
[image: image5.png]Suffolk

\l,' .
=’ County Council





	Agenda item 11  


	Committee:
	Rights of Way Committee 

	Meeting Date:
	19 June 2012

	Lead Councillor/s:
	Councillor Guy McGregor

	Local Councillor/s:
	Councillor Bryony Rudkin

	Director:
	Lucy Robinson, Director for Economy, Skills and Environment

	Assistant Director or Head of Service:
	Andrew Guttridge, Assistant Director for Highways and Transport

	Author:
	Graham Rankin for Clive Wilkinson, Telephone 01473 264963


Proposed moving traffic restrictions in Ipswich Town Centre
Brief Summary of Report

1. To consider objections to the advertised Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for making Silent Street one-way in a south-westerly direction except cycles, over its entire length.
Action Recommended
	2. That the Cabinet member for Roads and Transport be recommended to approve the making of the Suffolk County Council (Handford Road, Portman Road and Silent Street, Ipswich) (Prohibition of Entry and One-Way traffic for motor vehicles and revocation) Order 201- as advertised.


Reason for Recommendation

3. To allow the scheme to be constructed as designed to meet the objectives of the Ipswich Transport Fit for the 21st Century project. A number of comments and objections have been received as a result of the statutory consultation process, which are considered and addressed in the main body of the report.
Alternative Options

4. Leaving the current situation to remain unchanged would make it more difficult to improve compliance with the traffic restriction on Dog’s Head Street aimed at improving the flow of buses. The proposed reversal of the one-way flow on Silent Street provides an escape route for non-exempt traffic. The proposed public realms works in Old Cattle Market, including removal of the existing mini roundabout, have been designed alongside the proposed reversal of flow in Silent Street and could not be implemented if the flow is not reversed.
Main Body of Report

Background
5. The ‘Ipswich Transport Fit for the 21st Century’ project aims to increase levels of walking, cycling and use of the bus. Another important objective is to improve the public realm and a scheme has been designed to change the road layout in Old Cattle Market to create an attractive public space. A scheme has been designed to address the persistent breach of the restricted access restriction in the Old Cattle Market by non-exempt motor vehicles.

6. There is a current problem with abuse of the existing restriction on access to Dog’s Head Street by general traffic. Traffic in this area causes delay to buses  and causes safety concerns for cyclists and pedestrians 

7. Part of the problem motorist’s face when they drive eastwards along Friars Street and Falcon Street is that they arrive at the restriction with no convenient means of escaping the area as traffic flow in Silent Street is currently one-way towards the town centre. It is proposed to reverse the flow on Silent Street as general traffic could then escape the area via St Peter’s Street and Star Lane. This will also make it possible to remove the existing mini roundabout, which is an unattractive feature. 

8. To increase cyclist permeability and route choice in the Town centre it is proposed to provide an unmarked signed contra-flow cycle lane so that people can cycle in both directions along Silent Street.
9. Silent Street narrows towards its northern end and to achieve minimum clearances it is proposed that the kerbs are removed and the carriageway raised to give a common surface. This will help to reduce traffic speeds and give sufficient passing width when cyclists are faced with a motor vehicle travelling through the area at the same time.
10. The Silent Street work includes:

a) Raising the existing carriageway to give a common surface; 
b) Reversing the direction of motorised traffic flow; and 
c) Signing an unmarked contra-flow cycle lane.

11. A Traffic Regulation Order is needed to:

a) Reverse the existing flow of motorised traffic from a north-easterly direction to a south-westerly direction and to permit contra-flow cycling in a north-easterly direction.

12. The draft Traffic Regulation Order, including the schedule of advertised proposals, is shown Appendix A.

13. A plan of the advertised proposals is shown in Appendix B.

14. Comments and objections received during the advertising period are shown in Appendices C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L & M

Consultation

15. Suffolk Constabulary has been consulted throughout the scheme design process and with respect to the draft Traffic Regulation Order. The Constabulary agrees with the proposals.

16. The following parties were also consulted but did not make any formal comments:
a) East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust;
b) Suffolk Fire Service;
c) Road Haulage Association;
d) Freight Transport Association;
e) First Group Buses; and
f) Ipswich Buses Ltd.
17. Statutory consultation was carried out in the 3-week period between 27 April and 22 May 2012 by advertising the draft Order in newspapers and by erecting notices in Silent Street. In addition, to increase the awareness of residents and businesses, letters explaining the scheme were delivered by hand to each property in Silent Street on 21 May 2012. The deadline for objections was 22 May but any late objections will be reported verbally.
Objections 

18. 11 people have submitted written comments. Some comments are considered to be objections to the draft TRO and are summarised in Table 1 below. 

19. There were also a number of other comments which are unrelated to the draft order to reverse the traffic flow and provide a contra-flow cycle lane, and are therefore not considered to be objections to the draft order. These are summarised in Table 2 below.
	Name
	App ref
	Comments treated as objections to the TRO: 

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	
	concerned that traffic flows will increase
	concerned that a contra-flow cycle lane with a common surface is unsafe
	concerned that reversing flow will reduce ability to exit the area when the market is on St Peters Street
	concerned that dished channels will increase the flood risk to listed buildings
	concerned that if flow is reversed the visibility at the St Peter's Street / Silent junction exacerbated by delivery vehicles is inadequate
	concerned that reversing the flow will make it difficult to enter building access and car park exits
	concerned that the No Entry signage required at St Peters St end would be a detriment to the adjacent listed buildings in the conservation area

	Ms Jean Everson
	C
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Mr David Wood
	D
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Martin Blake
	E
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ms Rachel Driver
	F
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Richard Howells
	G
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Graham Childs
	H
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mrs Rosalind Atkins
	I
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Ms Katharine Salter
	J
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Anthony Cox
	K
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr Colin Hammond
	L
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Ms Linda Frost
	M
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 


Officer Comments

Objection 1

20. Three respondents are concerned that reversal of traffic flow in Silent Street will increase traffic and turn Silent Street into a rat run. As detailed above, motorists travelling eastbound through Falcon Street frequently abuse the access restriction in Old Cattle Market, as there is not a convenient alternative. 

21. It is considered that reversing the traffic flow in Silent Street will assist in reducing abuse of the restriction by giving motorists an escape route. Existing flow levels in Silent Street are very low and although previously ‘trapped’ motorists will hopefully divert along Silent Street, it is expected that overall the increase will be minimal given that there are motorists who currently use Silent Street to illegally go through the restriction or to gain access to the Butter Market car park or other parts of the town centre.
Objection 2

22. Four respondents are concerned that a common surface allowing cycles, motor vehicles and pedestrians to share the complete highway width is unsafe. 

23. A common surface involves all road users mixing and respecting each other as equal road users, which in turn reduces vehicle speeds. Kerbed highways can encourage greater speeds, as vehicles are physically separated. 

24. Common surfaces are not suitable for every location but given the low traffic flows and speed of vehicles and high flows of pedestrians and cycles, there is a high degree of confidence that a common surface will work in Silent Street. A similar situation exists in Butter Market where there is one-way traffic flow and assigned, unmarked contra-flow cycling. The scheme has been subject to an independent safety audit.

Objection 3

25. Two respondents are concerned that if the traffic flow is reversed, when there is a street market on St Peter’s Street, motor vehicles won’t be able to exit the area. 

26. When Ipswich Borough Council’s (IBC) Event Team close St Peters Street, for the St Peters Street Market, (approximately three to four times per year) St Peters Street is closed from Star Lane to Rose Lane (south of Curzon Plain). Therefore, traffic from Silent Street would be free to exit the area via Cutler Street.

Objection 4

27. Five respondents are concerned that raising the carriageway level to achieve a common surface will increase the existing flood risk. They maintain that there is an existing problem, which could be exacerbated.

28. Although the comments about drainage are not strictly considered to be objections to the draft order, if the kerbs aren’t removed and the carriageway raised to achieve a common surface, it won’t be possible to accommodate contra-flow cycling as there would be insufficient clearance in the narrow part of Silent Street. This would prevent this element of the scheme from being implemented. These comments are therefore considered as objections.

29. IBC’s Drainage Team have five recorded instances of flooding in Silent Street as follows:

a) 1990 o/s No 30/32 – blocked sewer.
b) 1998 o/s No.9.
c) 2002 location unknown – blockage.
d) 2007 o/s No 5-9 – blocked gully.
e) 2010 location unknown – blocked gully.
30. There has been no record of internal flooding as a result of these incidents. There has also been no recorded instance of flooding during this year’s heavy rainfall in April. 

31. The proposed intended design would replace the existing kerbing with slightly dished granite sett channels. This is to match the existing channel detail at St Peter’s Street junction. To achieve a common surface needed for the contra-flow cycle lane, the carriageway would be raised to meet the outer edge of the channels with the centre slightly raised to shed run off into the channels. The existing channel would be replaced by gullies located in the dished granite sett detail between the footway and carriageway. 

32. In light of comments received, the proposed intended drainage design has been redesigned to increase drainage capacity by directing all run off into the centre of the road rather than to the edge where passing vehicles could also cause a splashing problem. All of these roads are within the existing town centre 20mph speed limit area.
Objection 5

33. One respondent is concerned that if the traffic flow is reversed and traffic then uses the Silent Street / St Peter’s Street junction that visibility is inadequate.

34. The visibility to and from the Silent Street / St Nicholas Street junction has been checked and found to be adequate for the speed that vehicles will approach from St Nicholas Street. The scheme has been independently safety audited and the auditors did not raise any concerns relating to this particular design element.

Objection 6

35. Two respondents are concerned about gaining access either into an existing private access or exiting from a private car park, which they maintain have been designed for access from the southwest, which will be made worse by the reversal of traffic flow.

36. With respect to the access for No.30 Silent Street, which is on the east side of Silent Street, the respondent says that turning in will be made worse. It is considered that the existing right turn in from the south-west appears to be as equally as difficult as that of a left turn from the north-east if the flow was reversed. In any case under the existing arrangements, vehicles exiting from the private access will be used to turning right to the north-east, which is the reverse manoeuvre of turning left in from the north-east under the proposed change of direction. Therefore, the swept path for the left turning manoeuvre should be comparable to the existing situation.

37. In addition, having a common surface will aid turning into the private access, as the absence of kerbs will increase the available space for turning. 

38. With respect to the Job Centre car park, which is on the west side of Silent Street, under the existing flow arrangement inter-visibility is good. However, if the flow were reversed the inter visibility will be much reduced. Visibility is restricted due to a small return wall at the end of the alleyway between the Labour Club and the Job Centre and the location of a street light with a bin attached.

39. However, as this is a Town centre location and within a 20mph zone, it is appropriate to refer to guidance contained within The Manual for Street II guidance document (MfS2) for calculating the appropriate minimum safe splay for this access.

40. Using the MfS2 approach, for an 85th percentile approach speed of 20mph the minimum visibility splay for an access of this type in this location should be approximately 2.4m x 23m. With the streetlight and associated bin relocated, it is estimated that the achievable splay would be approximately 2.0m x 23m i.e. slightly less than guideline minimum. 

41. Given that the number of vehicles using the access is very low, and the speed of traffic approaching from Old Cattle Market will also be very slow as they have just entered the street via a ramped access, it is considered that as the reduction in splay is only marginally less than the minimum, the risk is considered to be acceptable.

Objection 7

42. One respondent is concerned about the visual impact of having to erect large ‘No Entry’ signs for the reversal of traffic flow so close to listed buildings at the St Peter’s Street / Silent Street junction.

43. This aspect has been taken into account and rather than using large ‘No Entry except cycle’ signs erected on tall posts, it is intended to use smaller stainless steel ‘hoop’ signs, which are approximately waist height and are far less intrusive. This approach has been agreed with conservation officers.

Officer Recommendation

44. Having regard to the consideration given above to the objections to the proposal, it is considered that the draft Traffic Regulation Order to reverse traffic flow in Silent Street and to provide a contra-flow cycle lane should be made as advertised.
	Name
	App ref
	Comments not treated as objections to the TRO

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6 
	7 
	8 

	
	
	Concerned about reduced loading / unloading provision
	Concerned about the lack of or removal of parking for disabled clients & passing trade
	Concerned about the cost of altering Silent Street
	Against the removal of the pavement
	Concerned that construction work will seriously damage trade
	Just raised tables at either end of Silent Street are necessary
	 Concerned that traffic will divert through the bus station
	Concerned that traffic will now be trapped if Cromwell Square car park is full
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	Mr Martin Blake
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	
	 
	 

	Ms Rachel Driver
	F
	 
	
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	Mr Richard Howells
	G
	
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	Mr Graham Childs
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	Mrs Rosalind Atkins
	I
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ms Katharine Salter
	J
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Anthony Cox
	K
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mr Colin Hammond
	L
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ms Linda Frost
	M
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 


45. Table 2 summarises concerns that are considered not to be objections to the draft order. Five respondents have raised concerns that if the limited waiting bay was removed that this would reduce either the ability of blue badge holders or shoppers to park or that they wouldn’t be able to load / unload goods and service their business. 

46. Some of these comments may relate back to the original ITFF21C consultation in autumn last year where a plan was displayed showing that the limited waiting bay was to be removed. 

47. Since then more consideration has been given as to whether the bay should be removed, retained as is or possibly changed into a combined loading / blue badge holder bay and discussions about this are ongoing.

48. When a decision has been made a separate statutory consultation process will be undertaken later in the year. The comments made will be used to inform the review of the function of the bay..

49. One respondent is concerned about the effect of the construction work on local trade. This is an important issue and Council Officers will be working with the Contractor to minimise, as best possible, the effect on local trade.

50. Two respondents are concerned about the cost of altering the Street given that is was only relatively recently changed. This is unfortunate but unless the works take place, the improvements will not be possible.

51. One respondent is concerned about the loss of the existing pavement as customers to the Job Centre sometimes queue on the footway. The existing pavement with is being retained but will be defined from the carriageway by a 0.5m width of granite setts.

52. One respondent is concerned that traffic will divert through the bus station via Rose Lane and Turret Lane. As part of the works in Old Cattle Market bus station it is proposed that, to ensure safer operation of the bus station, all vehicles will be prohibited from entering the bus station from Turret Lane. This will be the subject of a separate consultation process.

Human Rights Act 1998

53. 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.

	Sources of Further Information
b) Appendix A – The draft Traffic Regulation Order, including the schedule of advertised proposals

c) Appendix B – Plan of the advertised proposals for Silent Street 

d) Appendix C – Comments and objections received from Ms Jean Everson

e) Appendix D - Comments and objections received from Mr David Wood

f) Appendix E - Comments and objections received from Mr Martin Blake

g) Appendix F - Comments and objections received from Ms Rachel Driver

h) Appendix G - Comments and objections received from Ms Yvonne Howells

i) Appendix H - Comments and objections received from Mr Graham Childs

j) Appendix I - Comments and objections received from Mrs Rosalind Atkins

k) Appendix J - Comments and objections received from Ms Katharine Slater

l) Appendix K - Comments and objections received from Mr Anthony Cox

m) Appendix L - Comments and objections received from Mr Colin Hammond

n) Appendix M - Comments and objections received from Ms Linda Frosttest




SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 

(HANDFORD ROAD, PORTMAN ROAD AND SILENT STREET, IPSWICH)  

(PROHIBITION OF ENTRY AND ONE-WAY TRAFFIC FOR MOTOR VEHICLES 

AND REVOCATION) ORDER 201-
Suffolk County Council (‘the Council’) in exercise of its powers under Sections 1(1) and (2) and 2(1) to (3) and Part IV of Schedule 9 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, as amended (which said Act of 1984 is hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act of 1984’) and of all other enabling powers, after consultation with the Chief Officer of Police in accordance with Part III of Schedule 9 to the Act of 1984, hereby makes the following Order:

PART 1: INTERPRETATION

1. The restrictions, prohibitions and requirements imposed by this Order are in addition to and not in derogation of any restriction, prohibition or requirement imposed by any other enactment and any exception or exemption to the provisions of this Order is without prejudice to the provisions of any other enactment.

PART 2: PROHIBITION OF ENTRY AND ONE-WAY TRAFFIC 

(EXCEPT FOR PEDAL CYCLES)

2.
No person shall cause or permit any motor vehicle proceeding in Handford Road or in the southern leg of Portman Road, Ipswich, to enter the northern leg of Portman Road. 
3. 
No person shall cause any motor vehicle to proceed in the entire length of Silent Street, Ipswich, in a direction other than a south-westerly direction.

PART 3: REVOCATIONS AND CITATION

4.
The provisions of the Ipswich Borough Council (Moving Vehicle Traffic Restrictions) Consolidation Order 2002A, insofar as they relate to the following measures, are hereby revoked:

(a) 
the prohibition of right turn from Handford Road (westbound) into Portman Road (northern leg);

(b)
the prohibition of movement from Portman Road (southern leg) ahead into Portman Road (northern leg); and

(c)
the prohibition of movement from Portman Road (northern leg) ahead into Portman Road (southern leg); 

all as specified in Schedule 4 of that Order; and

(d) one-way traffic flow in Silent Street in a northerly direction, as specified in Schedule 2 of that Order.

5. 
The provisions of the Ipswich Borough Council (Prohibition of Entry, Prohibition of Motor vehicles, Pedestrian Streets, Restricted Access) (Consolidation Order Adjustment) Order 2004-05, insofar as they relate to the prohibition of motor vehicles on Portman Road between its junctions with Handford Road and Dalton Road, as included in Article 44 of that Order, are hereby revoked. 

6.
This Order may be cited as the Suffolk County Council (Handford Road, Portman Road and Silent Street, Ipswich) (Prohibition of Entry and One-Way Traffic for Motor Vehicles and Revocation) Order 201- and shall come into operation on *.
Date: 
The COMMON SEAL of SUFFOLK
)

COUNTY COUNCIL was affixed
)



in the presence of: 








(An authorised Officer of the Council)
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9" may 2012

Dear Ms Miller,

Re: (a) SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL

(Handford Road, PortmanRoad and Slent tceet, Ipswich)

(Prohibiton of Entry and one-way traffc for Motor Ve
and revocation) Order 201-
(€)Constructon of Road Hump

have today seen forthe firt time the council notice of the proposed changes to the trafic low and.
road structure n St Street,

Firstly | would ke to bring to your attention the daner to pubicsafety of such a plan. Changing the
direction of traffc to flow from the Ol Cattle Market end wil ncrease traffc and turn Sient trect
into arat un. Ths is a very narrow road and any impositon of an unmarked contra-flow cycle lane
could seriously endanger the ives of the cyclist, The corner where Silent Street meets S Nicholas
Strect i biind; o see anything coming from the right you would need to pullar out nto the road to
see past the building on the corner. Pedestrians (often drunk) even now treat the street s
pedestrian way, walking all over the road and, with your proposed road hump making the road
*shared space”, we would have pedestrians, yclists and motor cas all competing fo the same.
space which will oy lead to accidents and confrontation. There i also the issue of how vehicles
exitthe area when the market s on in St Peters Sreet.

My second concern s the implication of the buildin of this "tabletop road hur. The roadwiay.
outside my house often loods as the drains are Inadequate and do ot cope well. As cars drive past
his flood water issprayed up the outside walsof these Grade 2* lsted buidings, causing damage to
the lime wash and render. Ifthe road i effctively brought up tothe lovel o the pavement this
flood water will b raised ls0, 50 that thre will be nowhere for it o g0 but to wash up against the
walls and into the oundationsof these properties thereby undermining the integriy o the bulding.
“Ths could quickly become a legalisue if my property is damaged by the actons of the counci.

Lstly, 1 am disappointed that the council id notfeel it necessary, with changes such s these and
with the impact they wil nevitably have on local residents, to bother to write to nform us rather
than leave it o chance that we se and read a small notce on a lamp post.

Yourssincerely

Ms Jean Everson






From: David Wood [mailto:davidwood@mw-w.com] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 16:30
To: Heather Miller
Subject: RE: Silent Street
 
Dear Ms Miller,

 

Thank you for your prompt response and I note your comments.

 

Further to my first message I do have two further points to add. 

1.       I understand that automatic barriers have already been installed in the bus lane in Norwich, although I have not seen this first hand.

2.       The current width of the carriageway in Silent Street at the point directly adjacent to the existing  parking bays is as wide if not wider than that to the North  where the carriageway narrows.  On this basis is it not possible to retain the current parking bays?

I would be grateful if you would note my additional comments but please don’t feel the need to respond to this message.

 

Kind regards

David Wood

Partner

McTear Williams & Wood

 
From: David Wood [mailto:davidwood@mw-w.com] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 15:17
To: Heather Miller
Cc: Helen Ratcliffe
Subject: Silent Street
 
Dear Ms Miller,

I am in receipt of the Councils’ reminder about proposed changes to traffic flow in Silent Street.  I am a business owner at 19 Silent Street and will be directly affected by the proposed changes.  Whilst I understand there is a need to regulate abuse of the bus lane and taxi route running Eastwards along Falcon Street into Dogs Head Street, I feel very strongly that the problem could be resolved in other ways. My main concerns about the proposals are 3 fold;

1.       As business owners in Silent Street, we have  to be able to deliver and dispatch goods to and from our premises.  At present there are temporary parking bays which allow this  but it is understood that under the new proposal there will no longer be scope for any parking in the street and all goods will have to carried from one or other end of the street.  This will be time consuming and costly.

2.       We, along with all other businesses sometimes have clients who are in some way disabled.  A lack of parking in the Street will make it even more difficult for disabled clients to visit our premises which in turn will mean that we have to go to them.  This also will result in higher costs for our business.

3.       The proposal includes the raising of the carriageway in Silent Street and given that most of the older buildings have cellars which are already prone to drainage issues, what measures are proposed to avoid the drainage problems becoming worse?

 

I would suggest that in order to resolve the problems in Dogs Head Street, The Council should consider adopting the measures taken by Cambridge City Council where rising barriers which can recognise vehicles that have authorised access, have been installed in the City Centre and rise to impede the access of unauthorised traffic. These have proven to be most effective.  Alternatively, why not install enforcement cameras in the affected areas?  I am sure that either solution would prove  cost effective compared with the current proposals.

 

Kind regards

David Wood

Partner

McTear Williams & Wood
From: Martin Blake [mailto:MBlake@merchanthouse-ipswich.co.uk] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 10:04
To: Clive Wilkinson; Heather Miller
Cc: Christopher Fish; Bernard.Clarke@isgplc.com; Steve Miller
Subject: SILENT STREET ROAD TRAFFIC ORDER
 
Dear Sirs
 
I refer to your letter dated 21st may requesting consultation response by close of business today. This is the first time this matter has been raised and in the spirit of consultation ( my experience is in the planning arena) 12 hours does not fit the bill.
 
My objections and observations are however as follows:
 
1)      When St Felix House was constructed a lay by was proposed for goods vehicles delivering to it. It was to be formed in Silent Street.  I recall at that time that a sum of money was paid over to IBC for the purpose and there may have been a section 52 Agreement.  

2)      The clear need has not disappeared and still remains but the lay by was not constructed by IBC. Now is an opportunity to construct it. 

3)      Conflict with delivery vehicles and parking and traffic movements happen on a regular basis. In particular vehicles delivering to shops in St Nicholas Street park in Silent Street close to the junction with St Peters street.

4)      What policing of this road is proposed to ensure it is resolved?

5)      All car parking on this street should be strictly prohibited to give your proposal any chance of success.

6)      Raising the level of the road surface throughout its length will not make any material difference unless the road function and purpose is clearly thought through designed appropriately and its purpose enforced. Raising the level of the road at the Falcon Street and Old cattle market junction and at the junction with St Peters St and St Nicholas Street however would be useful and in public realm terms and reinforce the area round Cardinal Wolsey’s statute. Similar enhancement could be made to the area in front of the old  ‘Blue Coat Boy PH ’ This would make positive contributions to the public realm in both locations and help to restrict illegal traffic manoeuvres at those junctions. A Traffic Order at the Turret Lane /Old Cattle Market  Bus Station would also be required.  Money spent on this could be saved by not raising the road level throughout the length of Silent Street.

7)      In comparison to many European towns  attention to the public real seems paramount but is ignored here but it would make a significant positive visual impact and can paid for by leaving parts of Silent Street at the lower level. A shared surface at either end would serve the purpose and create a positive environmental improvement!

8)      I sincerely hope that the surface treatment finish of Silent Street remains as it is as it has made a positive impact on this part of the town centre.

 
Yours faithfully
 
Martin Blake  

From: rachel driver [mailto:rachelr1973@hotmail.co.uk] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 10:24
To: Heather Miller
Subject: Objection
 
My First Boutique
17 Silent Street
Ipswich
IP1 1TF
  
Dated 21 March 2012
 
 
To Heather Miller (Legal Services )
 
I strongly object to your proposal to change the lay out of Silent street as i have a shop in this location and rely solely on passing trade and also being able to load goods in and out of the shop using the limited waiting bays directly outside of the premises, as we sell a lot of nursery equipment which is very heavy how would you expect me to be able to carry out this, also for customers that i sell for they would be unable to deliver goods and also load.  As a small business this would ruin what has taken me three years to build up !
 
If you are trying to discourage driving through the restriction at the old cattle market i am sure that enforcement penalties would stop any problems you may be having
The traffic leaving the butter market car park is right turn only, Silent street you can turn left and if you had adequate signing before they access Falcon street they would also have the option to turn right into St Nicholas street 
 
At present the flow of traffic is ideal as you have a one way road in St Nicholas street and the same in Silent street it keeps the traffic moving which is what everyone wants in town your proposal is over complicated and trying to solve one problem you will create a lot more 
 
The new problems i feel you will create  :
 
1 Increased traffic through Princes street near Willis Faber affecting the bus route  as more people try to access the Butter market car park
 
2 Drivers from Star lane turning into Turret lane through the bus station and into Old cattle market as i believe this is part of the highway also to access the butter market
 
3 As people drive through St Peters Street to access Cromwell Square or the Butter market ( via silent street ) if you change the layout they will no longer  have the option if one car park is full you are creating a dead end as St Nicholas Street is one way only and you are reversing the flow in Silent street so if the butter market is full also (Congestion caused at christmas and other peak times )you are directing the traffic into St Peters,  St nicholas Street and Cromwell square
 
Please contact me at the above address or contact no 07854692982
 
Yours faithfully
Rachel Driver

From: Yvonne Howells [mailto:yvonnehowells@hotmail.co.uk] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 15:09
To: Heather Miller
Subject: alterations to silent st.
 
Dear heather,my neighbour received a letter with plans you have instigated to develop silent st.we have had no communication from you in anyway which is a shabby way to instigate a scheme.Further to this you have only given people 24 hours to respond.Shabby again. We are property owners and ratepayers and should have been treated with more respect by you.I would like to make it clear that as the owner of 17 silent st that i object most strongly to your proposals.I enclose some of my initial reasons for this 
       1  my tenants would not be able to unload heavy goods thus making their business untenable.
       2  my other tenant would not be able to remove their domestic furniture when their 6 month lease is up .  
       3  i would be unable to do repairs or painting to the 3 storey buiding.
       4  the elevated road would push damp and water into the working cellar
       5  silent st is predominatly a quiet pedestrian way.having no pavements,cars going one way and cyclists the other will lead to accidents and endanger those entering ands leaving the premise
       6  the dust and noise during work will seriously damage my tenants trade.the owner of martin and Newby said the fore st improvements ca.used his trade to halve and he had to close.Its tough out there when you dont have a fixed income and pension.if we cant pay are council taxes the council will also have to make savings.
 
      Please cancel the contracts,call a residents meeting and sort this scheme out in a democratic rather than underhand manner.
 
                                       yours sincerely,richard Howells [owner and restorer of 17 silent st. under your town scheme]

From: graham childs [mailto:merchanthouse@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 17:09
To: Clive Wilkinson
Cc: Heather Miller
Subject: Re Silent Street Proposals
 
Dear Sir,
 
I run a business and live at 25, St Peters Street and I walk along Silent Street and the Cattle Market on a daily basis. I also drive up silent Street and turn left into Falcon Street, Friar St and turn left into Princes Street to exit the town centre as do many other drivers. This is to avoid the bottleneck at the bottom end of St Peters Street where it Joins Star Lane.
Reversing the traffic flow will excacerbate the problem at this junction and it is my belief that it will do absolutely nothing to reduce traffic movements though the Old Cattle Market.
In fact I believe that if this proposal is implemented it will create a dangerous situation whereby you will encourage more traffic to do the rat run from St Peters Street via Rosemary Lane through the bus station and from Star Lane via Turret Lane And again through the bus station. This is a very busy area with buses manouvering and pedestrians walking in any direction.and quite often not looking where they are going when making a last minute dash for a bus
 
I'm also concerned that in this Economic Climate that a Lot of taxpayers money is going to be spent trying to fix something which does'nt appear to be broken. 
Silent Street was dug up and repaved only recently at great expense. Why are we paying twice???
 
Yours faithfully
 
Graham childs

From: Ros Atkins [mailto:ros@suitcasetv.com] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 21:57
To: Heather Miller
Cc: 'David Atkins'
Subject: Ipswich Transport fit for the 21st Century: traffic regulation Order - Silent Street
 
Hello Heather
 
Thank you for your reminder, received today, that objections to the proposed traffic regulation order must be received by you by Midnight tonight.  I have to say that this was actually the FIRST letter received from the council on this matter, although I did notice the signs posted in the street and I visited the library to look at the proposals.  On the first occasion that I visited the library there were no details available to view.  On the second occasion (Thursday 17th May) the plan on display showed an entirely different plan to the one shown on the reverse of your reminder letter.  You may not be aware but the plan in the library appeared to show the area outside the "Sin" nightclub as being the roadway affected by the proposal to raise the level of the roadway.
 
I wish to register an objection to the proposed reversal of the traffic flow in Silent Street, and also to the raising of the road level.
 
The basis of my objection is that the proposals will seriously and detrimentally affect my business premises at 30 Silent Street.
 
The reversal of the traffic flow will require all staff and visitors to enter our car park entrance from the North-east end of the street.  This area of the roadway is significantly narrower at the entrance of our car park and this will make it difficult for people to manoeuvre their cars into the entrance way.  The steel bollards placed either side of the entrance are there to protect the premises from damage by motor vehicles.  Their positioning is based on the assumption that traffic will enter from the South West and with a reversed traffic flow the efficacy of the bollards will be severely reduced.  
 
The raising of the roadway in Silent Street will also cause problems with drainage in the area.  Our driveway and car park are below the level of the pavement in Silent Street.  At present heavy rain collects in the driveway just from the rainwater run-off from the pavement.  When heavy rain falls the drainage from the road is inadequate to cope with the volume of water and the road is frequently, albeit temporarily, flooded.  The effect of raising the road level, without also dramatically improving the drainage in the street, will result in the "flood water" finding its own way out along our driveway and into our car park, or worse, into our cellar.
 
30 Silent Street is a Grade II listed property I am concerned that it will suffer foreseeable damage as a result of both parts of the proposals as they stand at present.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Mrs Rosalind Atkins
Commercial Director

Suitcase TV Ltd. 
Regency House 
30 Silent Street 
Ipswich 
Suffolk 
IP1 1TF 
T: +44 (0)1473 258251 
F: +44 (0)1473 258253 
W: www.suitcasetv.com 
From: Katharine Salter [mailto:katharinejsalter@virginmedia.com] 
Sent: 22 May 2012 22:24
To: Heather Miller
Subject: Objection to ET04591-55-TRO
 
Heather,

It has come to my attention today that there is a crazy scheme proposed to change the current traffic arrangements in Silent St.  I would like to object for the following reasons.
· Shared spaces are difficult, there is no clear priority, this is hard enough as adults but a complete nightmare for children and goes against all the road safety messages they are given.  I regularly walk over Stoke Bridge (a shared cycle and footpath) and have had countless near misses myself my 4 year old cannot understand why there are bicycles coming at him from all directions. 
· I understand that people flouting the restrictions in Dogs Head St is a problem, this is easily fixed by enforcing the restrictions, this has worked before and could be done regularly. 
· Silent St has residential accommodation for the elderly and deaf, shared spaces are difficult enough to negotiate with all your senses, but with cars going one way and bicycles travelling in both directions it just increases the potential hazards.  This is without considering the numerous visitors to the Jobcentre who park everywhere and stand in the road. 
I am surprised I have not seen planning notices given I walk down Silent St at least five times a week.  I am concerned that if implemented these changes will just create the perfect environment for accidents.

Concerned resident of Ipswich





-- 
Katharine J Salter
76 Rectory Road
Ipswich
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Aun. Clive Wilkinson
Major Schemes Project Manager
Suffolk County Council
cc. Heather Miller

22nd May 2012
Your Ref. ET 04591-SS-TRO
cc. Heather Miller

Dear Mr Wilkinson,

Tam very concered to have received first notification of this planned
scheme via a note pushed under my shop door after closing time on the evening
before the public consultation process was due to end. Such behaviour can surely
satisfy neither the spirit nor letter of the law.

1 therefore urgently request that any implementation of the proposals be
postponed until proper consultations have been held in line with the council's
statutory obligations.

My concerns regarding the proposals are as follows:
1 Traffic flow along Silent Street would increase.

2 Silent Street has become a major pedestrian route between:
Cardinal Park & the Town Centre
‘The Waterfront & Town Centre
and for People attending the Silent St Job centre

3 The comer of Silent St. / St Peter's Street with its pavement café, is a major tourist
attraction, epitomised by the recently located statue of Wolsey. It is an important stop
on the pedestrian tourist trail including as it does one of the oldest ranges of buildings
in the town.

4 The continuing revival of the St. Nicholas / St. Peter’s St 'Saints® area will not be
enhanced by bringing more traffic into the mix.

5 The comer of St Peters / Silent Street was expensively remodelled to afford
effective pedestrian & vehicular movement from St Peters St. into Silent St. Were
traffic flow to be reversed a relative blind spot o the right for traffic exiting Silent St.
into St Peter's St. would result.






[image: image4.png]6 Raising the whole length of the street to facilitate 'shared space' will inevitably
increase the dangerous conflict between pedestrian & cars which already exists. To
add an 'unmarked, signed’ [whatever that means] contra-flow cycle lane would be
‘madness. There are already regular near-accidents between pedestrians & cars in
Silent St due to the lack of curbs at the St Peters St end of Silent St, and between
pedestrian & Cyclists in Dogs Head Street due to the contra-flow cycle lane.

You will have access to statistics of actual injury resulting from such bad planning, I
have simply witnessed many accidents & near accidents.

7 Inthe thirty years that I have owned property in Silent St. there have been several
flash-floods in What is a low-lying arca of town with 2 history of drainage problems.
To remove the curb stones & raise the road will guarantee that the next flood causes
more damage to the medieval buidings at 1-9 Silent St which should be protected not
threatened bby street remodelling schemes.

8 The cost of remodelling a street which has only recently undergone a major (and
very attractive) rebuild is surely not a sensible use of limited funds. The remodelling
of Cromwell Square would surely be a far better use for such expenditure?

9 The change in flow is said to be required to facilitate a legal exit from Falcon St.
This was - of course - provided by the last complex traffic remodelling scheme which
required traffic to turn left out of the underground car park and then U turn at the
mini roundabout. Not a very elegant design.

If reason may be allowed to dictate then obviously the perfectly sensible re-opening
of Dogs Head St to all traffic (instead of just the many buses & taxis which currently
use it - often at dangerous speeds) would make use of a street designed for traffic and
remove pressure from the semi-pedestrianised St Nicholas St. The threat to semi-
pedestrianised Silent St would also thereby be removed.

The final paragraph of your letter begins:
“The scheme will be implemented over a 2-year window' which sounds like a fait
accompli not a letter inviting constructive comment. It also sounds like severe
disruption which surely none of us wants.

Yours sincerely,

Anthony Cox




From: Colin Hammond (Yahoo) [mailto:colinhammond@yahoo.com] 
Sent: 23 May 2012 20:07
To: Heather Miller
Subject: Traffic regulation Order - Silent Street
 
Dear Ms. Miller

 

It has been brought to my attention that there is a proposal to reverse the direction of traffic along Silent Street, with a cycle contraflow. This seems like a very good idea, but I would ask if consideration could be given to signage at the St. Peters Street junction as this is a picturesque area and would not be served well by bold 'No Entry' signs and other new street furniture.

 

Thank you and kind regards,

Colin Hammond.

From: Frost Linda JCP JCP EAST ANGLIA [mailto:LINDA.FROST@JOBCENTREPLUS.GSI.GOV.UK] 
Sent: 23 May 2012 16:28
To: Heather Miller
Subject: Traffic Regulation Order - Silent Street
 
 
Ref: ET04591-SS-TRO 

I would like make you aware of initial thoughts, with regard the proposed amendments to the direction of traffic through Silent Street.
· The main concern is for customers accessing door C of the Jobcentre, which opens directly on to Silent Street.  This door is used for customers who need to collect payments.  We only issue these payments at certain times of the day and this door is not accessible at other times.  Customers will often start to queue, some time before the allotted payment times.  If the pavements are to be removed, there are concerns for the safety of these customers and our staff. 
Other areas that we would like consideration given to are:- 

· concerns about the ease of accessing the car park entrance (next to the Labour Club) coming down from the Cattle Market end of Silent Street.  This entrance is very tight and as this is in a narrow part of the road and there will be difficulties in swinging a car in. 
· On exiting this same car park, the wall of the Labour Club does protrude some way, obscuring the view.  When exiting the car park the driver will not be able to see vehicles coming down Silent Street from the Cattle Market end until they are completely out of the car park and into the road. 
· Removal of the car parking bays in Silent Street will be a disadvantage to disabled customers accessing the medical centre on our site.  These spaces are also used by many of the suppliers who deliver to our premises.  It is not clear what contingencies are in place to replace this. 
Linda Frost 
Communication Manager | East Anglia District | Central England Group | Work Services Directorate | Department for Work and Pensions | Postal Address: District Support Hub, Ipswich Jobcentre | Thorpe Road | Norwich | NR99 1AP | Telephone number: 01473 267883 | Internal extension number 8883 | Mobile number 07909897666 | www.dwp.gov.uk | Please consider the environment before printing 
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