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Proposed changes to waiting and parking restrictions within Bungay
Brief summary of report
1. To consider objections to the advertised Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for the introduction of and changes to the waiting restrictions on various roads within Bungay.

Action recommended

	2. That the Portfolio Holder for Roads, Transport and Planning be recommended to approve the making of the Suffolk County Council (Various Roads, Bungay) (Prohibition and Restriction of Waiting and loading, Additional Measures, Revocation and Consolidation) Order 201- as advertised, with the following amendments:

a) The proposal for a short section of No Waiting 8am – 6pm, Monday to Saturday on the south side of Staithe Road be removed.  
b) The proposal for ‘No Waiting at Any Time” on the northern side of Staithe Road between No 45 and No 29 Staithe Road be removed. 
c) The proposal for a short section of “No Waiting at Any Time” on the north side and the east side of the triangle opposite No 42 Staithe Road be removed.
d) The proposal for a short section of “No Waiting at Any Time” on the east side of Staithe Road, opposite the east side of the triangle be shortened so that only the section in front of No 63 Staithe Road remains.
e) The proposal for a short section of “No Waiting at Any Time” on the west side and the south east side of the triangle at the junction of Staithe Rd and Wingfield St be removed.
f) The proposal for a short section of “Two Hour Limited Waiting 8.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Saturday” on the north east side of Trinity Street outside No 19 Trinity Street be removed. 
g) The proposed two disabled parking bays outside No 17 Trinity Street be removed 
h) The proposed short section of “Two Hour Limited Waiting, 8.00am – 6.00pm, Monday to Saturday Inclusive (No return four hours)” between No 50 and No 46 Upper Olland Street be removed. 
i) The proposed section of “No Waiting at Any Time” on the north east side of St Johns Road (opposite Bardolph Road) be shortened at the northern end by approximately 16 metres.   




Reason for recommendation
3. The residents of Staithe Road have stated that the parked cars reduce the speed of the traffic and that the congestion along Staithe Road is minimal. Consequently they believe Staithe Road does not warrant the scale of the advertised (proposed) waiting restrictions as shown in drawing No 27221-Advertised (Appendix A). This does have some merit and as such only the proposed section of waiting restrictions that protect the bus stop area and ensure junction visibility (outside No 63 Staithe Road) now remain in the amended proposal (Appendix B).
4. Two residents in Trinity Street stated that the proposals would remove the last 35 metres (approximate) of unrestricted parking in Trinity Street. They also stated that it was being replaced with two disabled parking bays and Two Hour Waiting between 8.00am – 6.00pm, Monday to Saturday (of which approximately 100 metres already exists). They stated that sufficient “Two Hour Waiting” already exists in Trinity Street and that the disabled parking bay requirement is excessive, a disabled bay is being proposed nearby, approx 45 metres away) in Cross Street. Upon further investigation it appeared that the initial request for the additional disabled bays came from the Town Council. Furthermore it is understood that the request was driven by the need of a local disabled residents in Trinity Street.  For this type of request an Advisory Disabled Bay is more appropriate.  Consequently, following correspondence with both residence and the Town Council a proposed amended drawing was sent to both of the objectors in Trinity Street (Drawing No 27221 – IC004, Appendix D). This amendment removes the proposed waiting restriction and the two disabled bays.  Should there be a need for an advisory disabled bay this can be provided without the need of a TRO.

5. Two residents in Upper Olland Street have stated that the advertised proposals (Drawing No Olland-IC001, Appendix E) for restricted parking along Upper Olland Street exceed the local requirement. The main objective of the initial proposal was to increase the existing waiting time from one hour to two hours, this was to facilitate a longer stay in the town centre. It was also envisaged that an increase in the amount of restricted parking spaces would be beneficial. An amended proposal has been forwarded to the two residents concerned. This amended proposal keeps all of the advertised changes in Upper Olland Street except for the short section of “two hour limited waiting, 8.00am – 6.00pm, Monday to Saturday (No Return in Four Hours)” on the west side of Upper Olland Street between No 50 and No 46 (Drawing No Olland-IC002, Appendix F). It is proposed that this short section remains unrestricted. 

6. Three residents in St Johns Road have stated that the proposed waiting restriction along St Johns Road (Appendix G), in the area of Bardolph Rd and Wingfield Street are excessive and would result in a significant inconvenience to them. The motivation for this proposal was a fatality at the St Johns Rd/Bardolph Rd junction in Sept 2005. Upon further investigation it transpired that parked cars where not attributed in anyway to this accident. Consequently the initial proposals have been amended to reflect this (Appendix H). 

Alternative options

7. To implement the Order as advertised notwithstanding the objections received or retain the current situation. 
Who will be affected by this decision?

8. Whilst all road users within Bungay will be affected to some degree by these proposals, those most affected are the road users that are also residents of Bungay.  There are four areas that are particularly affected by the proposals, these being; Staithe Road, St Johns Road, Upper Olland Street and Trinity Street. Consequently amendments to the proposals have been suggested for these areas. 
Main body of report
Background
9. In accordance with the Traffic Management Act Suffolk County Council carries out reviews of all towns on a regular basis to bring the waiting restrictions in line with current traffic flows and road traffic use.

10. The proposed measures have come from information gathered from local councillors, the emergency services and the local residents of the area.

11. The schedules from the traffic regulation order are included in appendix I.
12. Plans that relate to objections and recommended amendments are shown in appendices A to H.

Consultation

13. The County Councillor for Bungay (Councillor David Ritchie), Bungay Town Council, and the local police were consulted throughout the process and support the proposals.

14. Members of the public were consulted by means of exhibitions held in the Bungay Community Centre.

15. The following parties were also consulted but did not make any formal comments; WDC, East Anglian Ambulance Service, Fire Service, Road Haulage Association, Suffolk Preservation Society and the Freight Transport Association.
Objections and Officer Comment

16. A total of 31 representations were received during the advertisement period.  There were a total of 29 objections, one letter of support and one request for additional waiting restrictions. Of the 29 objections, 22 were regarding the advertised waiting restriction along Staithe Road, three were regarding the advertised waiting restriction along St Johns Road, two were regarding the advertised waiting restriction along Trinity Street and two objections were regarding the advertised waiting restrictions along Upper Olland Street. These are detailed below.

Objection: Staithe Road  (Appendix A and B)
17. The general argument put forward by those objecting to the advertised waiting restrictions along Staithe Road was that the small amount of congestion experienced along Staithe Road did not warrant waiting restrictions on the scale being proposed. All 22 of the objectors in Staithe Rd were sent the proposed amended drawing No 27221 – IC001 (Appendix B) and they were requested to indicate if the amended proposals would result in them removing their previous objections to the advertised order. A total of 17 objectors have confirmed that based upon the proposed amendments (drawing No 27221 – IC001 – Appendix B) they have withdrawn their previous objection. A total of four have not replied to the amendment and one has confirmed that their initial objection still stands. This objectors comment is included below;
“..having given your letter and amended plans further thought, we're not sure what the benefit of expenditure on this small  amendment to current arrangements is.  We will not be completing the form: it doesn't fit with our ideas of government and transparency, but thank you for the courtesy of writing to us.”
Officer comments: Staithe Road (Appendix A and B)
18. Officers agree that there is some merit in the argument put forward by those objecting to the Staithe Road proposals. The advertised proposal was put forward  as a result of comments regarding congestion along Staithe Rd, particularly buses. There was also a concern regarding parking on the grass verge. The proposed amendment (drawing No – 27221-IC001 Appendix B) will alleviate congestion experienced by buses as the remaining waiting restrictions still protect the bus stop area. There are physical options (bollards) that can be considered for grass verge protection, this type of solution would not require a TRO. This amended proposal goes some way towards addressing the concerns of the local residents, whilst introducing some measures that will improve traffic flow and junction visibility.

Objection: Trinity Street (Appendix C and D) 
19. Two objections were received regarding the proposed “two hour limited waiting” outside No 19 Trinity Street and the two proposed Disabled parking bays outside No 17 Trinity Street. The initial aim of these proposals was to provide additional short term parking close to the town centre. The general argument put forward by the residents was that this proposal would take away the last short piece of unrestricted road space along Trinity Street, and as such it would be a significant inconvenience to Trinity Street residents.
Officer comments: Trinity Street 
20. There are currently 34 metres of unrestricted road space along Trinity Street and an existing 102 metres of “two hour limited waiting, 8.00am – 6pm, Monday to Saturday”. As such there is some merit in the objections raised, in so far as the proposed small increase in restricted waiting would completely remove unrestricted road space from Trinity Street. Whilst investigating these objections it came to light that the proposed disabled parking bays (requested by the Town Council) were in part to facilitate the needs of a local resident. This being the case it is more appropriate to provide an advisory Disabled parking bay. The proposed amendment (Appendix D) has been agreed with the Town Council and County Councillor Ritchie. Based upon this proposed amendment both of the objectors have removed their objections.
Objection: Upper Olland Street (Appendix E and F)
21. Two objections were received regarding the proposed two hour limited waiting on the west side of the road between No 46 and No 50 Upper Olland St. Residents argued that the local facilities in the immediate area have sufficient parking arrangements and noted that there is a free car park around the corner in Boyscott Lane.  
Officer comments: Upper Olland Street (Appendix E and F)
22. Based on the comments received a small amendment to the advertised order has been proposed, whereby the most southerly 18 metres of the proposed 80 metres of two hour limited waiting is removed. The main objective of the advertised proposals was to increase the waiting time along Upper Olland Street from one hour to two hours. The amended proposal (appendix F) still includes this element, but does address the concerns of those that have objected. Based upon this proposed amendment both of the objectors have removed their objections to the proposals.

Objection: St Johns Road (Appendix G and H)

23. Three objections were received regarding the proposed “No Waiting at any Time” parking restriction. The objectors stated that cars parked in this area helped to reduce the speed of passing vehicles and that the removal of parking in this area would cause significant inconvenience to local residence. 
Officer comments: St Johns Road (Appendix G and H)
24. Following communications between residents, the Town Council and County Councillor Ritchie, an amendment has been made to address the concerns of local residents. The request for the initial proposals was motivated by a fatality at this junction in Sept 2005. However, the investigating officers STATS19 form report of the accident does not indicate that parked cars in anyway contributed to the accident. Consequently this amendment can be accommodated without compromising road safety and indeed the proposed amendment still reflect a significant improvement over the existing arrangements. Based upon the proposed amendment (Appendix H), all three objectors have removed their objections.  
Other representation
25. There were two other representation made, one requesting an additional waiting restriction along Upper Olland Street and the other, a resident of Nethergate Street expressed support for the proposals. The resident of Nethergate Street  (Mr T Page) has stated that they (he and his wife) would have liked to have attended the ROW committee meeting, but have not been able to due to work commitments. Mr Page has made the following comment;


“We have long felt that something needs to be done to aid emergency access through Nethergate Street and the adding of double yellow lines on the eastern side at the north end of the street would certainly reduced this problem. Cars could still park on the opposite side of the street, which would leave ample room for any access by emergency vehicles”   
Officer comments: Other representations

26. It was explained to the resident of Upper Olland Street that waiting restriction that are more onerous or more extensive than those advertised cannot be considered. However, an offer of advisory road marking such as white “H” marking has been made to this resident to address their concerns regarding access protection.
Human Rights Act 1988

27. The objections need to be considered in the light of the Human Rights Act 1998, s.6 of which prohibits public authorities from acting in a way which is incompatible with the European Convention on Human Rights.  Two specific convention rights may be relevant:

Entitlement to a fair and public hearing in the determination of a person's civil and political rights (Convention Article 6) which includes property rights and can include opportunities to be heard in the consultation process; and

Peaceful enjoyment of possessions (including property), subject to the State's right to enforce such laws as it deems necessary to control the use of property in accordance with the general interest (First Protocol Article 1).

Other rights may also be affected including individuals' rights to respect for private and family life and home.

Regard must be had to the fair balance that has to be struck between the competing interests of the individual and of the community as a whole.  Both public and private interests are to be taken into account in the exercise of the Council's powers and duties as a traffic authority.  Any interference with a Convention right must be necessary and proportionate. 

The Council is required to consider carefully the balance to be struck between individual rights and the wider public interest.  In this case, officers consider that the interference with Convention rights, if there is any, will be justified in order to secure the significant benefits in improving access and road safety.
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