on traffic from the Thanet direction, as those 
travelling from Herne Bay direction will use the Link Road 
through the new estates. 

Westbere Parish Council 
Westbere Parish Council (WPC) state their primary focus is 
on easing traffic congestion for traffic travelling from 
Westbere/Thanet direction towards Canterbury on Island road 
and returning by the same route. WPC make an initial 
observation that the proposals appear to be more about only 
mitigating the effects of the Sturry and Broad Oak 
developments rather than not tackling the effect of other 
strategic sites further afield. 

Significant improvements to public transport and cycle 
provisions on the A28 and A291 are viewed by WPC as the 
most cost-effective way to mitigate existing and future traffic 
problems. WPC suggest that bus lanes in both directions 
throughout the length of the Link Road should be provided 
and that cycle lanes integrated into a complete cycle route 
that connects to the centre of Canterbury City. 
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More specific comments on the proposals by WPC highlight 
the importance of three lanes over the viaduct to provide 
future flexibility, that a bus lane in only one direction makes no 
sense and that, ideally, the Link Road should be four lanes. 
Further comment is made over concerns whether adequate 
pedestrian crossings are provided and whether bus stops 
should be ‘inset’ rather than on the main carriageway. 

WPC favours Option 2 for the A28/A291 junction alterations 
as it maintains traffic flow in at least two directions without 
traffic light controls and reduces the risk of traffic inadvertently 
stopping on the level crossing, as may be the case with signal 
control. 

WPC make the suggestion that Network Rail should be 
persuaded to reduce the closure time of the Sturry level 
crossing through alterations to their signals or through better 
passenger management (carriage occupation) to stop 
carriages overlapping the crossing when stationary.  These 
measures are seen by WPC to help mitigate both the existing 
congestion and future demands of the junction and urge both 
KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions.     

CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) Kent 
CPRE response expresses concern over the failure of the 
Canterbury Plan to take full account of reducing reliance on 
individual car-based travel, particularly to achieve 
improvements in air quality. CPRE maintain that the apparent 
emphasis in the Link Road proposals on safeguarding 
vehicular access to new housing developments will reinforce 

unsustainable traffic patterns and increase congestion 
elsewhere in the roads network. 

Strong concerns over air pollution are raised by CPRE who 
are claiming that pollution already exceeds statutory limits and 
that there is no emphasis on air pollution aspects as part of 
the proposals presented for the Link Road.  As previously 
stated, KCC will be undertaking a full air quality compliant 
assessment to examine air quality effects that will inform the 
Environmental Statement to be submitted as part of the Link 
Road planning application.   

One respondent, responding as a member of the CPRE Kent, 
gave the following observations regarding the Link Road 
proposals: 

 Focus needs to be re-adjusted to prioritise walking, 
cycling and public transport use ahead of other modes 

 The scheme proposes to merely connect with existing 
facilities for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) and this 
means a huge opportunity to increase NMUs has been 
missed 

 Bus services etc., need to be planned before doing 
transport modelling and then finalising the road layout 

 The objective must be to increase buses, because 
buses greatly increases the number of people carried 
per vehicle movement 

 The proposed shared pedestrian/cyclist lane on the 
viaduct is not a good idea - it slopes down from the 
northern end, so high cycling speeds are likely, 
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especially if they are commuters or delivery cyclists, 
rather than leisure cyclists 

The respondent suggested an alternative route for the Link 
Road to follow a route further south and parallel to the rail 
lines, avoiding the separation between the communities that 
the respondent believes the current Link Road proposals 
create.  It is worth noting however that whilst the suggestion is 
indicative, the need to cross over the railway is likely to be 
particularly prohibitive in this case. Additional private land 
acquisition will also be necessary.  

Further suggestions are made relating to the provision of 
dedicated left turn lanes at all the roundabouts to ease traffic 
flow. Whilst this appears reasonable, highway design 
standards do not permit this arrangement on safety grounds in 
this particular case.  

Further comment has questioned the robustness of the traffic 
modelling undertaken to provide accurate and realistic 
forecasts and, in line with many other respondent responses, 
express the view that the Link Road alone will not solve 
congestion in and around the Canterbury area. 

Environmental concerns include; impact on pollution levels, 
visual intrusion, impact on woodland, housing density, loss of 
aquatic environment, impacts of induced traffic, proper 
integration of the ‘green gap’ and consideration of extreme 
weather events (i.e. flooding).  
 
 

SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign 
SPOKES response on the proposals serves to endorse many 
of the comments on cycle provisions that other respondents 
have made.  

The main points are:  

 There is no mention of the planned Stour Riverside 
Path 

 There is no cycle/pedestrian link to Broadoak Road 
 The shared cycle/footway on the flyover has no 

horizontal separation from the bus lane 
 Paths next to the Link Road are frequently interrupted 

by the roads. Priority is given to motor vehicles at all 
junctions 

In respect of the Stour Riverside Path project, Canterbury City 
Council is leading on this and therefore the Link Road 
proposals do not show any details. 

The link to Broadoak Road is considered by SPOKE not to 
encourage active travel through the omission of footways and 
cycle provisions. Suggestions are made to realign the link to 
the south side of the railway, allowing greater flexibility to 
introduce new footway/cycleway provisions.  

Whilst SPOKES acknowledge the shared cycleway/footway 
over the viaduct does have the protection of a kerb, they note 
that no horizontal separation is provided from passing busses 
using the bus lane. They query ‘why are there no lamp posts?’ 
and point out the difficulties crossing the A28 and the absence 
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of any proposal for a signal controlled crossing at the southern 
end of the viaduct.    

In a wider sense, SPOKES recognise the potential for the Link 
Road to attract through traffic from local roads (e.g. Sturry 
Road, Vauxhall Road) which might be an attractive quality of 
life improvement for many, encouraging more walking and 
cycling. They suggest measures should be installed to 
encourage through traffic to use the Link Road, to the extent 
of even blocking local roads.  

Overall, SPOKES conclude that whilst the proposals may offer 
some potential for a small transport modal change in the wider 
area, it will not offset the increase in new motor-vehicle trips 
generated from the new development at Sturry and 
developments further afield.  They recognise a significant 
change in transport policy will be necessary to realistically 
influence modal change but hope that the proposals in the 
wider context are re-considered from the perspective of all 
cyclists and how they can make complete trips into 
Canterbury and not just to the edge of the development.  
 
Stagecoach South East 
Stagecoach fully supports the concept of the Sturry Link Road 
and its objectives and their response includes comments and 
advice over certain details of the proposals. These include; 
the need to ensure adequate road width for passing buses 
when travelling at the speed limit set for the Link Road, 
carefully sited bus stops so that all housing is within 400m 
walk distance to stops, stops to be lit and equipped with 

shelters to meet all accessibility standards. Further liaison 
between KCC and Stagecoach is to take place to determine 
the precise location and nature of bus stops on the Link Road 
and the surrounding bus routes.  

Stagecoach particularly welcomes the proposed bus lane over 
the viaduct and state their expectation to divert the current 
Triangular bus service via the Link Road as this will provide 
for quicker and more reliable journeys between Herne Bay 
and Canterbury, which will encourage greater bus, as 
opposed to car use. 

In their response, Stagecoach has confirmed that the existing 
Route 6 would still serve Sturry in order to preserve the 
current link between there and Herne Bay and to provide 
connections to the train service. Bus routes to and from 
Thanet (Routes 8/8a/9/9x) would also stay on their current 
routeing. However, in this regard, Stagecoach finds the 
restrictions imposed on certain movements for Option 2 of the 
A28/A291 junction proposals unacceptable, as this would 
negatively impact on journey times due to local rerouting of 
the service.   

River Stour Internal Drainage Board (RSIDB) 
IDB acknowledge previous discussions have taken place with 
KCC over this project and have no objection to the proposal in 
principle.  RSIDB request to be kept informed of the detailed 
plans as they progress as they believe the RSIDB’s formal 
consent will ultimately be required. 
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Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) 
BOPS take the view that the Link Road proposal “represents 
the best which can be accomplished in the current situation”. 
With a long-standing interest in the Sturry Link Road scheme, 
BOPS highlight that Broad Oak village has for many years 
suffered from its use as a “rat run” for traffic between Herne 
Bay and Canterbury seeking to avoid the congestion at the 
Sturry railway crossing and difficulties joining the A28 due to 
the existing junction operation. 

Completion of the Link Road before any substantial 
development takes place is regarded as essential by BOPS. 
This, they say, will otherwise make the traffic situation in the 
area significantly worse. A solution to the provision of 
advanced funding for the whole Link Road is something 
BOPS would like to see pursued. 

The prospect of traffic calming measures through Broad Oak 
village in the future, should “rat running” persist, is something 
BOPS say would gain some local support and request that 
traffic flows are monitored after completion. 

BOPS believe that the A28/A291 junction alterations will be 
the most contentious part of the scheme because access 
across the railway for some local people will be restricted. 
They do however recognise that without these restrictions the 
benefits of the Link Road will be lost. BOPS take the view that 
a mix of options 1 and 2 should be adopted, the principle of 
which is to give priority to traffic following the revised A28 
route between Sturry Hill and Island Road. As with any option 
proposed, the differing restrictions make it inevitable that 

objections will be received depending on individual 
circumstances, and BOPS have recognised this in their 
response. 

BOPS welcome the commitment to keep open the Broadoak 
railway crossing and the inclusion of the link to Broadoak 
Road.           

Kent Police Traffic Management Unit (KPTM) 
Overall, KPTM are supportive of the Link Road proposals with 
comments and observations being more operationally based. 

Comments made refer to adequacy of design in terms of Link 
Road capacity, pedestrian crossings suitability for intended 
use and location, right turn lanes being suitably designed with 
good visibility and signage and speed limits accompanied by a 
traffic regulation order with no reliance on presence of 
streetlamp’s for 30mph sections. KPTM also highlight the 
need for early identification of any special arrangements 
during the construction phase (i.e. special/abnormal loads) 
especially if other traffic management restrictions are 
required.      

KPTM have no issues with the restrictions intended for each 
of the A28/A291 junction options provided that they can be 
effectively implemented without the requirement for 
enforcement activity.  Whilst KPTM have no predilection for 
any of the junction options, their preference is for Option 1 
based on the allowed traffic movements.  Concerns are raised 
with Options 2 and 3 over the potential for them to encourage 
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dangerous ‘u’ turns on the A28 Island Road by traffic unable 
to access the railway crossing from Sturry Hill.   

5.3.  ‘Stickyworld’ comments 
As expected, the theme of comments posted on the 
‘Stickyworld’ forum closely reflected and reinforced those of 
the questionnaire, letters, emails and discussions at the 
exhibitions. Interaction between respondents was evident with 
many replies to comments being posted. One such example 
was;  

 

      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Given the likelihood that comments on ‘Stickyworld’ were 
posted by respondents who also completed the questionnaire, 
the comments have not been included in the numerical 
analysis under section 5.1.   

5.4. Exhibition feedback 
With over 250 people attending the exhibitions KCC were able 
to better understand the local needs and concerns of people, 
businesses and visitors to the area, in particular: 

 Concerns over traffic rerouting through existing estate 
roads 

 How the A28/A291 junction options will impact on them 
 Access needs to local facilities (e.g. chemist/shops) 
 Public transport needs (mainly bus provisions) 
 Aspirations for more cycle provisions 
 Concerns over pedestrian crossing facilities 
 Details of construction phasing and overall timetable 

One key interest that attracted the most attention at the 
exhibition was the options proposed for the A28/A291 
junction. This afforded the opportunity for KCC 
representatives to fully explain the junction layouts proposed, 
identifying how each one will impact on them individually, both 
in good and in not so good ways, and the reasons behind the 
options in the context of the scheme as a whole.  Groups of 
people often entered into discussions over the options, 
debating the merits of each.    

Overall, KCC representatives believe the exhibition was well 
received by the majority of attendees.    

 

“With the existing volume 
of traffic plus the massive 
increase in traffic from all 

the thousands of 
additional houses -  the 
new road and viaduct 

HAVE TO BE TWO LANES 
IN BOTH DIRECTIONS.” 

“Yes, but it's 
feeding into 
Sturry Road 

which is only one 
lane each way”  
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6. Scheme Update in Response to Feedback 

In response to the suggestions and comments made during the Consultation, we have listened to your feedback and the scheme 
design has been updated as indicated in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Scheme updates 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent 
suggestions/comments 

Scheme 
updated (Y/N) 

Details of Scheme Updates             
(where applicable) Comments/Reasons on Decision 

1 Preferences given over 
A28/A291 junction choice 
(see Q5 in Section 5) 

Y Option 1 has been selected   
(See Appendix F for details of 
selected junction layout) 

Respondents who indicated a junction preference 
mostly selected Option 1. This option is also 
considered to best achieve the key objectives of 
KCC to encourage use of the Link Road and reduce 
traffic over the level crossing    

2 Widen the shared-use 
footways, 5m should be 
considered 

Y Shared-use footways have been 
widened by 0.5m.  This ensures 
‘effective’ cycle widths of 3m or 
3.5m are provided throughout.  

The increase in width will be beneficial in areas 
where steep road gradients (up to 8%) are 
proposed and where vulnerable cycle groups may 
be present at times (i.e. school children).  Added 
width over the viaduct will serve as a precautionary 
measure (i.e. safety margin) against possible higher 
traffic speeds on the viaduct.      

3 Provide segregated 
pedestrian/cycleway over 
viaduct and consider 
segregation throughout 

N None An unsegregated provision is considered to provide 
a better level of service for both cyclists and 
pedestrians compared to a segregated route taking 
into account the usage, which is expected to be 
relatively low, and the several conflict points along 
the route (e.g. junctions, bus stops). An 
unsegregated route will also benefit from being 
uncomplicated with street furniture kept to a 
minimum, which is desirable.   

4 Provide a roundabout at 
the Sturry level crossing 

N None A roundabout is considered unworkable on safety 
and operational grounds given its close proximity to 
the level crossing. Safe and appropriately located 
pedestrian crossings will also be difficult to 
implement. 
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5 Provide traffic 
calming/restriction 
measures through Broad 
Oak 

N None The need to introduce any traffic calming will be 
monitored and considered after completion of the 
Link Road. It should be noted that traffic calming 
can, in some instances, be equally detrimental.  

6 Widen the existing road 
from the Broad Oak level 
crossing to the new road 
layout 

Y (provisional) Widening of the existing road 
between the level crossing and 
the new layout is to be pursued, 
including provision of a 3m wide 
shared footway/cycleway on the 
south side (See also item 14). 

Endeavours to obtain land for widening purposes 
will be undertaken. It is anticipated that the existing 
7.5t weight limit on Shalloak Road will remain in 
place and extend to include the new link to the 
western roundabout north of the railway.  

7 Remove soft verges on 
Link Road and replace 
with widen footways 

N None Soft verges are typical for this type of road (Local 
Distributer) offering scope for landscaping, un-
obstructive positioning of street furniture and will 
introduce an improved safety element through 
separation from the road.    

8 Provide junction entry 
treatments across estate 
roads giving priority to 
cyclists 

Y(provisional) Flat top ramp junction entry 
treatments will be included on 
estate roads, excluding 
roundabout entries/exits, but not 
with priority to cyclists. 

KCC are to review the appropriateness of such a 
provision following the outcome of the planning 
application for the new development. Giving priority 
to cyclists is considered unsafe in this case.  

9 Provide a cycle path 
subway beneath A28 
roundabout 

Y(alternative) A signal controlled crossing 
(staggered) is to be provided on 
northern approach to 
roundabout, replacing the 
uncontrolled crossing. 

A review of the forecast traffic flows, particularly in 
light of the decision to select Option 1 at the 
A28/A291 junction, warrants provision of a signal 
controlled crossing on safety grounds. A subway is 
considered impractical on engineering grounds 
given the difficulties associated with the impacted 
flood plain. 

10 Make the exit to Sturry 
Court Mews left turn only 

N None Whilst it is acknowledged that some vehicles may 
use the Sturry Court Mews access as a turn-
around, it is considered that the new roundabout 
will offer a simpler and less eventful path to turn 
around and as such be used by the majority of 
drivers. This will however be monitored once the 
Link Road is fully open to traffic.      
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11 Design the viaduct more 
like other bridges along 
the Stour to compliment 
the landscape through the 
use of green technology. 

N None The choice of structure is largely dictated by 
engineering reasons and to minimise its impact on 
the flood plain. Opportunities will be available 
during the detailed design stage to influence the 
details of the structure to enhance its integration 
into the landscape. 

12 Provide a cycle route on 
the  northbound side of 
the Link Road as well as 
the southbound side 

N (Note: The signal controlled 
crossing on the Link Road 
coincident with the existing 
Public Right of Way will be a 
Toucan crossing. This will 
provide continuity with the 
proposed cycle route through 
the development on the north 
side of the Link Road).   

The scheme proposals are considered to provide 
an equitable balance between the needs of 
pedestrians and the needs of cyclists. Some 
pedestrians, particularly the vulnerable such as the 
elderly and disabled, can feel intimidated when 
walking in areas where cyclists are permitted. The 
demand for cycling is unlikely to warrant two 
separate routes but the single continuous route 
should be sufficient to serve local cycling needs..     

13 Provide Pelican crossings 
on all the roundabouts. 

Y (partial) (See item 9) No additional signal controlled crossings are 
currently proposed other than as described under 
item 9. A review of crossing types and their 
locations will be undertaken as part of ongoing 
Local Plan development outcomes.      

14 Incorporate footways and 
cycleways on the link to 
Shalloak Road 

Y The footway on the southern 
side of the link to Shalloak Road 
is to be widened to 3m and 
changed to a shared 
footway/cycleway facility (See 
also item 6). A footway on the 
northern side is deemed 
unnecessary. 

This change will provide improved accessibility and 
continuity for cyclists to and from the development 
site.     

15 Northern part of realigned 
A291 to include a 
cycleway on the west, 
uphill, side  

N None  The location of cycle routes will be reviewed as part 
of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes. It 
should be noted that traffic calming can, in some 
instances, be equally detrimental.     

16 Implement a reduced 
speed limit through Sturry 
village and impose a HGV 
restriction. 

N None The need to introduce any traffic calming/speed 
reduction measures will be monitored and 
considered after completion of the Link Road. 
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17 Provide an additional 
pedestrian refuge where 
the new road ties into the 
A291 south of the 
proposed roundabout. 

Y A pedestrian refuge, suitable for 
both pedestrians and cyclists, 
has been incorporated into the 
scheme design. 

This will assist with safely crossing Sturry Hill at 
times of high traffic flows.   

18 Consider moving 
cycleway to the north side 
of the Link Road 

N(provisional) None A review of cycle route locations will be undertaken 
as part of ongoing Local Plan development 
outcomes.      

19 Set-back bus stops into 
laybys 

Y(provisional) None Further consultations with bus companies will be 
undertaken to determine an appropriate strategy for 
bus stop types and locations. 

20 Viaduct needs to be two 
lane in either direction, 
and it also needs to be lit 
perhaps by parapet 
lighting 

N None Forecast traffic flows do not warrant additional 
traffic lanes on capacity grounds.  
 
KCC’s current policy on road lighting limits lighting 
to conflict areas. The viaduct does not constitute a 
conflict area. A non-lit viaduct will also serve to 
minimise its impact on wildlife in the vicinity. 
Provision within the design of the viaduct will 
however allow for retro fitting of lighting should 
circumstances change. 
 
Guidance lighting, such as solar panelled road 
studs, will be considered for use on the 
footway/cycleway.   

21 Improve access to land 
(field) off A28 on east 
approach to new 
roundabout 

N None This is an unrelated issue to the Link Road scheme 
however the significant reduction in traffic flow in 
the vicinity of the access and the traffic calming 
effect of the new roundabout should ease any 
difficulties that currently may be experienced.  
 

22 Provide access to 
proposed new station car 
park direct from new 
A28/A291 junction  
 

N None Although not part of the Sturry Link Road 
proposals, improvements in the pedestrian link 
between the Station and Carpark is a matter for the 
ongoing Sturry development planning application.  
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23 Consider relocation of the 
attenuation pond at the 
new A28 roundabout to 
the east side  

Y The attenuation pond is to be 
relocated to lie within the area of 
severed land to the north-east 
side of the roundabout  

This will serve to maximise land use allocated for 
commercial purposes. Further flood modelling work 
has indicated the  impact on flooding will be 
negligible as a result of relocating the pond.   

24 Consider a path on the 
north side of the link to 
Shalloak Road  

N(provisional) None A review of footway provision will be undertaken as 
part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes 

25 Provide dedicated left 
turn lanes at all the 
roundabouts for the main 
stream flows  

N None Traffic travelling in a dedicated left turn lane at a 
roundabout is required to give-way to traffic exiting 
the roundabout where only one lane downstream is 
available. Other than southbound over the viaduct, 
this would be the case. Dedicated left turn lanes are 
therefore unlikely to provide any additional benefit 
to the Link Road. Capacity assessments of the 
roundabouts show that only the east roundabout 
may experience some delays at peak times, which 
is not unusual in an urban environment.    

26 Provide some form of 
horizontal separation 
between the footway and 
bus lane on the viaduct  

Y (See item 2) (See item 2) 

27 Consider blocking local 
roads to encourage 
reassignment of through 
traffic.  

N None (See item 16) 

28 Provide additional signal 
controlled pedestrian 
crossing points  

Y (partial) (See item 9 & 13) (See item 9 & 13) 

29 Provide bus lanes on both 
sides of the Link Road  

N None The proposals serve to provide a bus lane into 
Canterbury to join onto and improve the existing 
Bus Lane provision. This aims to ease congestion 
in the AM peak.    

30 KCC and Network Rail to 
enter into discussions 
regarding possible rail 
infrastructure changes 

n/a n/a This is beyond the scope of these proposals. 
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31 Provide private means of 
access from A28 
roundabout  

N None Providing an access direct from the roundabout 
would have additional implications on land take to 
ensure a safe arrangement could be provided. 
Other design elements are likely also to be 
compromised. A safer, less complicated, alternative 
location for the access is available off the Sturry 
Road at the eastern boundary to the property.    
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APPENDIX A Geographical location of questionnaire respondents  
i) KCC Districts
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APPENDIX A (Cont) 
ii) Canterbury District 
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APPENDIX B Geographical location of responses to question 3 of the questionnaire  
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APPENDIX C Geographical location of responses to question 5 of the questionnaire  
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APPENDIX D Sturry Parish Council feedback 
report (full contents) 
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APPENDIX E Consultation Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX F    A28/A291Junction Improvement – Option selected for final scheme design   
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	Several respondents expressed a preference for the A28/A291 junction option in response to this question and in addition provided comments relating to environmental impacts. These topics are discussed in detail under Question 5 and 6 respectively.  A cross-check was made to ensure comments were either repeated under questions 5 and 6 or if not, included. 
	Several respondents expressed a preference for the A28/A291 junction option in response to this question and in addition provided comments relating to environmental impacts. These topics are discussed in detail under Question 5 and 6 respectively.  A cross-check was made to ensure comments were either repeated under questions 5 and 6 or if not, included. 
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	This consultation was held to present and gather feedback on the Sturry Link Road proposals prior to submission of a detailed planning application. The Consultation took place over a 6 week period from 26 July to 6 September 2017 and offered the opportunity to open a dialogue with stakeholder organisations and the public so their comments and concerns could be incorporated into the on-going work to finalise the scheme design. 
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	Details of the proposals were available to view and download online with feedback obtained via a questionnaire which asked for views on the road layout, its features and its impact on the surrounding environment including suggestions for improvement. In total, 116 questionnaires were received. Consultees were also asked to consider and comment if they had a preference for one of three junction options presented for the A28/A291 junction. Three local exhibition events were also held with over 250 people atte
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure 2.2: Consultation postcard  
	Twitter ‘Consultation launch’ 
	“Have your say on our Sturry Link Road public consultation or come down to one of our exhibition events.  http://bit.ly/2uAHhQ” 
	Twitter ‘Consultation close’ 
	“Last chance to tell us your views on the Sturry Link Road consultation, closing 6th September.  Take part  here:”http://bit.ly/2uWJlVP” 
	Twitter ‘Exhibition event’ 
	Overall, there is generally good support for the link road in the wider surroundings however locally there is an equal mix of opinion. Key reasons for support were; reduced congestion through Sturry, improved journey times and the opportunity to avoid the Sturry level crossing. Wider congestion and increased air pollution were the main concerns of consultees not in support of the Link Road, many of whom took the view  
	“Attend our exhibition today to share your views on the Sturry Link Road consultation at Sturry Social Centre 2-8pm” http://bit.ly/2uYob9k 
	Figure 2.3: Photo taken at the Broad Oak exhibition day 
	Figure 4.1: Age profile of respondents 
	Fig shows no of users in each age bracket who answered this section. 
	 
	 
	that the Link Road would not reduce congestion but just move it to another area. 
	Comments on the layout of the Link Road proposals focused heavily on pedestrian and cycle provisions and if the balance between all the competing transports demands were equitable. Examples included suggestions for additional and wider cycle routes, segregated cycle/pedestrian provisions and requests for more signal controlled crossings.  
	Figure 4.2: Disability impairments’  
	 
	 
	“Very pleased that the rail crossing will be kept open for busses and local traffic”   
	  (A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	“An excellent scheme which is well designed and addresses the landscape very well”  
	The proposed options for the A28/A291 junction attracted much local interest and were for many the key focal point of the consultation.  Whilst most consultees understood the need and reasons to alter the junction, particularly the need to restrict some traffic turning movements, concerns over traffic re-routing through the local estate roads and the impact on accessibility to local facilities were the main issues. The junction layout shown in Appendix F has been selected for the final scheme design compris
	(A visitor to Sturry/Broad Oak/Fordwich) 
	 
	“The road layout looks sensible and the roundabout where the new road joins the A28 is the most logical junction.” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“This scheme would be a major plus to HGVs and other road users alike, as a bridge will eliminate a very lengthy and regularly closed level crossing at Sturry”  
	(Trade Association) 
	 
	“I like the viaduct and the proposal that it be in one section rather than three so as not to interfere too much with the flood plain”  
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	Representations from organisations including Sturry, Chestfield and Westbere Parish Councils, CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England), SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign and Broad Oak Preservation Society, whilst not stating any clear support or objection to the Link Road proposals, made a number of comments in relation to their specific area of interest with suggestions for improvement.  Many of these were cycling and pedestrian related. 
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	Pedestrian/Cycle provisions (17 comments) 
	Pedestrian/Cycle provisions (17 comments) 
	Pedestrian/Cycle provisions (17 comments) 
	 Pedestrians and cyclists should have clearly defined, separate pathways or lanes 
	 Pedestrians and cyclists should have clearly defined, separate pathways or lanes 
	 Pedestrians and cyclists should have clearly defined, separate pathways or lanes 

	 Nice if cyclists did not have to share the road with cars (at new A28 roundabout) 
	 Nice if cyclists did not have to share the road with cars (at new A28 roundabout) 

	 Not enough priority is given to pedestrians and cyclists 
	 Not enough priority is given to pedestrians and cyclists 
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	Traffic congestion & local re-routing (14 comments) 
	Traffic congestion & local re-routing (14 comments) 
	Traffic congestion & local re-routing (14 comments) 
	 Scheme not designed to cope for future traffic 
	 Scheme not designed to cope for future traffic 
	 Scheme not designed to cope for future traffic 

	 Will lead to increased use of current ‘rat-runs’ specifically Babs Oak, Hawe Lane, Pope Lane, Sweechgate,Shalloak Road and through Fordwich 
	 Will lead to increased use of current ‘rat-runs’ specifically Babs Oak, Hawe Lane, Pope Lane, Sweechgate,Shalloak Road and through Fordwich 

	 Impact of developments at Hersden have been greatly underestimated 
	 Impact of developments at Hersden have been greatly underestimated 

	 The proposed road will substantially exacerbate problems on the A28 as it comes from the new round-a-bout 
	 The proposed road will substantially exacerbate problems on the A28 as it comes from the new round-a-bout 

	 We anticipate that when the railway gates are closed (Broadoak) during the morning rush hour then the backlog of traffic could stretch back to the main round-about on the relief road 
	 We anticipate that when the railway gates are closed (Broadoak) during the morning rush hour then the backlog of traffic could stretch back to the main round-about on the relief road 
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	A28/A291 Junction* (11 comments) - (See note opposite) 
	A28/A291 Junction* (11 comments) - (See note opposite) 
	A28/A291 Junction* (11 comments) - (See note opposite) 
	 Network Rail’s plans to increase the number of trains will further  impact on traffic disruption at the junction 
	 Network Rail’s plans to increase the number of trains will further  impact on traffic disruption at the junction 
	 Network Rail’s plans to increase the number of trains will further  impact on traffic disruption at the junction 

	 Prohibited movements unhelpful 
	 Prohibited movements unhelpful 

	 I like the idea of restricting some of the traffic flows through the Sturry level crossing 
	 I like the idea of restricting some of the traffic flows through the Sturry level crossing 

	 The Sturry level crossing should be closed and all traffic diverted to the new link road. 
	 The Sturry level crossing should be closed and all traffic diverted to the new link road. 
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	Environmental Impact*  (12 comments) – (See note opposite) 
	Environmental Impact*  (12 comments) – (See note opposite) 
	Environmental Impact*  (12 comments) – (See note opposite) 
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	Road/housing strategic issues (  24 comments) 
	Road/housing strategic issues (  24 comments) 
	Road/housing strategic issues (  24 comments) 
	 There is no suggestion for routing through traffic to the north of the city 
	 There is no suggestion for routing through traffic to the north of the city 
	 There is no suggestion for routing through traffic to the north of the city 

	 Sturry level crossing should be permanently closed 
	 Sturry level crossing should be permanently closed 

	 Seems illogical to create cycle lanes along this road which will be busy with fast moving traffic. Dedicated cycle ways could be incorporated alongside the railway where the existing public footpath is located 
	 Seems illogical to create cycle lanes along this road which will be busy with fast moving traffic. Dedicated cycle ways could be incorporated alongside the railway where the existing public footpath is located 

	 The County Council and Local Council need to work together to sort out a proper integrated cycle route for Canterbury 
	 The County Council and Local Council need to work together to sort out a proper integrated cycle route for Canterbury 

	 Pedestrians and cyclists are clearly marginalised. Canterbury needs to put cycling and walking first. 
	 Pedestrians and cyclists are clearly marginalised. Canterbury needs to put cycling and walking first. 

	 Probably best to just put a bridge/tunnel at the current level crossing 
	 Probably best to just put a bridge/tunnel at the current level crossing 

	 Better co-operation by network rail could solve some of the problem at the crossing - longer platforms  
	 Better co-operation by network rail could solve some of the problem at the crossing - longer platforms  

	 Road only takes traffic further in towards Canterbury. No promotion to reduce car journeys e.g. park & ride. Electric care hire per day to get into city etc. 
	 Road only takes traffic further in towards Canterbury. No promotion to reduce car journeys e.g. park & ride. Electric care hire per day to get into city etc. 

	 If the new house/roads are to be successful consideration has to made into a scheme that bypasses both Sturry and Broad oak 
	 If the new house/roads are to be successful consideration has to made into a scheme that bypasses both Sturry and Broad oak 

	 The existing roundabout at the junction of Vauxhall road & A28 Sturry road is working over capacity. This roundabout should be enlarged as the new layout will put extra congestion on this junction. 
	 The existing roundabout at the junction of Vauxhall road & A28 Sturry road is working over capacity. This roundabout should be enlarged as the new layout will put extra congestion on this junction. 

	 The proposed Sturry Link Road layout should form port of a new traffic relief road around Canterbury 
	 The proposed Sturry Link Road layout should form port of a new traffic relief road around Canterbury 
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	After consideration of all the suggestions and representations from the consultation, alterations to the design will be made and the scheme design finalised. 
	The next step is to submit a detailed planning application for the Link Road. This will be followed by determination of the planning applications for both the Link Road and adjacent development sites at Sturry and Broad Oak. 
	It is anticipated that construction works will commence in 2020.      
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	“I can only support option 1 in the proposal as this is the only option that restricts the traffic enough to really make a difference for those that live in Mill Road and surrounding roads” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“Option 2 appears the most straightforward option and the safest (no crossing over of traffic.)” 
	(A regular driver on the A28, Canterbury resident) 
	 
	“For residents on the A28 side to reach chemist, church, library, dentist, hair dressers, social centre and Return, this is the best option.” (Option 3) 
	1. Introduction 
	1.1. Background 
	The proposed Sturry Link Road aims to reduce traffic through Sturry, ease congestion at the Sturry level crossing and cater for the extra traffic from the new housing proposed at Sturry, Broad Oak and beyond at Herne Bay. Sturry experiences high levels of traffic which combined with frequent operation of the level crossing can lead to severe congestion, making journey times unreliable. The proposed new road with its dual role to serve new housing provides the opportunity to deliver an alternative route for 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“Access is still needed across the railway line traffic still needs to be able to get to Fordwich without having to gto to a roundabout and back. Customers for my business come from surrounding local villages therefore need to have access across the railway line. Sturry residents still need to get to the library chemist, council office, dentists or without local support they will close. And what about the church kings school!” 
	 
	“The harm to the environment from the scheme as it is currently constituted will be severe and unacceptable” 
	 
	The proposed new road will be located to the north and west of Sturry providing a new 1.5km route to link the A28 Sturry Road in the south to the A291 Sturry Hill in the east. A section of new road is also proposed to provide a direct link to Shalloak Road to the west. The new road will follow an east to westerly route to the north of the Canterbury to Ramsgate railway before heading in a southerly direction to cross over the railway and the Great Stour to join the A28 Canterbury Road. A key feature is the 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	“Due to the importance of the River Stour this should receive a little more consideration” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	“Yet more farmland disappears” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	“This is a much needed scheme and I am satisfied the impact on the environment will be acceptable” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	Example comments 
	“Canterbury and particularly Sturry and Millitary Road already suffer from terrible noise and air pollution. They are already very unfriendly places to ride or walk. These proposals are simply going to make all that worse, while increasing unwanted, unhealthy motor traffic” 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	In the wider context, new home allocations of around 16,000 have been identified in the Canterbury District Local Plan (adopted July 2017) over the plan period of 2011 to 2031. This includes strategic allocations of land at Sturry and Broad Oak for 1,150 new homes. The Local Plan acknowledges and accepts that these new homes will create additional traffic and that, in accordance with the Local Plan policies, Canterbury City Council (CCC) will seek to implement a Sturry Link Road. Kent County Council (KCC) i
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“I hope that they will do their best to minimise the impact and set things right when all the work is done as it is a beautiful area and they should take care not to spoil it for the next generation” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	“Air quality is of importance to me and I can see that the Link Road will help the local people living around the A28. The reduction in traffic will help with our noise levels and make the area safer” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	 
	 
	“I do not believe the project has an adverse impact on the environment, as it aims to remove static and slow traffic from the area around Sturry centre and improve movement near the railway station” 
	Plans for the development at Sturry and Broad Oak were presented at two local exhibition events (January and April 2017). This included Masterplan proposals and high-level plans for the Link Road. Whilst these Masterplan proposals will be subject to two separate planning applications by the developers, KCC will be developing and submitting a detailed planning application for the Link Road. The KCC application will also include proposals for alterations to the existing A28/A291 junction necessary to encourag
	(A regular commuter) 
	“The Stour valley needs to be protected by not having this proposed bridge” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	“No mention has been made of the loss of the aspect across the flood plain to the Cathedral - and nowadays, to the Marlowe theatre” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“Why not extend both platforms on the railway, so that stopping trains so not have to stop over the road?” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	 
	“I feel this is a very good move as we now live in the 21st century this particular area is just a complete bottle neck” 
	 
	The proposals were presented at the Environment and Transport Cabinet Committee (E&T) on 15 June 2017. 
	1.2. Purpose of the Consultation 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	KCC’s project team, working together in close liaison with Canterbury City Council (CCC) and organisations responsible for new housing at Sturry and Broad Oak, are preparing a detailed planning application to deliver the Sturry Link Road. This consultation was carried out at the pre-planning stage to provide the public and stakeholder organisations with the opportunity to provide feedback and make suggestions on the road scheme before plans are finalised for the planning application. 
	 
	Example comments 
	 
	“This seems to be the making the best of a bad job, a Canterbury bye - pass from the A2 to the A28 east of Sturry, as suggested some 20+ years ago would have negated the need for what is now proposed” 
	(A resident from somewhere else in Kent) 
	 
	“Once the link road is in place I do hope that consideration can take place to bring speed restrictions to Sturry” 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident) 
	 
	“The loss of shops - especially the Co-op, from the centre of Sturry- has had a considerable impact on the elderly and infirm living on the south side of the railway track - particularly as parking at the new site, and the complication of the road pattern. With a slightly wider brief this could be addressed within the new residential provision by encouraging the regeneration of the old village centre” 
	The consultation enabled the public and organisations to:  
	 Understand in some detail the road scheme being  proposed 
	 Understand in some detail the road scheme being  proposed 
	 Understand in some detail the road scheme being  proposed 

	 Consider the possible impacts and benefits of the proposed scheme 
	 Consider the possible impacts and benefits of the proposed scheme 

	 Interact with other members of the public and with  organisations to understand their views  
	 Interact with other members of the public and with  organisations to understand their views  

	 Ask KCC questions on the proposals 
	 Ask KCC questions on the proposals 


	This report presents the analysis and findings of the feedback to the public consultation on the proposals. In addition, the report summarises the consultation process and the engagement and promotional activities that took place.  The report also states how the feedback has been used to update and enhance the proposal. 
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 
	 
	 
	“I would suggest that a sufficient number of dropped curbs would be important for the elderly to be able to move around freely. 
	I would also like a pedestrian crossing at the base of Sturry Hill to be considered, as crossing the road to get to the Co-op is very challenging for some people considering the speed of the vehicles and the increased traffic load which will affect Sturry Hill if any of the proposed junctions are implemented.  
	1.3. Proposals Presented for Consultation  
	Through the Master Planning process for the development at Sturry and Broad Oak, and as a result of other significant physical and environmental constraints, the proposed route corridor for the Link Road had essentially been determined.  Proposals presented for this consultation for the Link Road therefore comprised a detailed scheme layout along a single route corridor. Consultees were asked to examine and comment on the road layout, its features and its impact on the surrounding environment including sugg
	(A Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 
	 
	 
	“Yes, but it's feeding into Sturry Road which is only one lane each way”  
	“With the existing volume of traffic plus the massive increase in traffic from all the thousands of additional houses -  the new road and viaduct HAVE TO BE TWO LANES IN BOTH DIRECTIONS.” 
	Three alternative layout proposals were presented for the A28/A291 junction improvement. Consultees were asked to consider and comment if they had a preference for one of the 
	Sturry Link Road Consultation Report three junction options shown, giving reasons for their preference.   Details of the proposals were presented and made available in several formats as explained in Section 2. Such details included: Detailed layout plans for each road section (Figure 1.2)Detailed layout plans for each of the A28/A291 junctionalternatives (Figure 1.2)3D visualisations and elevations of the proposedviaduct (Figure 1.1)Environmental constraints planAerial photography (with scheme superim
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	2. Consultation Process 
	This Section outlines the process followed to deliver the consultation and details the activities and documentation developed to support the delivery of the consultation. The consultation was divided into the five stages shown in Figure 2.1.  Detailed information on each stage is given below.  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Figure 2.1: The consultation process 
	2.1. Promoting the Consultation 
	The consultation process was developed by KCC with the aim of involving residents, community groups and interested parties to help develop the proposals, drawing on local knowledge and expertise.  
	The following promotional activities were undertaken to support the delivery of the public consultation:  
	 Consultation poster displayed in libraries in Canterbury and Sturry  
	 Consultation poster displayed in libraries in Canterbury and Sturry  
	 Consultation poster displayed in libraries in Canterbury and Sturry  

	 Postcards delivered to residents of Sturry and Broad Oak 
	 Postcards delivered to residents of Sturry and Broad Oak 

	 Presentation to Sturry Parish Council meeting on 27 June 2017 
	 Presentation to Sturry Parish Council meeting on 27 June 2017 

	 Posters displayed at Sturry Parish Council Offices 
	 Posters displayed at Sturry Parish Council Offices 

	 Press release issued by KCC on 26 July 2017 
	 Press release issued by KCC on 26 July 2017 

	 Page on KCC’s Consultation Directory on Kent.gov.uk updated as consultation and project progressed 
	 Page on KCC’s Consultation Directory on Kent.gov.uk updated as consultation and project progressed 

	 Sturry Parish Council Social Media 
	 Sturry Parish Council Social Media 


	 
	KCC’s Twitter page was also used to promote the consultation throughout the six-week period.  Six tweets were planned for varying stages of the consultation, which included reminders of consultation events.  Examples are shown opposite. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  
	2.2. Pre-consultation Engagement  Activities 
	In developing the proposals prior to this consultation, KCC officers have been in liaison with key stakeholders including Canterbury City Council, affected landowners, Environment Agency, Network Rail, Southeastern, Stage Coach and developers for the Sturry and Broad Oak development. 
	 
	KCC officers also met the Local County Council Member and made presentations to the Canterbury Joint Transport Board on 13 June 2017 and to the County Council Environment and Transport Cabinet Committee on 15 June 2017.  
	2.3. Consultation Activities 
	A number of activities were undertaken during the consultation period: 
	Consultation Events 
	Three exhibition events were held locally at the Broad Oak Village Hall (1 August) and the Sturry Social Club (2, 31 August) from 2pm – 8pm each day. The purpose of the events was to provide attendees with a forum to examine and discuss the proposals with KCC officers, and ask any questions. 
	 In total over 250 people attended the exhibitions. 
	 
	 
	Consultation Exhibition Boards  
	The consultation exhibition boards provided information on the following:  
	 Background of the project 
	 Background of the project 
	 Background of the project 

	 Details of the proposed Link Road layout 
	 Details of the proposed Link Road layout 

	 Details of the three A28/A291 junction alternatives 
	 Details of the three A28/A291 junction alternatives 

	 Environmental impacts 
	 Environmental impacts 

	 Viaduct 
	 Viaduct 

	 The next steps, and how people could provide their feedback 
	 The next steps, and how people could provide their feedback 


	 
	 
	The boards were available to view and download from the consultation webpage. Other key documents were also available to download as shown in Table 1.   
	Hard copies of the Consultation Booklet and other supporting design drawings and documents were also made available at the exhibitions as required. 
	Table 1- Key document downloads 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Document 

	TD
	Span
	Downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Consultation booklet (PDF Version) 

	TD
	Span
	885 downloads 

	Span

	Consultation booklet (Word version) 
	Consultation booklet (Word version) 
	Consultation booklet (Word version) 

	65 downloads 
	65 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Consultation stage Equalities Impact Assessment (PDF Version) 

	TD
	Span
	42 downloads 

	Span

	Consultation stage Equalities Impact Assessment (Word Version) 
	Consultation stage Equalities Impact Assessment (Word Version) 
	Consultation stage Equalities Impact Assessment (Word Version) 

	12 downloads 
	12 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Exhibition banners 

	TD
	Span
	48 downloads 

	Span

	Promotional Postcard 
	Promotional Postcard 
	Promotional Postcard 

	41 downloads 
	41 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Promotional Poster 

	TD
	Span
	68 downloads 

	Span

	Sturry Link Road Consultation Questionnaire (Word Version) 
	Sturry Link Road Consultation Questionnaire (Word Version) 
	Sturry Link Road Consultation Questionnaire (Word Version) 

	65 downloads 
	65 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A28 Island Road -A291 Sturry Hill Junction Option Assessment 

	TD
	Span
	238 downloads 

	Span

	A28 Sturry Link Road Hydraulic modelling Report 
	A28 Sturry Link Road Hydraulic modelling Report 
	A28 Sturry Link Road Hydraulic modelling Report 

	85 downloads 
	85 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A28 Sturry Link Road Preliminary sources study and contamination assessment report 

	TD
	Span
	34 downloads 

	Span

	A28 Sturry Link Road Environmental Scoping Report 
	A28 Sturry Link Road Environmental Scoping Report 
	A28 Sturry Link Road Environmental Scoping Report 

	61 downloads 
	61 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Elevation of Viaduct 

	TD
	Span
	72 downloads 

	Span

	Viaduct General Arrangement 
	Viaduct General Arrangement 
	Viaduct General Arrangement 

	84 downloads 
	84 downloads 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Sturry and Broad Oak Housing Development pre planning consultation 

	TD
	Span
	136 downloads 

	Span


	Feedback mechanism 
	People were asked to provide feedback via a consultation questionnaire, which was available online and in a paper version. The paper version was available at the exhibition events and on request via telephone or email. A copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix E. 
	Stickyworld Online Forum 
	KCC hosted an online forum via Stickyworld. This was a virtual version of the consultation exhibition offering the public the opportunity to comment on the specific aspects of the scheme. A key feature of the forum was the ability for respondents to see and reply to comments posted by others. This served to prompt support or counter arguments against many of the aspects raised. 
	In total Stickyworld gained: 
	928 views      170 comments 
	Engagement with residents of Sturry Court Mews (retirement dwellings) 
	On 31 August, members of the KCC project team attended an informal gathering with many of the residents of Sturry Court Mews. This small ‘community’ of mainly elderly residents located off the A291 Sturry Hill near its junction with the A28, invited KCC officers to present the proposals and answer any questions as many were unable to attend the exhibition events. 
	3. Equality and Accessibility  
	Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) 
	The EqIA provides a process to help us to understand how the proposals may affect people based on their protected characteristics (age, disability, gender, gender identity, race, religion/belief or none, sexual orientation, pregnancy and maternity, marriage and civil partnership and carer’s responsibilities).  
	The EqIA was available as one of the consultation documents and was used to shape the consultation process.   
	The following steps were taken to ensure the consultation was accessible to all:  
	 
	 In addition to the consultation being available online, three events were held at two accessible venues to provide the opportunity for people to view the material and ask the team questions.  Hard copies of the online questionnaire were available and staff on hand to provide support. This was particularly important to ensure the consultation was accessible to people who could not or did not want to access the consultation online. The consultation event banners were replicated on Stickyworld and the exhibi
	 In addition to the consultation being available online, three events were held at two accessible venues to provide the opportunity for people to view the material and ask the team questions.  Hard copies of the online questionnaire were available and staff on hand to provide support. This was particularly important to ensure the consultation was accessible to people who could not or did not want to access the consultation online. The consultation event banners were replicated on Stickyworld and the exhibi
	 In addition to the consultation being available online, three events were held at two accessible venues to provide the opportunity for people to view the material and ask the team questions.  Hard copies of the online questionnaire were available and staff on hand to provide support. This was particularly important to ensure the consultation was accessible to people who could not or did not want to access the consultation online. The consultation event banners were replicated on Stickyworld and the exhibi


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 All publicity material included a phone number and email address for people to request hard copies and alternative formats of the consultation material.  Word versions of the Consultation booklet, EqIA and questionnaire were provided to ensure accessibility of documentation to consultees using audio transcription software. 
	 All publicity material included a phone number and email address for people to request hard copies and alternative formats of the consultation material.  Word versions of the Consultation booklet, EqIA and questionnaire were provided to ensure accessibility of documentation to consultees using audio transcription software. 
	 All publicity material included a phone number and email address for people to request hard copies and alternative formats of the consultation material.  Word versions of the Consultation booklet, EqIA and questionnaire were provided to ensure accessibility of documentation to consultees using audio transcription software. 

	 Hard copies on the consultation booklet were available from the Canterbury libraries. 
	 Hard copies on the consultation booklet were available from the Canterbury libraries. 

	 Attendance at an informal gathering with residents of Sturry Court Mews. A ‘community’ of mainly elderly residents unable to attend the exhibitions. 
	 Attendance at an informal gathering with residents of Sturry Court Mews. A ‘community’ of mainly elderly residents unable to attend the exhibitions. 


	Equality analysis of the consultation data was undertaken (Chapter 5) to identify any other issues that would impact a particular protected characteristic group. The EqIA will be updated to consider outcomes of this consultation.  
	The consultation questionnaire included a question highlighting the EqIA and asking for feedback. The responses to this question are summarised in Section 5.   
	4. Response Profile 
	This chapter summarises the number of consultation responses received and who responded to the consultation. 
	In total, 116 individuals or organisations responded to the consultation via the questionnaire, of which 31 responded by hard copy and 85 were submitted online. Five of the responses via the questionnaire were responding on behalf of an organisation including two local community associations1, a church (St Nicholas Church) and one from The Canterbury District Green Party. A number of other organisations and members of the public responded by either letter or email and details of these responses can be found
	1 Two separate responses represented the same community organisation (Littlebourne & Stodmarsh Roads Community Association Ltd). 
	1 Two separate responses represented the same community organisation (Littlebourne & Stodmarsh Roads Community Association Ltd). 

	There were 170 comments on the ‘Stickyworld’ Online Forum. These comments have been considered and summarised in Section 5.4, but the respondents have not been included in the statistical information.  
	More than 250 people attended the consultation events.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
	4.1. Respondent Demographics 
	The following section documents the demographics of the respondents. This data was collated using the ‘About You’ questions in the questionnaire.  
	 
	 
	Age 
	Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents’ age. Over 50% were aged over 65 but only 8% were aged under 35, which perhaps reflects the local population.  
	Figure 4.1: Respondents by age  
	Gender 
	 74% of respondents were men  
	 74% of respondents were men  
	 74% of respondents were men  

	 24% of respondents were women 
	 24% of respondents were women 

	 2% of respondents preferred not to state their gender. 
	 2% of respondents preferred not to state their gender. 


	 
	 
	Disability 
	Respondents were asked if they consider themselves to be disabled: 
	 87% of respondents did not consider themselves having a disability   
	 87% of respondents did not consider themselves having a disability   
	 87% of respondents did not consider themselves having a disability   

	 11% of respondents did consider themselves having a disability   
	 11% of respondents did consider themselves having a disability   

	 2% preferred not to say. 
	 2% preferred not to say. 


	Of those that stated they considered themselves having a disability, the impairments that affected each respondent are described in Figure 4.2. 
	 
	 
	Religion or Belief 
	Respondents were asked if they consider themselves as belonging to any particular religion or belief: 
	 45% of respondents said yes 
	 45% of respondents said yes 
	 45% of respondents said yes 

	 46% of respondents said no 
	 46% of respondents said no 

	 9% preferred not to say 
	 9% preferred not to say 


	Of those respondents that answered yes, 91% selected Christian, 2% Muslim, 2% Sikh and 4% other.  
	 
	Carer 
	8% of respondents identified themselves to be carers. 
	Ethnic Groups  
	Table 2 indicates the range and percentage of each ethnic group that responded using the questionnaire:  
	Table 2: Respondents ethnic group 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Ethnic Group 

	TD
	Span
	Percentage 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	White English 

	TD
	Span
	85% 

	Span

	White Scottish 
	White Scottish 
	White Scottish 

	2% 
	2% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	White: Other 

	TD
	Span
	2% 

	Span

	Mixed: white and Asian 
	Mixed: white and Asian 
	Mixed: white and Asian 

	1% 
	1% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Asian or Asian British: Indian 

	TD
	Span
	1% 

	Span

	Asian or Asian British: Other 
	Asian or Asian British: Other 
	Asian or Asian British: Other 

	1% 
	1% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Black or Black British: African 

	TD
	Span
	1% 

	Span


	Note: 8% preferred not to say 
	 
	4.2. Respondent Groups 
	Table 3 shows the distribution of questionnaire responses based on the responder group categories provided. Letter and email responses were also received and these are analysed separately in Section 5 of this report. 
	Respondents were asked in what capacity they were completing the questionnaire:  
	Table 3: Questionnaire responses 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Respondent Group 

	TD
	Span
	Number of Responses 

	TD
	Span
	Percentage  

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Sturry, Broad Oak or Fordwich resident 

	TD
	Span
	52 

	TD
	Span
	45% 

	Span

	A resident from somewhere else in Kent 
	A resident from somewhere else in Kent 
	A resident from somewhere else in Kent 

	28 
	28 

	24% 
	24% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A regular commuter travelling through Sturry 

	TD
	Span
	12 

	TD
	Span
	10% 

	Span

	A user of local public transport (bus/train) 
	A user of local public transport (bus/train) 
	A user of local public transport (bus/train) 

	4 
	4 

	3% 
	3% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A cyclist (social and/or commuting) 

	TD
	Span
	2 

	TD
	Span
	2% 

	Span

	A representative of a local community group or resident association 
	A representative of a local community group or resident association 
	A representative of a local community group or resident association 

	5 
	5 

	4% 
	4% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	On behalf of a Parish/District Council in an official capacity 

	TD
	Span
	0 

	TD
	Span
	0% 

	Span

	A Parish/District or County Councillor 
	A Parish/District or County Councillor 
	A Parish/District or County Councillor 

	1 
	1 

	1% 
	1% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A local business owner 

	TD
	Span
	3 

	TD
	Span
	3% 

	Span

	On behalf of a charity, voluntary or community sector organisation (VCS) 
	On behalf of a charity, voluntary or community sector organisation (VCS) 
	On behalf of a charity, voluntary or community sector organisation (VCS) 

	0 
	0 

	0% 
	0% 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	A visitor to Sturry/Broad Oak/Fordwich 

	TD
	Span
	4 

	TD
	Span
	3% 

	Span

	Other* 
	Other* 
	Other* 

	5 
	5 

	4% 
	4% 

	Span


	* Others include:- regular drivers through Sturry, a trade associatuon, land agent and Stodmarsh resident 
	 
	 
	The responses to the questionnaire were mapped to show where the respondents live. This was based on the postcodes given. Appendix A maps the postcodes of people responding to the questionnaire.  
	 
	These results show us that the vast majority of the people who took part in the consultation live in the northeast districts of Kent, predominately Canterbury District, but notably in and around the areas of Whitstable, Herne Bay, Minster and Broadstiars. This is to be expected as respondents in these areas are those most likly to be directly affected by the scheme, be it as a local resident or commuter.   
	 
	  
	5. Consultation Results:  
	5.1.  Questionnaire Analysis 
	The questionnaire included five questions relating to different aspects of the proposals (Questions 3 to 8). 
	Q3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed Link Road? 
	There were 114 responses to this question. 
	 64% of respondents agreed 
	 64% of respondents agreed 
	 64% of respondents agreed 

	 28% of respondents disagreed 
	 28% of respondents disagreed 

	 8% of respondents either did not know or did not agree nor disagree 
	 8% of respondents either did not know or did not agree nor disagree 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Mapping of the responses to this question are shown in Appendix B based on the postcodes given. As it can be seen, there is generally good support for the Link Road in the wider surroundings however locally there is an equal mix of opinion.  
	Those respondents that agreed with the proposed Link Road selected one or more of the following reasons for their support:  
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Reason for support 

	TD
	Span
	Number selected 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Reduced congestion through Sturry 

	TD
	Span
	65 (87%) 

	Span

	Improved journey times 
	Improved journey times 
	Improved journey times 

	38 (51%) 
	38 (51%) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Avoid railway level crossing 

	TD
	Span
	49 (65%) 

	Span

	Improve the local community 
	Improve the local community 
	Improve the local community 

	29 (39%) 
	29 (39%) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Needed to support the new housing 

	TD
	Span
	27 (36%) 

	Span

	Other* 
	Other* 
	Other* 

	13 (17%) 
	13 (17%) 

	Span


	 
	*Those respondents who selected ‘Other’ also selected one or more of the listed reasons but chose to use the comment box to emphasis their reason for support. This included reduced traffic through Fordwich and also improved journey times for emergency services. 
	Of those respondents that did not agree with the proposed Link Road, the overwhelming reason given was inadequate local and wider infrastructure to accommodate increasing numbers of traffic generated from the new housing. Respondents took the view that the Link Road would not reduce congestion but just move it to another area.  
	Some ‘disagree’ comments expressed concern over the restrictions proposed at the A28/A291 junction in terms of severance from local facilities and also the lack of appropriate provision for non-motorised users. A small number of comments also related to environmental impact concerns, particularly increased noise and air pollution. Details of further comments made in respect of the A28/A291 junction and environmental impacts can be found under the sub-headings for questions 5 and 6 respectively.   
	The local community groups of Oaten Hill & South Canterbury Association and Littleborne & Stodmarsh Roads Community Association Ltd (LSRCA) agreed with the proposed Link Road, both placing particular emphasis on traffic being able to avoid the Sturry level crossing. Of the other community group responses, St Nicholas Church suggested that they believed that closure of the Sturry level crossing was planned as part of the proposal. This is not the case. The Canterbury District Green Party disagreed with the L
	Locally, a clear distinction emerged between those respondents who live to the north of the railway, who generally disagree with the Link Road proposals, to those who live to the south, who generally agree with the Link Road proposals. This is illustrated in Figure 5.1 and is perhaps explained by the effects that the proposed A28/A291 junction alterations will have on local and through traffic movements.  
	 
	 
	Figure 5.1 – Mapping of local responses to Q3 
	Several respondents north of the railway believe that the proposed restrictions at the junction will encourage more ‘rat-running’ through the residential estate roads in which they live. This is something that they already experience at times 
	through drivers avoiding the existing junction when it is congested, particularly during operation of the level crossing. Respondents to the south of the railway commented on the positive impact the junction alterations would have due to the resulting significant reduction of through traffic on the A28, including reduced traffic through Fordwich.                 
	Q4.  Do you have any comments on the proposed road layout, including suggestions for improvements? Is there anything you particularly link or dislike about the scheme? 
	There were 87 responses to this question of which 50 by respondents who agreed with the Link Road proposals and 27 who disagreed.  
	Respondents commented on a variety of aspects of the proposals, some very detailed in their response offering views not only on the scheme detail but also on the wider implications of the proposals. Suggestions for changes were plentiful, reflecting people’s individual circumstances and views.    
	Several comments were complimentary about the proposals as illustrated opposite. Many comments did however highlight particular concerns over the proposals of which 30% related to issues of a more strategic nature. The interdependency of the road and housing and wider congestion concerns made this inevitable and understandable. A selection of these is provided in Table 4, categorised into the common themes that emerged. 
	The proposed options for the A28/A291 junction attracted much interest and are discussed further under Question 5. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	It is noted that, based on some comments received, a small number of respondents misinterpreted some details of the scheme proposals. This included continuity of footway routes, bus stop locations, closure (or non-closure) of the Sturry level crossing and pedestrian crossing details. Clarification of these details will allay any of the concerns raised 
	Table 4: Comments relating to common themes 
	  
	There were 30 suggestions put forward for changes to the proposals via the questionnaire. Some suggestions were more strategic in nature including suggestions for additional link roads to form a new relief road around Canterbury, other wider route alternatives, changes to the local rail infrastructure and closure of the Sturry level crossing. Those suggestions that were more focused on the detail of the proposals are summarised in Table 5, which also includes suggestions received via letter or email. 
	Table 5: Suggestions for change  
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Suggestions for change 

	TD
	Span
	Reason given 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Widen the shared-use footways, 5m should be considered 

	TD
	Span
	3.6m is too narrow over viaduct taking into account speed of cyclists. 3m elsewhere insufficient   

	Span

	Provide segregated pedestrian/cycleway over viaduct and consider segregation throughout 
	Provide segregated pedestrian/cycleway over viaduct and consider segregation throughout 
	Provide segregated pedestrian/cycleway over viaduct and consider segregation throughout 

	Better protection for pedestrians 
	Better protection for pedestrians 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide a roundabout at the Sturry level crossing 

	TD
	Span
	Will be easier to accommodate access to local facilities (i.e. Coop) 

	Span

	Provide traffic calming/restriction measures through Broad Oak 
	Provide traffic calming/restriction measures through Broad Oak 
	Provide traffic calming/restriction measures through Broad Oak 

	To further discourage ‘rat-running’ through Broad Oak 
	To further discourage ‘rat-running’ through Broad Oak 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Widen the existing road from the Broad Oak level crossing to the new road layout 

	TD
	Span
	To accommodate increased usage to access A28/A291 

	Span

	Remove soft verge on Link Road 
	Remove soft verge on Link Road 
	Remove soft verge on Link Road 

	Use space to widen footways 
	Use space to widen footways 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide junction entry treatments across estate roads giving priority to cyclists 

	TD
	Span
	Would help pedestrian/cyclists with a level crossing point and reduce traffic speed onto the estate 

	Span


	 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Suggestions for change 

	TD
	Span
	Reason given 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide a cycle path subway beneath A28 roundabout 

	TD
	Span
	Not adequate provision for cyclists at the new roundabout 

	Span

	Make the exit to Sturry Court Mews left turn only 
	Make the exit to Sturry Court Mews left turn only 
	Make the exit to Sturry Court Mews left turn only 

	To avoid the Mews access acting as a turn-around point, forcing drivers to use the new roundabout on Sturry Hill 
	To avoid the Mews access acting as a turn-around point, forcing drivers to use the new roundabout on Sturry Hill 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Design the viaduct more like other bridges along the Stour to compliment the landscape through the use of green technology. 

	TD
	Span
	The proposed viaduct looks like a motorway bridge in the middle of a rural countryside village 

	Span

	Provide a cycle route on the  northbound side of the Link Road as well as the southbound side 
	Provide a cycle route on the  northbound side of the Link Road as well as the southbound side 
	Provide a cycle route on the  northbound side of the Link Road as well as the southbound side 

	To encourage cycling and to prevent the new housing developments causing more congestion by cars. 
	To encourage cycling and to prevent the new housing developments causing more congestion by cars. 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide Pelican crossings on all the roundabouts, and especially the roundabout at the south end of the viaduct. 

	TD
	Span
	To protect cyclists and pedestrians 

	Span

	Incorporate footways and cycleways on the link to Shalloak Road 
	Incorporate footways and cycleways on the link to Shalloak Road 
	Incorporate footways and cycleways on the link to Shalloak Road 

	This (link) is also going to be the natural pedestrian route to the supermarkets & stores off Vauxhall road 
	This (link) is also going to be the natural pedestrian route to the supermarkets & stores off Vauxhall road 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Northern part of realigned A291 to include a cycleway on the west, uphill, side  

	TD
	Span
	(none given – but assume for continuity of cycle provisions) 

	Span

	No traffic calming measures to be introduced 
	No traffic calming measures to be introduced 
	No traffic calming measures to be introduced 

	Traffic calming measures leads to more pollution. 
	Traffic calming measures leads to more pollution. 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Consider improved protection for pedestrians on the elevated viaduct 

	TD
	Span
	To better protect against high winds/driving rain 

	Span

	To address concerns over speeding and possible mist over the rivers 
	To address concerns over speeding and possible mist over the rivers 
	To address concerns over speeding and possible mist over the rivers 

	Road safety on the viaduct 
	Road safety on the viaduct 

	Span


	Table 5 (Cont): Suggestions for change  
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Suggestions for change 

	TD
	Span
	Reason given 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Please ensure either side of the road has thousands of trees planted. 

	TD
	Span
	To improve the environment and reduce noise 

	Span

	I would like to see a reduced speed limit through Sturry village as well as a restriction in regards to what vehicles can come through the village (No HGVs) 
	I would like to see a reduced speed limit through Sturry village as well as a restriction in regards to what vehicles can come through the village (No HGVs) 
	I would like to see a reduced speed limit through Sturry village as well as a restriction in regards to what vehicles can come through the village (No HGVs) 

	(none given – but assume on road safety grounds) 
	(none given – but assume on road safety grounds) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide an additional pedestrian refuge where the new road ties into the A291 south of the proposed roundabout. 

	TD
	Span
	To maintain continuity and safety for this walking route 

	Span

	Consider moving cycleway to the north side of the Link Road 
	Consider moving cycleway to the north side of the Link Road 
	Consider moving cycleway to the north side of the Link Road 

	Too many junctions on the south side will impact cyclists  
	Too many junctions on the south side will impact cyclists  

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Set-back bus stops into laybys 

	TD
	Span
	So that people can get on/off without holding up arterial traffic 

	Span

	Viaduct needs to be two lanes in either direction, and it also needs to be lit perhaps by parapet lighting 
	Viaduct needs to be two lanes in either direction, and it also needs to be lit perhaps by parapet lighting 
	Viaduct needs to be two lanes in either direction, and it also needs to be lit perhaps by parapet lighting 

	(None given – but assume for capacity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists) 
	(None given – but assume for capacity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Improve access to land (field) off A28 on east approach to new roundabout 

	TD
	Span
	To safely accommodate frequent events on site such as boot-fairs/circuses and also agricultural requirements 

	Span

	A28/A291 Option 2 to incorporate provisions to permit ambulances to turn right into Island Road from south of Rail crossing  
	A28/A291 Option 2 to incorporate provisions to permit ambulances to turn right into Island Road from south of Rail crossing  
	A28/A291 Option 2 to incorporate provisions to permit ambulances to turn right into Island Road from south of Rail crossing  

	To not unduly delay emergency services 
	To not unduly delay emergency services 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide access to proposed new station car park direct from new A28/A291 junction  

	TD
	Span
	Improved mobility for pedestrian access 

	Span


	 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Suggestions for change 

	TD
	Span
	Reason given 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Consider relocation of the attenuation pond at the new A28 roundabout to the east side  

	TD
	Span
	To minimise the impact on  land take 

	Span

	Consider a path on the north side of the link to Shalloak Road  
	Consider a path on the north side of the link to Shalloak Road  
	Consider a path on the north side of the link to Shalloak Road  

	To provide direct access to proposed allotments and leisure space north of the road. 
	To provide direct access to proposed allotments and leisure space north of the road. 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide dedicated left turn lanes at all the roundabouts for the main stream flows  

	TD
	Span
	To ease traffic flow at the junctions 

	Span

	Provide some form of horizontal separation between the footway and bus lane on the viaduct  
	Provide some form of horizontal separation between the footway and bus lane on the viaduct  
	Provide some form of horizontal separation between the footway and bus lane on the viaduct  

	To better protect cyclists from draught caused by passing traffic 
	To better protect cyclists from draught caused by passing traffic 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Consider blocking local roads to encourage reassignment of through traffic.  

	TD
	Span
	Improve local roads and encourage walking and cycling 

	Span

	Provide additional signal controlled pedestrian crossing points  
	Provide additional signal controlled pedestrian crossing points  
	Provide additional signal controlled pedestrian crossing points  

	Pedestrian safety due to high traffic flow 
	Pedestrian safety due to high traffic flow 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide bus lanes on both sides of the Link Road  

	TD
	Span
	Improved public transport provisions 

	Span

	KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions regarding possible rail infrastructure changes 
	KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions regarding possible rail infrastructure changes 
	KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions regarding possible rail infrastructure changes 

	To reduce the time the level crossing is in operation 
	To reduce the time the level crossing is in operation 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Provide private means of access from A28 roundabout  

	TD
	Span
	To provide safer access    

	Span


	 
	Section 6 of this report outlines scheme changes incorporated into the final design after consideration of the above suggestions. 
	Q5.  Do you have any preference for one of the three junction options shown?  
	There were 113 responses to this question 
	 31% of respondents preferred Option 1 
	 31% of respondents preferred Option 1 
	 31% of respondents preferred Option 1 

	 7% of respondents preferred Option 2 
	 7% of respondents preferred Option 2 

	 17% of respondents preferred Option 3 
	 17% of respondents preferred Option 3 

	 29% of respondents selected ‘None of the above’ (i.e. no preference) 
	 29% of respondents selected ‘None of the above’ (i.e. no preference) 

	 16% of respondents selected ‘Don’t Know’ 
	 16% of respondents selected ‘Don’t Know’ 


	Respondents who had a preference for one of the three junction options gave several explanations for their choice. The most common explanations are summarised in Table 6. 
	Table 6: Common themes for junction choice 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Themes 

	TD
	Span
	Option Chosen  

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	Reduction of traffic through Village 

	TD
	Span
	Option 1 

	TD
	Span
	 

	TD
	Span
	 

	Span

	Reduction of traffic over level crossing 
	Reduction of traffic over level crossing 
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	These respondents also commented on detailed aspects of the junction options including: how access to the station forecourt is to be gained, how access to the shop (Co-op store) will be managed, compatibility issues between the junction signals and the level crossing signals. Some comments also offered suggested alterations/additions including additional pedestrian crossings and having no restrictions on traffic movement in conjunction with traffic calming measures.  
	 
	Overall, those respondents who chose Option 1 did so mainly because of the significant reduction of traffic that would result on the A28 south of the level crossing. Respondents that preferred Option 2 believed this to be the most efficient and safer junction. For Option 3, the majority of respondents selected this option based on their view it will be the least disruptive to traffic over all the other options. The quotes below are provided to illustrate the differing views received:  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	A significant number of respondents (45%) expressed no preference for any of the options proposed. Over half of these respondents commented and, in general, did not want to see any restrictions at the junction because of the impact it would have on local people in terms of accessibility to shops and other facilities (e.g. library, Church, Chemist).  The quote below is one such typical response 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Suggestions were put forward for a roundabout solution and some comments queried why the railway station could not be redeveloped to minimise the length of time the level crossing held traffic (i.e. increase platform lengths).      
	As expected, the junction options attracted considerable local interest although around 25% of comments were received from respondents further afield. Appendix C maps all respondent locations to Q5 based on postcodes, highlighting the preferences given.    
	Although no real pattern has emerged on the choice of junction based on respondent location, it is likely that preferences are partly based on the location and circumstances of the individual. This is perhaps demonstrated by Option 3 being the main preference by local respondents to the north of the railway (see Figure 5.2). 
	Figure 5.2: Junction preference by local respondents 
	After consideration of all the feedback from the consultation, the junction layout shown in Appendix F (Option 1) has been selected for the final scheme design 
	Q6. The consultation document highlights how this scheme will impact on the surrounding environment.  Please add any comments you have on environmental impact 
	There were 59 responses to this question. 
	The nature of each response can be broken down into the following three categories; 
	 Those that disliked the scheme on environmental grounds as a matter of principle – 19 (32%) 
	 Those that disliked the scheme on environmental grounds as a matter of principle – 19 (32%) 
	 Those that disliked the scheme on environmental grounds as a matter of principle – 19 (32%) 


	 
	 Those that were complementary about the scheme or had no environmental concerns – 16 (27%) 
	 Those that were complementary about the scheme or had no environmental concerns – 16 (27%) 
	 Those that were complementary about the scheme or had no environmental concerns – 16 (27%) 


	 
	 Those that indicated neither a dislike or like of the scheme on environmental grounds, but expressed concern over certain aspects 20 (34%) 
	 Those that indicated neither a dislike or like of the scheme on environmental grounds, but expressed concern over certain aspects 20 (34%) 
	 Those that indicated neither a dislike or like of the scheme on environmental grounds, but expressed concern over certain aspects 20 (34%) 


	(Note: 4 responses were not relevant to environmental impact issues)  
	  
	Table 7: Common environmental themes 
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	Of the respondents that expressed a particular concern; the impact on the flood plain and ancient woodland, wildlife displacement, the look of the viaduct, management of water quality, impact on local amenities, air and noise pollution and pleas for considerate environmental mitigation and design were particularly highlighted. 
	An Environmental Impact Assessment will ensure impacts on the environment are minimised through implementation of suitable mitigation and enhancement measures. 
	 
	Q7. If you have any other comments on our proposals for the Sturry Link Road, please provide these below. 
	There were 53 responses to this question. 
	Respondents comments to this question focused mainly on two aspects. Firstly, 40% expressed views and gave suggestions for greater, wider infrastructure needs and priorities in preference to the Sturry Link Road proposed scheme. This included alternative bypass schemes in the Canterbury district and taking a more strategic approach to transport with greater emphasis on sustainable transport (walking, public transport and cycling). Several respondents expressed the opinion that the Sturry Link Road will do l
	Secondly, 40% of respondents highlighted and suggested additional local needs to mitigate the impacts of the scheme including: 
	 Increasing bus priority 
	 Increasing bus priority 
	 Increasing bus priority 

	 More pedestrian crossings 
	 More pedestrian crossings 

	 Need for a more elegant viaduct design 
	 Need for a more elegant viaduct design 

	 Traffic calming through Sturry Village 
	 Traffic calming through Sturry Village 

	 Support for businesses affected in the Village 
	 Support for businesses affected in the Village 

	 A footbridge at the Sturry level crossing 
	 A footbridge at the Sturry level crossing 

	 Need for good local traffic management 
	 Need for good local traffic management 

	 A better focus needed on the effects on Sturry Village 
	 A better focus needed on the effects on Sturry Village 

	 Increase facilities needed locally for influx of people 
	 Increase facilities needed locally for influx of people 

	 Contributions from developments to improve local environment 
	 Contributions from developments to improve local environment 

	 Upgrade footpath running parallel to and north of the rail track 
	 Upgrade footpath running parallel to and north of the rail track 


	Other comments made reference to the rail station and why the platforms could not be extended, the need for a cycle friendly scheme and requests to proceed with the scheme as soon as possible.  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Q8. We have completed an initial Equality Impact Assessment (EqlA) for the proposals put forward in this consultation. We welcome your views on our equality analysis and if you think there is anything we should consider relating to equality and diversity.  
	KCC analysed the feedback provided in response to Question 8 of the questionnaire to see if it identified any specific potential impacts or issues for people because of a protected characteristic (e.g. age, disability).    
	Apart from a few comments over general equality issues, such as the importance to people with a disability of adequate street lighting and speed restrictions, the majority of responses (10 in number) raised concerns over the potential impact the scheme may have on access to public transport (buses/rail) and over maintaining and providing safe and suitable access to local facilities for the elderly and people with disabilities and those moderately mobile.   
	Particular mention was made of the elderly residents of Sturry Court Mews and the impact the increased traffic on Sturry Hill and the new layout of the A28/A291 junction will have on them in terms of access. One respondent also made reference to the unsuitability of shared pedestrian/cycle footways for disabled users.     
	 
	5.2. Letters and Emails 
	Some respondents chose not to use the questionnaire form to respond to the consultation and instead provided their views in the form of a letter or email.  Overall, 23 letters or emails were received. 
	Of the letters and emails received, 13 were from members of the public, including one Canterbury City Councillor and private land owners directly affected by the proposals. The remainder of letters and emails were from the following organisations:  
	 Sturry Parish Council 
	 Sturry Parish Council 
	 Sturry Parish Council 

	 Chestfield Parish Council 
	 Chestfield Parish Council 

	 Westbere Parish Council 
	 Westbere Parish Council 

	 CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) Kent 
	 CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) Kent 

	 SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign 
	 SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign 

	 Stagecoach South East 
	 Stagecoach South East 

	 River Stour Internal Drainage Board 
	 River Stour Internal Drainage Board 

	 Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) 
	 Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) 

	 Kent Police Traffic Management Unit 
	 Kent Police Traffic Management Unit 


	Letters and emails from members of the public generally reflected the views expressed via the questionnaire, particularly the wider congestion issues and greater provision needed for cyclists. Other comments included; concerns over the impact of temporary short-term effects prior to full completion of the Link Road, how KCC will ensure funding and land rights are secured, the robustness of traffic figures  
	 
	used, why the Canterbury Riverside Pathway scheme has been excluded from the proposals and the lack of any detailed bus provisions and route information.  
	The response by a Canterbury City Councillor was prompted by receiving a copy of the SPOKES representation and reiterating their comments. These are discussed in more detail later in this report.    
	Two private land plots to the south of the southern branch of the Great Stour are directly affected by the scheme in terms of land acquisition requirements: 
	Plot 1 - Land off A28 – Title K153218 
	Representations to the consultation were made by a land agent on behalf of the land owner. The land in question has been allocated for employment use under the recently adopted Canterbury Local Plan (2017). Whilst the land owner does not object, in principle, to the construction of the Link Road on their land, they are concerned that the proposals take a significant amount of land from them. 
	As mentioned in section 2.2, pre-consultation discussions with the land owner’s representative took place to examine a number of potential refinements to the Link Road layout on their land. This included the suggestion to relocate the proposed attenuation pond to reduce the impact in terms of land take. In summary, the representation states; Quote, 
	“We would, however, ask you to also take into account the significant impact of the road, roundabout and surface water attenuation pond has on our client’s land in terms of land take and thus reduces the extent of land that can be brought forward for employment development”. 
	Plot 2 - Land off A28 – Title K784814 
	A formal representation was received on behalf of the land owner which reflected the outcome of meetings held previously between the land owner and KCC where the potential to reduce land acquisition requirements through localised realignment of the Link Road was explored.  
	Whilst the land owner does not indicate any overall objection to the Link Road, it is the apportionment of land take between neighbouring land plots that is queried. The land owner considers that, quote; “we believe overriding consideration should be given to its impact on ‘human beings’. With other (adjacent) nearby land it is horses, cars and sewage impacted”. The representation also highlights the land owner’s concerns over the visual aspects such as, quote: “high/metal surroundings that would be a perma
	Re-positioning of the vehicular access to the land may be necessary and this is acknowledged by the land owner who has suggested that a direct access off the new roundabout offers a convenient solution and would like this to be considered.   
	KCC will continue these discussions with the land owner to seek an equitable solution to the scheme proposals in the affected area. 
	Responses received from the various organisations are summarised below. 
	Sturry Parish Council (SPC) 
	Sturry Parish Council (SPC) responded to the consultation in the form of a ‘Feedback’ report. The full contents of the report can be found in Appendix D.  
	In summary, whilst SPC neither state any clear overall objection nor support for the Link Road proposals, they hold the view that there has been a lack of apparent coordination between the two separate planning processes and applications to ensure a properly integrated design solution for the road and housing developments. SPC believe that this risks an unsuccessful development and, potentially, will negatively affect the lives of many residents of Canterbury and the surrounding areas and add to city-wide p
	The feedback report addresses the individual sections of the Link Road proposals highlighting SPC’s specific concerns.  
	These include: 
	 Inadequate or “not ideal” cycle provisions 
	 Inadequate or “not ideal” cycle provisions 
	 Inadequate or “not ideal” cycle provisions 


	 The viaduct being “out of scale and character” for the area  
	 The viaduct being “out of scale and character” for the area  
	 The viaduct being “out of scale and character” for the area  

	 The negative effects on wildlife of light pollution and noise 
	 The negative effects on wildlife of light pollution and noise 

	 The need for additional signal controlled pedestrian/cycle crossings 
	 The need for additional signal controlled pedestrian/cycle crossings 

	 the plight of elderly residents who live in Sturry Court Mews 
	 the plight of elderly residents who live in Sturry Court Mews 


	With regards to the A28/A291 junction improvement options, SPC has not indicated a preference but essentially point out the apparent failings of each option as seen by them.    
	Chestfield Parish Council 
	The views of Chestfield Parish Council (CPC) were endorsed at their full parish council meeting held on 4 September 2017. 
	CPC state that the underlying aim with any proposals for easing traffic congestion in the areas of Sturry, Broad Oak, and along the A28 and the A291 “should be to keep traffic moving”. 
	Four specific aspects of the proposals were commented on: 
	Three Lanes on the bridge viaduct - CPC consider that a third lane currently proposed as a bus lane on the viaduct is important as it provides a cost-effective solution to maintain future flexibility.  
	Bus stops along the Link Road - CPC believe it would be better if bus stop laybys were provided rather than in-lane bus stop cages to enable the traffic to flow unhindered. 
	Cycles and pedestrians - CPC state that cyclists and pedestrians need carefully thought out and considered provisions.        
	A28/A291 junction options – Whilst not indicating a preferred junction option, CPC feel that the solution should concentrate on traffic from the Thanet direction, as those travelling from Herne Bay direction will use the Link Road through the new estates. 
	Westbere Parish Council 
	Westbere Parish Council (WPC) state their primary focus is on easing traffic congestion for traffic travelling from Westbere/Thanet direction towards Canterbury on Island road and returning by the same route. WPC make an initial observation that the proposals appear to be more about only mitigating the effects of the Sturry and Broad Oak developments rather than not tackling the effect of other strategic sites further afield. 
	Significant improvements to public transport and cycle provisions on the A28 and A291 are viewed by WPC as the most cost-effective way to mitigate existing and future traffic problems. WPC suggest that bus lanes in both directions throughout the length of the Link Road should be provided and that cycle lanes integrated into a complete cycle route that connects to the centre of Canterbury City. 
	More specific comments on the proposals by WPC highlight the importance of three lanes over the viaduct to provide future flexibility, that a bus lane in only one direction makes no sense and that, ideally, the Link Road should be four lanes. Further comment is made over concerns whether adequate pedestrian crossings are provided and whether bus stops should be ‘inset’ rather than on the main carriageway. 
	WPC favours Option 2 for the A28/A291 junction alterations as it maintains traffic flow in at least two directions without traffic light controls and reduces the risk of traffic inadvertently stopping on the level crossing, as may be the case with signal control. 
	WPC make the suggestion that Network Rail should be persuaded to reduce the closure time of the Sturry level crossing through alterations to their signals or through better passenger management (carriage occupation) to stop carriages overlapping the crossing when stationary.  These measures are seen by WPC to help mitigate both the existing congestion and future demands of the junction and urge both KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions.     
	CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) Kent 
	CPRE response expresses concern over the failure of the Canterbury Plan to take full account of reducing reliance on individual car-based travel, particularly to achieve improvements in air quality. CPRE maintain that the apparent emphasis in the Link Road proposals on safeguarding vehicular access to new housing developments will reinforce unsustainable traffic patterns and increase congestion elsewhere in the roads network. 
	Strong concerns over air pollution are raised by CPRE who are claiming that pollution already exceeds statutory limits and that there is no emphasis on air pollution aspects as part of the proposals presented for the Link Road.  As previously stated, KCC will be undertaking a full air quality compliant assessment to examine air quality effects that will inform the Environmental Statement to be submitted as part of the Link Road planning application.   
	One respondent, responding as a member of the CPRE Kent, gave the following observations regarding the Link Road proposals: 
	 Focus needs to be re-adjusted to prioritise walking, cycling and public transport use ahead of other modes 
	 Focus needs to be re-adjusted to prioritise walking, cycling and public transport use ahead of other modes 
	 Focus needs to be re-adjusted to prioritise walking, cycling and public transport use ahead of other modes 

	 The scheme proposes to merely connect with existing facilities for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) and this means a huge opportunity to increase NMUs has been missed 
	 The scheme proposes to merely connect with existing facilities for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) and this means a huge opportunity to increase NMUs has been missed 

	 Bus services etc., need to be planned before doing transport modelling and then finalising the road layout 
	 Bus services etc., need to be planned before doing transport modelling and then finalising the road layout 

	 The objective must be to increase buses, because buses greatly increases the number of people carried per vehicle movement 
	 The objective must be to increase buses, because buses greatly increases the number of people carried per vehicle movement 

	 The proposed shared pedestrian/cyclist lane on the viaduct is not a good idea - it slopes down from the northern end, so high cycling speeds are likely, 
	 The proposed shared pedestrian/cyclist lane on the viaduct is not a good idea - it slopes down from the northern end, so high cycling speeds are likely, 


	especially if they are commuters or delivery cyclists, rather than leisure cyclists 
	especially if they are commuters or delivery cyclists, rather than leisure cyclists 
	especially if they are commuters or delivery cyclists, rather than leisure cyclists 


	The respondent suggested an alternative route for the Link Road to follow a route further south and parallel to the rail lines, avoiding the separation between the communities that the respondent believes the current Link Road proposals create.  It is worth noting however that whilst the suggestion is indicative, the need to cross over the railway is likely to be particularly prohibitive in this case. Additional private land acquisition will also be necessary.  
	Further suggestions are made relating to the provision of dedicated left turn lanes at all the roundabouts to ease traffic flow. Whilst this appears reasonable, highway design standards do not permit this arrangement on safety grounds in this particular case.  
	Further comment has questioned the robustness of the traffic modelling undertaken to provide accurate and realistic forecasts and, in line with many other respondent responses, express the view that the Link Road alone will not solve congestion in and around the Canterbury area. 
	Environmental concerns include; impact on pollution levels, visual intrusion, impact on woodland, housing density, loss of aquatic environment, impacts of induced traffic, proper integration of the ‘green gap’ and consideration of extreme weather events (i.e. flooding).  
	 
	 
	SPOKES East Kent Cycling Campaign 
	SPOKES response on the proposals serves to endorse many of the comments on cycle provisions that other respondents have made.  
	The main points are:  
	 There is no mention of the planned Stour Riverside Path 
	 There is no mention of the planned Stour Riverside Path 
	 There is no mention of the planned Stour Riverside Path 

	 There is no cycle/pedestrian link to Broadoak Road 
	 There is no cycle/pedestrian link to Broadoak Road 

	 The shared cycle/footway on the flyover has no horizontal separation from the bus lane 
	 The shared cycle/footway on the flyover has no horizontal separation from the bus lane 

	 Paths next to the Link Road are frequently interrupted by the roads. Priority is given to motor vehicles at all junctions 
	 Paths next to the Link Road are frequently interrupted by the roads. Priority is given to motor vehicles at all junctions 


	In respect of the Stour Riverside Path project, Canterbury City Council is leading on this and therefore the Link Road proposals do not show any details. 
	The link to Broadoak Road is considered by SPOKE not to encourage active travel through the omission of footways and cycle provisions. Suggestions are made to realign the link to the south side of the railway, allowing greater flexibility to introduce new footway/cycleway provisions.  
	Whilst SPOKES acknowledge the shared cycleway/footway over the viaduct does have the protection of a kerb, they note that no horizontal separation is provided from passing busses using the bus lane. They query ‘why are there no lamp posts?’ and point out the difficulties crossing the A28 and the absence 
	of any proposal for a signal controlled crossing at the southern end of the viaduct.    
	In a wider sense, SPOKES recognise the potential for the Link Road to attract through traffic from local roads (e.g. Sturry Road, Vauxhall Road) which might be an attractive quality of life improvement for many, encouraging more walking and cycling. They suggest measures should be installed to encourage through traffic to use the Link Road, to the extent of even blocking local roads.  
	Overall, SPOKES conclude that whilst the proposals may offer some potential for a small transport modal change in the wider area, it will not offset the increase in new motor-vehicle trips generated from the new development at Sturry and developments further afield.  They recognise a significant change in transport policy will be necessary to realistically influence modal change but hope that the proposals in the wider context are re-considered from the perspective of all cyclists and how they can make comp
	 
	Stagecoach South East 
	Stagecoach fully supports the concept of the Sturry Link Road and its objectives and their response includes comments and advice over certain details of the proposals. These include; the need to ensure adequate road width for passing buses when travelling at the speed limit set for the Link Road, carefully sited bus stops so that all housing is within 400m walk distance to stops, stops to be lit and equipped with shelters to meet all accessibility standards. Further liaison between KCC and Stagecoach is to 
	Stagecoach particularly welcomes the proposed bus lane over the viaduct and state their expectation to divert the current Triangular bus service via the Link Road as this will provide for quicker and more reliable journeys between Herne Bay and Canterbury, which will encourage greater bus, as opposed to car use. 
	In their response, Stagecoach has confirmed that the existing Route 6 would still serve Sturry in order to preserve the current link between there and Herne Bay and to provide connections to the train service. Bus routes to and from Thanet (Routes 8/8a/9/9x) would also stay on their current routeing. However, in this regard, Stagecoach finds the restrictions imposed on certain movements for Option 2 of the A28/A291 junction proposals unacceptable, as this would negatively impact on journey times due to loca
	River Stour Internal Drainage Board (RSIDB) 
	IDB acknowledge previous discussions have taken place with KCC over this project and have no objection to the proposal in principle.  RSIDB request to be kept informed of the detailed plans as they progress as they believe the RSIDB’s formal consent will ultimately be required. 
	 
	Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) 
	BOPS take the view that the Link Road proposal “represents the best which can be accomplished in the current situation”. With a long-standing interest in the Sturry Link Road scheme, BOPS highlight that Broad Oak village has for many years suffered from its use as a “rat run” for traffic between Herne Bay and Canterbury seeking to avoid the congestion at the Sturry railway crossing and difficulties joining the A28 due to the existing junction operation. 
	Completion of the Link Road before any substantial development takes place is regarded as essential by BOPS. This, they say, will otherwise make the traffic situation in the area significantly worse. A solution to the provision of advanced funding for the whole Link Road is something BOPS would like to see pursued. 
	The prospect of traffic calming measures through Broad Oak village in the future, should “rat running” persist, is something BOPS say would gain some local support and request that traffic flows are monitored after completion. 
	BOPS believe that the A28/A291 junction alterations will be the most contentious part of the scheme because access across the railway for some local people will be restricted. They do however recognise that without these restrictions the benefits of the Link Road will be lost. BOPS take the view that a mix of options 1 and 2 should be adopted, the principle of which is to give priority to traffic following the revised A28 route between Sturry Hill and Island Road. As with any option proposed, the differing 
	BOPS welcome the commitment to keep open the Broadoak railway crossing and the inclusion of the link to Broadoak Road.           
	Kent Police Traffic Management Unit (KPTM) 
	Overall, KPTM are supportive of the Link Road proposals with comments and observations being more operationally based. 
	Comments made refer to adequacy of design in terms of Link Road capacity, pedestrian crossings suitability for intended use and location, right turn lanes being suitably designed with good visibility and signage and speed limits accompanied by a traffic regulation order with no reliance on presence of streetlamp’s for 30mph sections. KPTM also highlight the need for early identification of any special arrangements during the construction phase (i.e. special/abnormal loads) especially if other traffic manage
	KPTM have no issues with the restrictions intended for each of the A28/A291 junction options provided that they can be effectively implemented without the requirement for enforcement activity.  Whilst KPTM have no predilection for any of the junction options, their preference is for Option 1 based on the allowed traffic movements.  Concerns are raised with Options 2 and 3 over the potential for them to encourage 
	dangerous ‘u’ turns on the A28 Island Road by traffic unable to access the railway crossing from Sturry Hill.   
	5.3.  ‘Stickyworld’ comments 
	As expected, the theme of comments posted on the ‘Stickyworld’ forum closely reflected and reinforced those of the questionnaire, letters, emails and discussions at the exhibitions. Interaction between respondents was evident with many replies to comments being posted. One such example was;  
	 
	      
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Given the likelihood that comments on ‘Stickyworld’ were posted by respondents who also completed the questionnaire, the comments have not been included in the numerical analysis under section 5.1.   
	5.4. Exhibition feedback 
	With over 250 people attending the exhibitions KCC were able to better understand the local needs and concerns of people, businesses and visitors to the area, in particular: 
	 Concerns over traffic rerouting through existing estate roads 
	 Concerns over traffic rerouting through existing estate roads 
	 Concerns over traffic rerouting through existing estate roads 

	 How the A28/A291 junction options will impact on them 
	 How the A28/A291 junction options will impact on them 

	 Access needs to local facilities (e.g. chemist/shops) 
	 Access needs to local facilities (e.g. chemist/shops) 

	 Public transport needs (mainly bus provisions) 
	 Public transport needs (mainly bus provisions) 

	 Aspirations for more cycle provisions 
	 Aspirations for more cycle provisions 

	 Concerns over pedestrian crossing facilities 
	 Concerns over pedestrian crossing facilities 

	 Details of construction phasing and overall timetable 
	 Details of construction phasing and overall timetable 


	One key interest that attracted the most attention at the exhibition was the options proposed for the A28/A291 junction. This afforded the opportunity for KCC representatives to fully explain the junction layouts proposed, identifying how each one will impact on them individually, both in good and in not so good ways, and the reasons behind the options in the context of the scheme as a whole.  Groups of people often entered into discussions over the options, debating the merits of each.    
	Overall, KCC representatives believe the exhibition was well received by the majority of attendees.    
	 
	6. Scheme Update in Response to Feedback 
	In response to the suggestions and comments made during the Consultation, we have listened to your feedback and the scheme design has been updated as indicated in Table 8 below. 
	Table 8: Scheme updates 
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	Ref No. 

	TD
	Span
	Respondent suggestions/comments 

	TD
	Span
	Scheme updated (Y/N) 

	TD
	Span
	Details of Scheme Updates             (where applicable) 

	TD
	Span
	Comments/Reasons on Decision 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	1 

	TD
	Span
	Preferences given over A28/A291 junction choice (see Q5 in Section 5) 

	TD
	Span
	Y 

	TD
	Span
	Option 1 has been selected   
	(See Appendix F for details of selected junction layout) 

	TD
	Span
	Respondents who indicated a junction preference mostly selected Option 1. This option is also considered to best achieve the key objectives of KCC to encourage use of the Link Road and reduce traffic over the level crossing    

	Span

	2 
	2 
	2 

	Widen the shared-use footways, 5m should be considered 
	Widen the shared-use footways, 5m should be considered 

	Y 
	Y 

	Shared-use footways have been widened by 0.5m.  This ensures ‘effective’ cycle widths of 3m or 3.5m are provided throughout.  
	Shared-use footways have been widened by 0.5m.  This ensures ‘effective’ cycle widths of 3m or 3.5m are provided throughout.  

	The increase in width will be beneficial in areas where steep road gradients (up to 8%) are proposed and where vulnerable cycle groups may be present at times (i.e. school children).  Added width over the viaduct will serve as a precautionary measure (i.e. safety margin) against possible higher traffic speeds on the viaduct.      
	The increase in width will be beneficial in areas where steep road gradients (up to 8%) are proposed and where vulnerable cycle groups may be present at times (i.e. school children).  Added width over the viaduct will serve as a precautionary measure (i.e. safety margin) against possible higher traffic speeds on the viaduct.      

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	3 

	TD
	Span
	Provide segregated pedestrian/cycleway over viaduct and consider segregation throughout 

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	An unsegregated provision is considered to provide a better level of service for both cyclists and pedestrians compared to a segregated route taking into account the usage, which is expected to be relatively low, and the several conflict points along the route (e.g. junctions, bus stops). An unsegregated route will also benefit from being uncomplicated with street furniture kept to a minimum, which is desirable.   

	Span

	4 
	4 
	4 

	Provide a roundabout at the Sturry level crossing 
	Provide a roundabout at the Sturry level crossing 

	N 
	N 

	None 
	None 

	A roundabout is considered unworkable on safety and operational grounds given its close proximity to the level crossing. Safe and appropriately located pedestrian crossings will also be difficult to implement. 
	A roundabout is considered unworkable on safety and operational grounds given its close proximity to the level crossing. Safe and appropriately located pedestrian crossings will also be difficult to implement. 

	Span


	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	5 

	TD
	Span
	Provide traffic calming/restriction measures through Broad Oak 

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	The need to introduce any traffic calming will be monitored and considered after completion of the Link Road. It should be noted that traffic calming can, in some instances, be equally detrimental.  

	Span

	6 
	6 
	6 

	Widen the existing road from the Broad Oak level crossing to the new road layout 
	Widen the existing road from the Broad Oak level crossing to the new road layout 

	Y (provisional) 
	Y (provisional) 

	Widening of the existing road between the level crossing and the new layout is to be pursued, including provision of a 3m wide shared footway/cycleway on the south side (See also item 14). 
	Widening of the existing road between the level crossing and the new layout is to be pursued, including provision of a 3m wide shared footway/cycleway on the south side (See also item 14). 

	Endeavours to obtain land for widening purposes will be undertaken. It is anticipated that the existing 7.5t weight limit on Shalloak Road will remain in place and extend to include the new link to the western roundabout north of the railway.  
	Endeavours to obtain land for widening purposes will be undertaken. It is anticipated that the existing 7.5t weight limit on Shalloak Road will remain in place and extend to include the new link to the western roundabout north of the railway.  

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	7 

	TD
	Span
	Remove soft verges on Link Road and replace with widen footways 

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	Soft verges are typical for this type of road (Local Distributer) offering scope for landscaping, un-obstructive positioning of street furniture and will introduce an improved safety element through separation from the road.    

	Span

	8 
	8 
	8 

	Provide junction entry treatments across estate roads giving priority to cyclists 
	Provide junction entry treatments across estate roads giving priority to cyclists 

	Y(provisional) 
	Y(provisional) 

	Flat top ramp junction entry treatments will be included on estate roads, excluding roundabout entries/exits, but not with priority to cyclists. 
	Flat top ramp junction entry treatments will be included on estate roads, excluding roundabout entries/exits, but not with priority to cyclists. 

	KCC are to review the appropriateness of such a provision following the outcome of the planning application for the new development. Giving priority to cyclists is considered unsafe in this case.  
	KCC are to review the appropriateness of such a provision following the outcome of the planning application for the new development. Giving priority to cyclists is considered unsafe in this case.  

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	9 

	TD
	Span
	Provide a cycle path subway beneath A28 roundabout 

	TD
	Span
	Y(alternative) 

	TD
	Span
	A signal controlled crossing (staggered) is to be provided on northern approach to roundabout, replacing the uncontrolled crossing. 

	TD
	Span
	A review of the forecast traffic flows, particularly in light of the decision to select Option 1 at the A28/A291 junction, warrants provision of a signal controlled crossing on safety grounds. A subway is considered impractical on engineering grounds given the difficulties associated with the impacted flood plain. 

	Span

	10 
	10 
	10 

	Make the exit to Sturry Court Mews left turn only 
	Make the exit to Sturry Court Mews left turn only 

	N 
	N 

	None 
	None 

	Whilst it is acknowledged that some vehicles may use the Sturry Court Mews access as a turn-around, it is considered that the new roundabout will offer a simpler and less eventful path to turn around and as such be used by the majority of drivers. This will however be monitored once the Link Road is fully open to traffic.      
	Whilst it is acknowledged that some vehicles may use the Sturry Court Mews access as a turn-around, it is considered that the new roundabout will offer a simpler and less eventful path to turn around and as such be used by the majority of drivers. This will however be monitored once the Link Road is fully open to traffic.      
	 
	 

	Span


	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	11 

	TD
	Span
	Design the viaduct more like other bridges along the Stour to compliment the landscape through the use of green technology. 

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	The choice of structure is largely dictated by engineering reasons and to minimise its impact on the flood plain. Opportunities will be available during the detailed design stage to influence the details of the structure to enhance its integration into the landscape. 

	Span

	12 
	12 
	12 

	Provide a cycle route on the  northbound side of the Link Road as well as the southbound side 
	Provide a cycle route on the  northbound side of the Link Road as well as the southbound side 

	N 
	N 

	(Note: The signal controlled crossing on the Link Road coincident with the existing Public Right of Way will be a Toucan crossing. This will provide continuity with the proposed cycle route through the development on the north side of the Link Road).   
	(Note: The signal controlled crossing on the Link Road coincident with the existing Public Right of Way will be a Toucan crossing. This will provide continuity with the proposed cycle route through the development on the north side of the Link Road).   

	The scheme proposals are considered to provide an equitable balance between the needs of pedestrians and the needs of cyclists. Some pedestrians, particularly the vulnerable such as the elderly and disabled, can feel intimidated when walking in areas where cyclists are permitted. The demand for cycling is unlikely to warrant two separate routes but the single continuous route should be sufficient to serve local cycling needs..     
	The scheme proposals are considered to provide an equitable balance between the needs of pedestrians and the needs of cyclists. Some pedestrians, particularly the vulnerable such as the elderly and disabled, can feel intimidated when walking in areas where cyclists are permitted. The demand for cycling is unlikely to warrant two separate routes but the single continuous route should be sufficient to serve local cycling needs..     

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	13 

	TD
	Span
	Provide Pelican crossings on all the roundabouts. 

	TD
	Span
	Y (partial) 

	TD
	Span
	(See item 9) 

	TD
	Span
	No additional signal controlled crossings are currently proposed other than as described under item 9. A review of crossing types and their locations will be undertaken as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes.      

	Span

	14 
	14 
	14 

	Incorporate footways and cycleways on the link to Shalloak Road 
	Incorporate footways and cycleways on the link to Shalloak Road 

	Y 
	Y 

	The footway on the southern side of the link to Shalloak Road is to be widened to 3m and changed to a shared footway/cycleway facility (See also item 6). A footway on the northern side is deemed unnecessary. 
	The footway on the southern side of the link to Shalloak Road is to be widened to 3m and changed to a shared footway/cycleway facility (See also item 6). A footway on the northern side is deemed unnecessary. 

	This change will provide improved accessibility and continuity for cyclists to and from the development site.     
	This change will provide improved accessibility and continuity for cyclists to and from the development site.     

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	15 

	TD
	Span
	Northern part of realigned A291 to include a cycleway on the west, uphill, side  

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None  

	TD
	Span
	The location of cycle routes will be reviewed as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes. It should be noted that traffic calming can, in some instances, be equally detrimental.     

	Span

	16 
	16 
	16 

	Implement a reduced speed limit through Sturry village and impose a HGV restriction. 
	Implement a reduced speed limit through Sturry village and impose a HGV restriction. 

	N 
	N 

	None 
	None 

	The need to introduce any traffic calming/speed reduction measures will be monitored and considered after completion of the Link Road. 
	The need to introduce any traffic calming/speed reduction measures will be monitored and considered after completion of the Link Road. 

	Span


	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	17 

	TD
	Span
	Provide an additional pedestrian refuge where the new road ties into the A291 south of the proposed roundabout. 

	TD
	Span
	Y 

	TD
	Span
	A pedestrian refuge, suitable for both pedestrians and cyclists, has been incorporated into the scheme design. 

	TD
	Span
	This will assist with safely crossing Sturry Hill at times of high traffic flows.   

	Span

	18 
	18 
	18 

	Consider moving cycleway to the north side of the Link Road 
	Consider moving cycleway to the north side of the Link Road 

	N(provisional) 
	N(provisional) 

	None 
	None 

	A review of cycle route locations will be undertaken as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes.      
	A review of cycle route locations will be undertaken as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes.      

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	19 

	TD
	Span
	Set-back bus stops into laybys 

	TD
	Span
	Y(provisional) 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	Further consultations with bus companies will be undertaken to determine an appropriate strategy for bus stop types and locations. 

	Span

	20 
	20 
	20 

	Viaduct needs to be two lane in either direction, and it also needs to be lit perhaps by parapet lighting 
	Viaduct needs to be two lane in either direction, and it also needs to be lit perhaps by parapet lighting 

	N 
	N 

	None 
	None 

	Forecast traffic flows do not warrant additional traffic lanes on capacity grounds.  
	Forecast traffic flows do not warrant additional traffic lanes on capacity grounds.  
	 
	KCC’s current policy on road lighting limits lighting to conflict areas. The viaduct does not constitute a conflict area. A non-lit viaduct will also serve to minimise its impact on wildlife in the vicinity. Provision within the design of the viaduct will however allow for retro fitting of lighting should circumstances change. 
	 
	Guidance lighting, such as solar panelled road studs, will be considered for use on the footway/cycleway.   

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	21 

	TD
	Span
	Improve access to land (field) off A28 on east approach to new roundabout 

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	This is an unrelated issue to the Link Road scheme however the significant reduction in traffic flow in the vicinity of the access and the traffic calming effect of the new roundabout should ease any difficulties that currently may be experienced.  
	 

	Span

	22 
	22 
	22 

	Provide access to proposed new station car park direct from new A28/A291 junction  
	Provide access to proposed new station car park direct from new A28/A291 junction  
	 

	N 
	N 

	None 
	None 

	Although not part of the Sturry Link Road proposals, improvements in the pedestrian link between the Station and Carpark is a matter for the ongoing Sturry development planning application.  
	Although not part of the Sturry Link Road proposals, improvements in the pedestrian link between the Station and Carpark is a matter for the ongoing Sturry development planning application.  

	Span


	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	23 

	TD
	Span
	Consider relocation of the attenuation pond at the new A28 roundabout to the east side  

	TD
	Span
	Y 

	TD
	Span
	The attenuation pond is to be relocated to lie within the area of severed land to the north-east side of the roundabout  

	TD
	Span
	This will serve to maximise land use allocated for commercial purposes. Further flood modelling work has indicated the  impact on flooding will be negligible as a result of relocating the pond.   

	Span

	24 
	24 
	24 

	Consider a path on the north side of the link to Shalloak Road  
	Consider a path on the north side of the link to Shalloak Road  

	N(provisional) 
	N(provisional) 

	None 
	None 

	A review of footway provision will be undertaken as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes 
	A review of footway provision will be undertaken as part of ongoing Local Plan development outcomes 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	25 

	TD
	Span
	Provide dedicated left turn lanes at all the roundabouts for the main stream flows  

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	Traffic travelling in a dedicated left turn lane at a roundabout is required to give-way to traffic exiting the roundabout where only one lane downstream is available. Other than southbound over the viaduct, this would be the case. Dedicated left turn lanes are therefore unlikely to provide any additional benefit to the Link Road. Capacity assessments of the roundabouts show that only the east roundabout may experience some delays at peak times, which is not unusual in an urban environment.    

	Span

	26 
	26 
	26 

	Provide some form of horizontal separation between the footway and bus lane on the viaduct  
	Provide some form of horizontal separation between the footway and bus lane on the viaduct  

	Y 
	Y 

	(See item 2) 
	(See item 2) 

	(See item 2) 
	(See item 2) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	27 

	TD
	Span
	Consider blocking local roads to encourage reassignment of through traffic.  

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	(See item 16) 

	Span

	28 
	28 
	28 

	Provide additional signal controlled pedestrian crossing points  
	Provide additional signal controlled pedestrian crossing points  

	Y (partial) 
	Y (partial) 

	(See item 9 & 13) 
	(See item 9 & 13) 

	(See item 9 & 13) 
	(See item 9 & 13) 

	Span

	TR
	TD
	Span
	29 

	TD
	Span
	Provide bus lanes on both sides of the Link Road  

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	The proposals serve to provide a bus lane into Canterbury to join onto and improve the existing Bus Lane provision. This aims to ease congestion in the AM peak.    

	Span

	30 
	30 
	30 

	KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions regarding possible rail infrastructure changes 
	KCC and Network Rail to enter into discussions regarding possible rail infrastructure changes 

	n/a 
	n/a 

	n/a 
	n/a 

	This is beyond the scope of these proposals. 
	This is beyond the scope of these proposals. 

	Span


	Table
	TR
	TD
	Span
	31 

	TD
	Span
	Provide private means of access from A28 roundabout  

	TD
	Span
	N 

	TD
	Span
	None 

	TD
	Span
	Providing an access direct from the roundabout would have additional implications on land take to ensure a safe arrangement could be provided. Other design elements are likely also to be compromised. A safer, less complicated, alternative location for the access is available off the Sturry Road at the eastern boundary to the property.    

	Span
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