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Anna Herrin, 
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Dear Ms Herrin 
 
Sutton Valence Parish Council wishes to respond to the recommendations made in the recent 
Jacobs report on highway speed limits.     
 
In February we submitted background information on a series of road safety issues that affect 
the major roads through the parish (copy attached).  We presume that this input was 
considered by the writers of the report, though it does not appear to have been acknowledged   
 
Our comments on the report are given under several headings:-     
 
General comments. 
 
1.  Methodology:  Each site was ‘visited’ once and was ‘driven’ on several occasions to 
establish mean speeds, though the times are not given.  Timing can be critical to the 
observers’ experience and should have been reported.  Static speed data is reported to have 
been used for some areas, though no details are given.  This information would have given 
some useful background information to the recommendations.  It is stated that a tour was also 
conducted with Cllr J A Wilson and three parish councillors and PC Bineham.  However, 
their comments and input are not recorded. 
  
2.  Criteria used in report:  “40mph should be considered when there is a high number of 
bends junctions or accesses, substantial development, strong environmental or landscape areas 
or considerable numbers of vulnerable road users.  30mph should be the norm in villages.”  
We agree with these quotes, though the critical phrase “high numbers” is not defined.  
 
A274 - relevant sections. 
 
Site 2:- (Maidstone boundary to Sutton Valence boundary.  Note: this definition is not correct.  
The parish boundary is at Five Wents.  Site 2 ends at the start of the 30mph zone which is 
well inside the parish boundary.):-   
 
• The report proposes that the limit on a stretch of 724m, from Parkwood to Langley, 
should revert to 60mph.  We are concerned that this will increase the tendency of drivers to 



speed through the area and into the more dangerous 40mph zone at Langley, with its pub, 
houses, farms and new storage depots.  When the area was un-restricted, before 2007, this 
was an area that saw many instances of dangerous over-taking, given the slight bends at both 
ends of the site and the desire of some drivers to pass other vehicles before the restrictions 
ahead.  Also speed in the Maidstone-bound direction would change from sharply 60mph to 
30mph at Parkwood, exactly where the road from the busy Industrial Estate joins the A274.  
This would result in more speeding into this dangerous and poorly delineated part of Site 1.  
We consider that, for this short distance, the game is not worth the candle.  We recommend no 
change to the current limits. 
 
• The report states that there is evidence of some vulnerable road users in the Sutton 
Valence section of Site 2.  We strongly agree with this statement and consider that the danger 
to pedestrians and residents in the area between Five Wents and Warmlake crossroads has 
been consistently underestimated by the experts.  The area between the two crossroads has 
two stretches of grassland and hedging adjoining the road.  However, this short section also 
contains 54 houses (inhabited by 126 people), two bus stops, 20 businesses, a busy petrol 
station and an expanding shop.  Many of the businesses are sited on two industrial estates 
with poor road visibility.  Speeding is common, particularly in the obviously built-up areas, 
and it is common for pedestrians to wait 10 minutes to cross the road.  Time of day is also a 
critical factor here.  Traffic density and local traffic movements often force cars to slow down 
at rush hours.  (The report’s observations are not timed.)  We recommend that this section is 
seriously assessed for a reduction to 30mph.  If this zone were to extended from the current 
30mph zone to Five Wents and round the dangerous bend in the Maidstone direction, the 
bends, junctions and buildings would reinforce the need for drivers to slow down.  By 
slowing traffic from the Maidstone direction, this would also improve safety at the dangerous 
Five Wents junction, which is being recommended for safety improvements in 2010-11.    
 
Site 3:- (from start of the Sutton Valence 30mph zone to the top of Sutton Valence Hill).   
 
We consider the recommendations for this section to be seriously flawed.  The analysis makes 
no mention of the blind nature of the A274 bend north of Warmlake crossroads and the blind 
exit from Warmlake Road onto the A274.  This crossroad is also on the KHS list for urgent 
safety improvements in 2010-11, because of the recent accident statistics.  (Even the data used 
by KHS to support this proposal considers only serious accidents and  does not include data 
on the large number of minor accidents, about which we have many anecdotal reports.)   
 
For several years the Parish Council has been pressing for more extensive improvements at 
this junction, to include more pavements, better lighting and road-marking, clear danger 
warnings and possible improvement to sight-lines.  In 2006 we pressed for increased safety at 
the crossroads by moving the 30mph zone from the Village Hall to a point beyond the bend 
and closer to the Five Wents.  With police support, KHS moved the speed signs, though 
without any local consultation.  While the new position helps to reduce speeds at this 
dangerous bend, it was placed in the wrong position, preventing the construction of a ‘village 
gateway’, a key feature of the safety improvements that we had sought.     
 
On safety grounds we are adamantly opposed to reducing the 30mph zone back to its original 
position at the village hall.  Indeed (see above), we recommend a significant increase to the 
30mph zone beyond Five Wents, to improve junction safety and to protect desperate 
residents.  In contrast, the report produces no justification for the changes it proposes.  
 
Site 4:- (Top of Sutton Valence Hill to south of South Lane).   
 
A technical point, perhaps but the northern starting point for this site does not mark the 
“southern boundary of Sutton Valence”.  Many parishioners, including the residents of the 



whole South Lane estate, live south of this point.  The historic significance of the start point is 
only that it was the start of the 60mph zone that existed there until the upgrade to the South 
Lane junction to the south and the introduction of a 40mph zone in 2007, following a fatal 
accident two years earlier.   
 
The Parish Council considers the number of accesses, and the perilous position of some of 
them, are underestimated in the report.  The analysis notes the problems for north-bound up-
hill drivers but ignores the far more severe dangers for south-bound down-hill vehicles.  
Hence we support the recommendations that no change should be made to the speed zone and 
we agree that improved central road markings should be implemented. 
 
On the issue of gateway/terminal signage at the south end of this Site, the plans for the 2007 
road improvement project included the erection of a ‘gateway’ on the A274 south of South 
Lane.  The Parish Council was also prepared to add planters etc. to improve the effect.  
However, the gateway was not delivered and the Council has complained to KHS several 
times, to no effect.  In addition the ‘village’ sign that was provided is often buried in foliage 
and is often invisible.  We recommend re-instatement of the ‘gateway’ proposals at the 60-
40mph change, on grounds of safety and to remind passing drivers that ‘we live here’. 
 
Comments on the B2163:- This road runs through the Parish at Five Wents, though the 
suggested speed changes are in Chart Sutton parish.  
 
There is some confusion on the maps of this area.  The map covering the A274 shows two 
areas on the B2163, where the speed limit should be increased to 50mph, while the map in the 
section on the B2163 itself shows only one marked area, which is coloured for 40mph, though 
the text refers to 50mph.  If the proposal for this stretch is one 50mph section, we see little 
advantage in the change, when similar speeds are not proposed elsewhere on the road.  Also, 
the proposal could result in drivers increasing their speed on the approach to the complex Five 
Wents junction.  We recommend no change to speeds on this section.   
 
The report concludes that other speed limits are correct.  We concur. 
 
Summary:-  The Parish Council believes that the report fails to justify the major changes in 
speed limits that affect our residents most directly.  It fails to fully appreciate the dangers 
presented by poorly designed crossroads, inadequate crossings and traffic rates that are 
increasing at up to 5% per year, even before the potential arrival of a southern link road and 
the Kent International Gateway.  We consider that it gives too much weight to notions of 
‘driver psychology’ and too little to the need for the law and speed limits to protect life and 
limb in areas where residents and road users experience problems and dangers daily.    
 
We look forward to participating in the next phase of this debate.    
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Dr L. J. Mulheirn, 
Chairman, Sutton Valence Parish Council 
 


