
 
TH/OL/TH/20/1400 - Land South Of Westgate And Garlinge, MARGATE, Kent  

Hybrid application for outline permission for provision of up to 2000 residential units (including up 

to 100 Extra Care units), care home (Use Class C2), two form entry primary school (Use Class 

F.1(a)), health facility (Use Class E(e)) and mixed use centre (Use Classes E(a-g), Sui Generis 

(drinking establishments and hot food takeaways)/C2/C3/F.1(a-g) and F.2 (ad), with vehicular 

access onto Dent de Lion Road, Garlinge High Street, Minster Road, Shottendane Road, Briary 

Close, Victoria Avenue, Belmont Road, and Brooke Avenue, along with new Primary Route 

Corridors between Shottendane Road and Minster Road and Shottendane Road and Dent De Lion 

Road, with all matters reserved, except access with; Full application for the erection of 120 

residential units (within Class C3) forming Phase 1 including parking, access, landscaping, equipped 

play area, and other associated works 

 
LAND AT WESTGATE ON SEA - Transport Assessment (TA) Comments 
 
The highway authority has the following comments to make in relation to the submitted application 
documentation.  
 
Transport Assessment 
 
Section 2 - Policy Context  
 
2.2 – This commentary makes no reference to required off site highway contributions relating to the 
Thanet Transport Strategy Infrastructure Plan (or more specifically the Inner Circuit Route 
Improvement Strategy). These financial contributions are essential to ensure that the development 
proposals are fully compliant with local and regional policy and that the forecasts underpinning the 
Transport Assessment is appropriately based.  
 
It is noted that reference to a proportionate contribution towards the TTSIP is made in the draft 
Section 106 Heads of Terms document, however no monetary value has been attributed at this 
stage.  Therefore further Clarification is required. 
 
 
Section 3 - Existing Conditions 
 
3.2.10 – Whilst Shottendane Road is an important local road in terms of its function as an alternative 
route for local vehicle-based journeys, it does not currently mirror the geometrical standards of 
formal Local Distributor Road in accordance with the Kent Design Guide. 
 
3.2.17 – 3.2.20 – On street parking currently takes place on Minster Road, which in turn can lead to 
an impediment to free flow of traffic on this route.  Minster Road is to provide access to the site as 
early as Phase 2 according to the Transport Assessment (TA), and as build-out progresses attention 
needs to be given to possible mitigation of development traffic flows along this route to both the 
A28 and Shottendane Road.   
 
As impact is yet to be fully determined, the highway authority would favour the carrying out of a 
parking review on Minster Road, as already done for Garlinge High Street, to inform new parking 
restrictions and provision of informal parking bays.  It may be necessary to impose similar parking 



restrictions along this route, possibly from the bend by Reculvers Road to the bend prior to the A28 
junction.  This could be offset by replacement parking on-site or through contributions to create 
parking elsewhere in proximity to Minster Road, however clearly this will have an impact on current 
residential parking amenity which will need to be considered by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) in 
line with the wider merits and disbenefits related to the application.  It may be possible to consider a 
requirement to monitor this route, with a Section 106 contribution towards further 
schemes/restrictions as required, however the preference at this stage would be to agree the scope 
parking restrictions ahead of any problems arising.  The plans also do not indicate any crossing 
improvements on Minster Road where it is met by the PROW TM23, which would likely need to be a 
Toucan crossing to cater for cycle movements along this route. This should be reviewed accordingly. 
 
 
Section 4 - Accessibility to Facilities and Key services 
 
Table 4-1 suggests that local amenities are within reachable walking distance, however this is not the 
case, and the NPPF seeks to encourage this for new development. Therefore, improvements to local 
public transport services and cycle infrastructure will be a key component in improving accessibility 
to existing services (in the absence of on-site provision being delivered). It is noted that some of the 
local shops located within the High Street have not been included within this table. 
 
 
Section 5 - Development Proposals 
 
5.2.9 – It is necessary for the applicant to supply all relevant CAD drawings relating to proposed 
improvements and road junctions on Shottendane Road. This will enable a full audit of the 
compatibility of these proposals with emerging KCC improvements on this part of the local road 
network. Once these have been received, further dialogue with the applicant and LPA will need to be 
held to agree final design requirements. This will ensure that the two projects are compatible with 
one another. 
 
Section 5.2.11 – The new road junctions are noted, however it is necessary for the applicant to 
supply CAD drawings to enable the proposed geometry of these junctions to be assessed in line with 
wider upgrade proposals for the Shottendane Road corridor. Furthermore, any geometrical 
alteration to the highway under these proposals will need to be supported by a full vehicle tracking 
exercise. 
 
5.2.14 & 5.2.17 – The proposed bus link to Brooke Avenue may be important to the delivery of 
financially sustainable local bus services and how they might access/integrate with the proposed 
development. Whilst this link is referred to in these paragraphs, there is currently uncertainty over 
its delivery, as it relies on land under the control of TDC and possibly other third parties. Clarification 
is required as to whether this link will form part of development proposals and how it might be 
secured through planning obligation.  
 
If a bus gate is proposed then it is important to understand how this might be enforced, again 
further clarification is required.  A tracking exercise for buses would also need to be carried out once 
the form of the junction is determined.  Further to the assumption made in 3.2.26, it is known to us 
that no Section 38 agreement associated with the development behind Kingston Avenue is 
forthcoming, so such a link would need to be accessed off available highway land at the end of Brook 
Avenue. 
 



5.2.15 - Both Victoria Avenue and Belmont Road are to terminate within the site, with speed tables 
and road narrowing denoting a change in setting.  The Transport Assessment says only a small 
number of dwellings are proposed form these extensions, although it is not clear from the phasing 
plan as to how many of the proposed 293 dwellings tabled for phase 2 are expected to be served by 
these accesses.  The highway authority would welcome clarification on this point. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed speed table at the Victoria Road access may be incompatible with the 
proposed quiet cycle route designation – a more suitable form of speed attenuation should be found 
that will accommodate cycle users.  Any complete access proposal would need to be subject to a 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and detailed design under a Section 278 agreement with the highway 
authority. 
 
5.2.16 – Access from Briary Close is proposed in the form of a priority T junction, with a 4.8 metre 
width carriageway extending southwards.  It is not clear in the Transport Assessment how many 
dwellings are to be served off this new junction, although it is assumed from the phasing plan that 
we would only be considering access for that part of phase 2, with the portion of phase 4 
immediately to the south and west achieving access via phase 3.  As highlighted above, it is 
necessary to clarify how many of the proposed 293 dwellings tables for phase 2 will be served by this 
access. 
 
Further to this we would advise a PICADY analysis of the A28 junction with Briary Close to check that 
the theoretical capacity is not exceeded by this access proposal.  Separate discussion should be held 
with Kent Fire and Rescue as to the provision of a suitable emergency access to the site, which 
would only be feasible from the south.  This could, however, take the form of a shared 
cycle/footway, with at least 3.7 metres unobstructed width leading from the local centre and spine 
road.  It is noted that emergency access will be possible as part of the intended phase 4 layout, 
however there may be some considerable time lag between phase 2 & phase 4 being delivered. 
 
A previously approved planning application with access off Briary Close is committed to progressing 
a Traffic Regulation Order on that road.  In the event of that development not coming forward, a 
similar obligation would need to be met by this separate element of the development proposals.  
This proposal for access would be further supported in our view by replacement on or off-street 
parking provision on-site for residents of Briary Close, adjacent to the point of access, along with a 
turning area within the new highway boundary. 
 
Any complete access proposal would need to be subject to a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and detailed 
design under a Section 278 agreement, along with vehicle tracking for a suitably sized refuse 
freighter. Clarification will need to be sought with TDC waste and recycling department to clarify 
which size vehicle currently services Briary Close. 
 
5.2.26 - The methodology of every dwelling to be located within 400m of a bus service is welcomed, 
however further information is required in relation to how this will be achieved in practice. It is 
recommended that the access plan also shows indicative locations for bus stops within the 
development, along with crossing points on the spine road near the stops. 
 
Further agreement and clarification needs to be achieved in relation to the proposed bus access 
strategy for the site, which may or may not be dictated by the feasibility of the Brook Avenue link, as 
this may have a bearing on bus routing within the site. 
 
5.3 – Site layout comments for the detailed element of this application are addressed later within 
this response. 



 
5.5.5 – In addition to the parking standards stated within this section, specific consideration needs to 
be given the area of highway around the proposed primary school. It is suggested that adequate 
space is provided within the school site for pick-up and drop-off activity, and that the highway layout 
around the school should be furnished with additional on street parking areas designed into the 
street scene. Whilst it is accepted that this will form part of future reserved matters applications, the 
principles should be established as this stage within the masterplan. This does not appear to be the 
case at present. 
 
 
Section 6 - Assessment Approach. 
 
As outlined within the TA, the policies contained within the recently adopted Thanet Local Plan 
requires pre-identified strategic highway improvements to be funded in whole by strategic 
development sites. This avoids a site-by-site silo approach to highway mitigation that does not meet 
the longer-term needs of the local highway network.  
 
In order achieve robust longer-term infrastructure delivery it is accepted that a level of flexibility will 
be required by all parties to enable housing growth to be delivered whilst working towards the 
ultimate longer term highway solutions, however the highway authority needs assurances that the 
necessary level of funding from this site will be secured. 
 
There are currently no triggers or monetary values stated within the draft Section 106 heads of 
terms, as such this does not currently provide sufficient confidence that the necessary funding will 
be secured at the most appropriate time, to mitigate the impacts of the development within the 
local highway network. 
 
As such it may be necessary for further sensitivity testing to be examined by the applicant when 
considering relevant triggers in relation to infrastructure funding. The highway authority is 
concerned that at present no firm commitment has been given to off-site highway infrastructure 
funding. The highway authority would welcome further dialogue with the LPA and applicant in 
relation to the level of highway contributions to fully comment on the acceptability of the 
development proposals and the suitability of current 2031 scenario forecast assumptions.  
 
6.1.1 – The scope of modelling included in Appendix A was facilitated by the highway authority at 
the request of the applicant. This does not represent an endorsement that the scenarios are 
acceptable trigger points for infrastructure phasing at this stage.  
 
6.2.1 - The development proposals have been assessed using output provided directly from KCC’s 
appointed consultant to the applicant, however any interim scenarios informing potential 
infrastructure phasing were produced without prejudice at the request of the applicant.  
 
6.3.5 – It is important to highlight that the Thanet Transport Network Highway Model considers a 
select network of key links and junctions within the Thanet District, as such it does not include 
tertiary road links such as Park Road (Birchington), Birds Avenue (Garlinge) and Lymington Road 
(Westgate). Therefore, outputs from the model will not assess traffic impact on some highway 
routes. This does however ensure that primary and secondary traffic routes are robustly assessed, 
and appropriate mitigation can be identified to manage capacity within them.  
 
The road improvements planned within the Thanet Transport Strategy are intended to provide good 
quality connections between Shottendane Road, Manston Road and the A28, which are intended to 



discourage rat running along such tertiary routes. So whilst the absence of these links within the 
2031 assessment is accepted, this is predicated on an appropriate contribution towards the TTS 
being secured and payable at a mutually agreeable trigger point. The absence of appropriate 
financial mitigation may lead to a requirement for more detailed assessment including the potential 
use of tertiary routes. 
 
6.4.1 - Trip rates for the proposed development are agreed and are consistent with those used 
within recent Local Plan forecast assessments.  
 
6.6.2 – Further commentary is required to reach an informed view on the appropriateness of this 
approach, however the highway authority understands that a recent change in the status of the DCO 
at Manston Airport has ensued and that the project now be subject to further review and decision 
making process. Therefore, the highway authority reserves the right to review the requirement for 
sensitivity testing should the future of the Airport be clarified between now and the determination 
of this application. 
 
6.7.2 – The highway authority does not agree with the assertion that the Columbus Avenue 
Extension scheme is in some way uncertain at this stage. It remains an infrastructure project that 
was considered during the recent Local Plan examination. It is currently expected that in line with 
the Local Plan evidence base, that strategic sites are required to make an appropriate contribution 
towards the delivery of this link. It is unclear whether the applicant is challenging the need to 
provide funding towards this link and the TA draws no conclusions with respect to this matter. 
Clarification is therefore required. 
 
6.7.3 – The scope of assessment has been agreed with KCC, however this is predicated on the 
assumption that all necessary contributions are secured from this development site towards the 
offsite sections of the Inner Circuit Route Improvement Strategy. There is also a requirement to 
consider the interim impacts of development and this has not been addressed within the current TA. 
Therefore, further clarification is required in relation to any potential infrastructure triggers. Please 
note that the 2031 Base (without Columbus Avenue Extension) was provided at the request of the 
applicant and not a specific requirement of the Highway Authority. 
 
 
 
Section 7 - Local Highway Impact 
 
7.2.1 & 7.2.2 – V/C should not be the only factor influencing further junction analysis. V/C outputs 
provide a high-level indication as to where there might be future capacity constraints or significant 
changes in junction capacity, but these outputs are not detailed enough to provide an absolute 
indication of network stress at a local level. Therefore, drawing conclusions from V/C outputs alone 
will not be sufficient in isolation. Subsequently a request was made by the highway authority that all 
junctions where the development created a 5% impact were considered in more detail. This is also 
indicated within section 6.3.8 of the TA. 
 
Whilst the table presented in Appendix G provides data on the development impact on a junction-
by-junction basis, the current information contained within the TA makes it very difficult assess 
absolute development impact at a wider network level. It is suggested that a local network diagram 
is produced to present this information in a more rational format. This will aid efficient evaluation as 
to the scope of junction assessments. It is also relevant to point out this appears to include the 
impact of Westgate and Birchington Strategic sites as a combined addition within the Do-Something 
network, so identifying specific development impact from Westgate is not possible. 



 
7.2.3 – The scope of junction assessment is noted, however as the modelling scenarios assess the 
road network in 2031 with all associated Thanet Transport Strategy Infrastructure Plan interventions 
in place (and on-site infrastructure for other strategic sites). It is essential that an agreement is 
reached in relation to strategic highway contributions in line with the Local Plan evidence base, 
otherwise such forecasts will not be sound. It is also be necessary for dialogue to be sought with the 
Birchington Strategic allocation in relation to perceived road infrastructure interdependencies. The 
southern link road between A28 and Acol Hill, provides an important link for traffic to and from the 
A28 avoiding more constrained areas of the Local Highway Network and conversely, the 
improvements provided by Westgate will, on Shottendane Road, be important to managing traffic 
impact from Birchington. Failure to agree necessary contributions and on-site infrastructure delivery 
triggers may compromise the soundness of current modelling forecasts and any future phasing plans 
(TBC). 
  
7.2.6 – This is noted, however given that phasing plan indicates that the development will rely on 
access to the Shottendane Road corridor until the new link road and junction are provided, it is 
necessary to undertake further modelling to identify the impact of these subsequent phases of 
development on local junctions such as High Street/Shottendane Road. 
 
7.2.7 –Given that this link is key to managing interim impacts of the development, there is a level of 
interdependency between the delivery of this on-site infrastructure and the delivery of the both the 
Westgate and Birchington Allocations, however the TA is relatively silent over when this 
infrastructure is likely to be delivered and what impact this will have to traffic flow on Manston 
Road/Shottendane Road within an interim phasing plan.  
 
7.12.2 – This table provides an indication of cumulative impact between the Birchington and 
Westgate site, however this does not indicate what level of traffic distribution is directly attributed 
to each of the two development proposals or how traffic flows are affected by redistribution of 
background traffic within the do-minimum scenario. As such it is difficult to tell which development 
has the biggest impact on a given part of the local highway network. It is therefore further necessary 
for the outputs to be presented in a geographical network diagram. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, there appears to be some unexpected traffic flow outputs between the 
Do-something Columbus Avenue and No Columbus Avenue scenarios which require further 
commentary from the applicant. A review of the various road links included within the table 
suggests that there are a significant number of additional vehicles attracted to the surrounding road 
network within the AM Do-something (CAE) when compared to the Do-something (No CAE) 
equivalent. Further analysis and commentary are required in order draw informed conclusions over 
the reasons for this. It may be possible that this is due to a redistribution in traffic from other parts 
of the network, outside of the immediate locality of the site, clarification is required. It is suggested 
that the modelling outputs are examined in more detail and appropriate commentary provided. 
 
The highway authority would welcome the opportunity to discuss these outputs in more detail with 
the applicant prior to a more informed view being reached. The way in which modelling results are 
presented makes it extremely difficult to effectively compare two scenarios against one another and 
there is limited commentary provided within the TA. 
 
7.13 – Whilst at face value, the TA appears to demonstrate that the first phase of the development is 
unlikely to generate any significant highway capacity issues. The spine road within the site and 
junctions onto Shottendane Road will not be delivered until Phase 3. This scenario has not been 
tested in terms of its impact on High Street Garlinge (junctions with both the A28 and Shottendane 



Road).  The TA only states that beyond Phase 1, it is expected that the spine road will be completed 
to Shottendane Road early on, with no reference to phasing.  Therefore, further clarification is 
required. Given that visibility at the High Street Garlinge/Shottendane Road junction is relatively 
constrained, it is recommended that improvements are included as part of Phase 1 measures. 
 
It is also stated that Phase 2 will provide a link to Minster Road to relieve Garlinge High Street, but 
again the submitted plans do not clearly indicate this.  There appears to be a secondary route that 
would run through a public square, which would preferably be a pedestrian-dominated environment 
not suited to through traffic.  This also lies just within the Phase 3 boundary, so would not be 
available in time to serve the first two phases. 
 
The northern portion of Phase 2 appears to be cut off from the remainder of the development, 
where pedestrian/cycle access would be required to the PROW TM23 and local centre.  This would 
need to be clarified on the Access and Movement Parameter and Phasing Plan.   
 
 
Section 8 – Transport Strategy 
 
8.3 Pedestrian and Cycle Infrastructure Improvements  
 
The proposed off-site pedestrian and cycle network improvements along the proposed Victoria 
Avenue/The Grove route and Minster Road are welcomed in this proposal, subject to a Stage 1 Road 
Safety Audit and detailed design under a Section 278 agreement and discussion on timescale for 
delivery.  It is further advised that Network Rail is contacted in relation to the proposed works on the 
footbridge connecting The Grove and Station Road.  As the proposed route to the station and town 
centre is intended to increase cycle movements to those destinations, consideration should be given 
to assessing the existing levels of cycle parking provision and ascertaining where any additional 
provision can be made through this development. 
 
8.4 Travel Plan 
 
Generally, the highway authority is satisfied with the scope of the submitted draft Travel Plan, 
although subject to further assessment of impact on the highway network we may require it to be 
monitored by this authority.  Travel Plan monitoring in instances where one is required to offset any 
adverse impacts on the network would be subject to further assessment and a monitoring fee.  
Furthermore, we would welcome the inclusion of any additional ‘hard’ measures, notwithstanding 
the proposed cycle vouchers, to encourage modal shift away from the private car.  Typically for 
larger housing developments sustainable measures such as electric cycle provision, cycle hire, car 
sharing schemes, electric pool cars, bus vouchers are included, and we would welcome further 
dialogue on this point. 
 
8.5 Public Transport 
 
This proposes two strands to the provision of bus services to the wider development site, namely 
the re-routing of existing service 32 or 34 combined with a new standalone service running between 
the site and Margate, to provide a regular 15-minute interval service at full build-out.  The potential 
changes to the local bus service network are noted, however to date only limited dialogue has been 
undertaken with local bus operators and no agreed position has currently been reached to inform 
potential pump prime funding for bus services and provisions within the draft Section 106 
Agreement Heads of Terms.  
 



Therefore, further dialogue will need to be sought by the applicant with the local Bus operators 
(Stagecoach) and the KCC Public Transport team before a full agreement can be reached over any 
potential changes to existing services (or alternatively the provision of new services). Full 
clarification over the potential Brooke Avenue bus link would be required to assist positive 
discussion, as it is evident that an extension to the existing route 32 may be the most cost-effective 
and practical way of delivering bus services into the site. 
 
The alternative standalone solutions outlined within this section would rely on access via the 
constrained routes within Garlinge High Street (South) and Shottendane Road (prior to upgrade) and 
as such may not be possible without significant review of on street parking controls and geometrical 
improvements to accommodate bus movements. 
 
8.6 Site Access Operation 
 
The modelling outputs for junctions 1 & 2 are noted, however neither junction proposal appears to 
have been subject to a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit. Therefore, the highway authority is unable make a 
fully informed assessment of the suitability of these proposals. Before this is undertaken it is 
recommended that further dialogue takes place with the KCC Major Capital projects teams to ensure 
that these proposals are consistent with wider proposals for the Shottendane Road corridor to avoid 
abortive Road Safety Audit work taking place. It is also unclear as to when these junctions are likely 
to be delivered, it is assumed that they form part of Phase 3, however further clarification is 
required. 
 
Junction 3 – A28 Canterbury Road/Minster Road/St.Mildreds Road 
 
The concept of providing improved pedestrian facilities at this junction is welcomed in theory, 
however further discussion and investigation will be required in relation to the introduction of 
proposed hooking arrangement on the A28 approaches. This junction used to operate as a two-way 
phased signal arrangement and was subsequently altered to a three-way phased approach. It is 
possible that this was due to issues identified in relation to conflicting hooking/ahead movements, 
which the development proposals now seek to reintroduce.  
 
Therefore, it is necessary for the applicant to undertake revised junction testing for a scenario where 
hooking movements are removed, so that the merits of such an approach can be fully appraised. It is 
also necessary for full LINSIG junction model files to be provided for examination by the highway 
authority.  In addition to the above, no Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been appended to the TA and 
no vehicle swept path drawings are provided to assist the appraisal of this scheme proposal. As such 
KCC is unable to provide a fully informed steer in relation to the suitability of these proposals 
 
Junction 4 – A28 Canterbury Road / Garlinge High Street 
 
No Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) has been appended to the TA and no vehicle swept path 
drawings are provided to assist the appraisal of this scheme proposal. As such KCC is unable to 
provide a fully informed steer in relation to the suitability of these proposals. It is recommended that 
in the first instance the LINSIG Model files are sent to the Highway Authority for review then initial 
comments are fed back prior to the commissioning of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit.  
 
Junction 9 – St Nicholas Roundabout 
 



No Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) has been appended to the TA and no vehicle swept path 
drawings are provided to assist the appraisal of this scheme proposal. As such KCC is unable to 
provide a fully informed steer in relation to the suitability of these proposals.  
 
Garlinge High Street/Dent-De-Lion Road 
 
Further to the independent Stage 1 Safety Audit, proposed off-site highway mitigation associated 
with this phase entails the re-prioritisation of Dent De Lion Road and the provision of semi-formal 
parking bays along both sides of High Street, with new parking restrictions elsewhere to 
accommodate two-way traffic flow.  Plans have been submitted which should be subject to an 
additional audit, although the highway authority is satisfied with the principle of these proposals 
subject to swept path drawings demonstrating that traffic flow can be maintained without conflict.  
It is noted that there will be a net loss in on-street parking provision on High Street and Dent De Lion 
Road, although the degree of this is supported by a parking survey which was carried out at the 
beginning of the first COVID19 lockdown period, which means that observed parking levels were 
effectively at their peak, presenting a robust baseline for the survey.  There was also found to be 
additional available capacity on other nearby streets. 
 
Consequently, we would consider the benefits of the proposed mitigation to outweigh the loss of 
on-street parking however this will have an impact on residential parking amenity currently enjoyed 
by local residents and this should be balanced by the LPA against the wider merits of the 
development proposals. 
 
The proposed alterations to Dent-De-Lion Road/Hight Street junction are not included within the 
red-line, so clarification required as to what is included within the Phase 1 application. It is 
recommended that the works to High Street are undertaken at the earliest possible juncture.  Swept 
Path Drawings are required to assess proposed geometries. 
 
 
Section 9 - Construction Traffic 
 
This section briefly covers potential construction traffic movements with an undertaking to provide 
full details through a planning condition.  At present, we cannot assess the impact of the additional 
HGV movements on the constrained local roads that would service the site, prior to any upgrading of 
Shottendane Road under the TDTS.  We would therefore consider it appropriate at this stage, prior 
to determination, to provide a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan for Phase 1 of 
development, exploring suitable site access arrangements and traffic management that could 
feasibly be extended to serve other phases via haulage roads as they build out, until such time when 
other transport infrastructure can be utilised.   
 
 
Access to the School land 
 
Generally, the phasing strategy appears to be designed in such a way that access to the school can 
be achieved on foot or cycle from all phases as development progresses, with the exception of the 
portion of phase 2 to the north of the development site, which will rely on phase 4 coming forward 
before access to the school can be achieved.  We recommend that a shared pedestrian/cycle facility 
be provided between that portion of phase 2 and the school site on phase 3, to encourage 
sustainable travel to the school once built. 
 



It is similarly important that the necessary pedestrian and cycle infrastructure is delivered between 
the school and all dwellings before the school is occupied, which we have recommended as a 
provision in the Section 106 agreement with KCC Education.  For this purpose, we note from the 
Masterplan that although the existing PROW TM23 that runs diagonally through the site is to 
provide a sustainable travel corridor that provides access to the school, not all the phases seem to 
connect to it, although the Access and Movement Parameter plan indicates that the number and 
location of accesses onto into will be determined at detailed design.  Access from Victoria Avenue as 
indicated on the Masterplan also seems incongruous with the proposal to make this a cycle route, 
which should extend as far as the school and local centre. 
 
There are no pedestrian crossing facilities annotated on the masterplan or parameter to cater for 
pedestrian desire route between the school and phase 5 (across the new internal spine road for the 
development) and Phase 6 (across Minster Road), this will need to be clarified and the parameter 
plans amended as necessary.   
 
The main access to the school should be located away from the proposed cul-de-sac extensions for 
Victoria Avenue and Belmont Road to discourage inappropriate parking within these constrained 
highway streets for school pick up and drop off activities associated with the school. 
 
At the moment further clarification is required in relation to bus service provision through the site, 
however it would be expected that regular bus services would be running within 400m of the school 
site in order to encourage sustainable travel. 
 
 
Phase 1 Full Application 
 
In relation to the detailed element of the proposals for Phase 1, the following comments to made: 
 
Access 
 
1) Although not specified within the submitted Transport Assessment, the established trip rate in 

section 6.4 would mean that the first phase of 120 dwellings would be expected to generate 65 
movements in the AM peak and 54 in the PM peak.  This would result in approximately 1 new 
vehicle movement on Garlinge High Street every minute in the network peaks.  It should be 
further noted that the spine road of the proposed first phase effectively bypasses the most 
constrained section of Garlinge High Street, meaning that traffic will be distributed either 
directly towards the A28 to the north or Shottendane Road to the south. 

 
2) Generally the relevant junction outputs for phase 1 are accepted, although further attention 

should be given to the junction of Garlinge High Street/Shottendane Road.  We would welcome 
a proposal for a scheme to improve visibility, especially to the west along Shottendane Road. 
 

3) The direct site accesses to phase 1 further re-prioritise the proposed spine road through the site 
at the junction with Dent De Lion Road and High Street.  These alterations to the highway and 
the propose spine road have also been subject to a Stage 1 Safety Audit, which found no safety 
concerns with respect to road geometry.  Further to this we have no cause to object to the 
principle of the site accesses and spine road, subject to detailed design under the relevant 
Section 38 and 278 agreements.  I note however, that the required visibility splay at the new 
junction of Dent De Lion Road with the proposed spine road is missing from the submitted 
adoption plan, which would need to be included for the sake of completeness. 

 



4) Further to the submitted adoption plan we would also require a lighting plan, to check there is 
no conflict with proposed tree planting and a services plan, to ensure that all proposed highway 
meets with adoptable standards. 

 
Layout 
 
5) Tracking for an 11.2 metre refuse vehicle is shown on the plans.  Thanet Waste and Recycling 

have specified regular use of refuse freighters totalling 13 metres in length, when an additional 
slave bin module is attached.  The specification should be obtainable from them for the purpose 
of any tracking exercise. 

 
6) There are a couple of gated rear parking courts (serving plots 14-17 and 37-40) with visitor 

parking outside on the access way which will not allow for turning.  This may require redesign to 
prevent vehicles having to reverse onto the spine road. 

 
7) The footway on the secondary road is only 2 metres in width, although this provides a route 

to/from Garlinge High Street.  We would recommend that this road too has a 3-metre shared 
path like the spine road. 

 
8) Other paths linking to the existing PROW should also facilitate shared use for pedestrians and 

cycles, on this phase there would be three such connections.  Only two appear to be clearly 
marked on the site layout, the middle route that should run alongside plot 28 westwards is not 
currently shown.  These paths should also consist of a bound surface. 

 
9) The play area is only accessed via a 40-metre-long shared surface, so additional pedestrian 

conflict is likely. 
 
10) Generally parking is adequate but some additional visitor spaces are recommended, to 

specifically offset tandem parking arrangements, which we have found are often under-utilised.  
Consequently, I would recommend the following additional visitor parking bays: 

 
- Street serving plots 31-34, 36 and 56-57 – 1 additional required 
- Shared drive serving plots 37-40 – 2 additional required  
- Street serving plots 41-45, 58, 67-69 – Existing visitor bays redistributed to better serve 
plots 42, 42, 68 and 69. 
- Shared drive serving plots 59-63 – 3 required 
- Shared drive serving plots 70-74 – 2 required 
- Shared drive serving plots 85-88 – 1 required 
- Shared surface serving plots 89-102 – Existing bay moved closer to plot 99, 1 additional to 
serve plots 91-92 
- Shared drive serving plots 103-106 – 2 required 
- Parking court serving flats 107-112 – 1 required 
- Plots 113-120 – 2 required 

 
11) The inclusion of electric vehicle charging within these proposals is welcomed.  A degree of future 

proofing is required, in that any remaining communal spaces are provided with passive 
infrastructure to allow for additional charging points as required.  This need can be assessed and 
actioned through the final iteration of the Travel Plan. 

 
 



In conclusion, it is recognised that a significant number of matters have been raised in relation to 
information submitted.  Therefore, the highway authority recommend that a meeting is held with 
the applicant in order to seek positive resolutions on the matters raised. Until such time that these 
issues have been clarified/resolved, the highway authority wishes to lodge a holding objection to 
these development proposals. 


