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Summary of Report:

This report is to advise Members of objections received to the proposed Traffic Regulation Order for waiting restrictions on Cedar Lane/ Laburnum Lane, Milnrow & Newhey
1.
It is recommended that:
1.1 The Committee considers whether the proposed Traffic Regulation Order Borough of Rochdale ((Civil Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions) (Various Streets) (Pennines Township) Order 2008) (Amendment) (No.5) Order      Cedar Lane/ Laburnum Lane, Milnrow & Newhey outlined in Section 5.7 of this report be implemented in light of the representations received. 
1.2 The Highways Policy and Strategy Manager recommends that the proposals be implemented in accordance with Section 5.7 of this report.   

2.
Reasons for recommendation:
2.1
The Highways Policy and Strategy Manager deems the proposed Traffic Regulation Order as non-strategic.    
2.2
In accordance with paragraph F2 of the Scheme of Delegation in respect of the making or otherwise of this proposed Order, the making of a decision on this matter lies with this Committee. 
3.
Alternatives considered: 
3.1
The current proposals are as a consequence of indiscriminate parking along the lengths of road concerned affecting driver visibility and road safety.  
4.
Consultation undertaken:
4.1
Statutory consultation has taken place, in that, notices of intention to make the Orders have been posted on site and published in the local newspaper and notices have been served on consultees

5. Background:

5.1 Residents have reported difficulty with access and egress to Granville Court due to indiscriminately parked vehicles along Cedar Lane.  

5.2 The parked vehicles outside Granville Court make it difficult for traffic to enter and leave the parking area. The vehicles parked outside the entrance/ exit on cedar Lane also restrict visibility for drivers leaving Granville Court, posing difficulty for vehicles passing the entrance/ exit. 

5.3 Cedar Lane forms part of a bus route. Indiscriminately parked vehicles on a narrow highway make it difficult for a bus to make progress along Cedar Lane.

5.4 Cedar Lane sees a large volume of traffic from both residents and parents from the nearby Newhey County Primary School. 

5.5 The current ‘No Waiting At Any Time’ restrictions are proposed to be extended along both sides of Cedar Lane to ensure adequate visibility for residents and visitors entering/ exiting Granville Court. 

5.6 The extended ‘No Waiting At Any Time’ restrictions on Cedar Lane would eliminate the indiscriminate parking and improve road safety.      

5.7 In order to effect the proposals described above the Head of Highways and Engineering Service proposes to amend the Borough of Rochdale (Civil Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions)  (Various Streets) (Pennines Township) Order 2008 by:
(i) inserting the following:-

Schedule No. 1.1

No Waiting At Any Time

Cedar Lane, Milnrow & Newhey Ward

n (i)
westerly side, from its junction with Shaw Road to a point 15 metres south west of its junction with Laburnum Lane

n (ii)
easterly side, from its junction with Shaw Road for a distance of 57 metres in a southerly direction
Laburnum Lane, Milnrow & Newhey Ward

n (i)
both sides, from its junction with Cedar Lane for a distance of 10 metres in a north westerly direction

(ii) revoking the following:-

Schedule No.  1.1 

No Waiting At Any Time   

Cedar Lane, Milnrow & Newhey Ward

(i) the east side from its junction with Shaw Road to a point 29 metres south of its 
junction with Shaw Road

(ii) the east side from its junction with Shaw Road to a point 29 metres south of its 
junction with Shaw Road

(iii) the west side from its junction with Newhey Road to a point 36 metres south of its 
junction with Cedar Lane

(iv) the west side from its junction with Newhey Road to a point 36 metres south of its 
junction with Cedar Lane   

5.8 The Order was drafted, statutory consultation took place and objections were received to the proposed Order
6. Report:

6.1
Four objections and a signed petition; containing 63 signatures, have been received to the proposals. The Director of Highways Impact Partnership has responded to the issues raised and his responses are detailed in Section 8 of this Report.  
7. Letters of Objection:

7.1
Objection from Mr Peter Ingham, Flat 2, Shaw Road, Newhey, Rochdale OL16 4LT 
Mr Ingham states parking problems arise only through double parking. He states (if any) parking restrictions have to be applied he would be in partial agreement to parking restrictions being placed on only one side of the road from Cedar Lane approaching Shaw Road. 
Mr Ingham states he is a landlord of properties on Shaw Road together with resident on Shaw Road for the last twenty eight years. He states businesses’ on Shaw Road (no. 2, 4, 6) rely on 60% of passing trade and the proposed restrictions will seriously affect the income of these businesses and push the parking problems onto Granville Court and further down Cedar Lane, therefore creating parking disruptions for residents.     

7.2
Objection from Esther Towler, of Esther Marie Photography at 6 Shaw Road, Newhey, Rochdale 

Ms Towler objects to the proposals and states in the current difficult financial climate the lack of nearby parking for her clients would cause great difficulty; giving passing trade no where to park; causing great inconvenience to her potential customers, and ultimately have disastrous implications upon her trade. 

Ms Towler states Newhey is bereft of parking opportunities for local shops and to proposed parking restrictions would leave very little customer parking for the few shops that are still managing to run.   
Ms Towler further states her expectation of Rochdale Council is that they would be doing their up most to assist small businesses during the credit crunch however the proposals demonstrate a single sided approach to the residents alone. She states in all the time that Ms Towler has been at 6 Shaw Road, she has never received a complaint from local residences regarding her customers and their parking.  

7.3
Objection & Petition from Mrs M Fletcher, of 58 Wilkes Street  Oldham  OL1 4JW
Mrs Fletcher states she owns the sunbed shop and the barbers shop at numbers 2 and 4 Shaw Road and is very concerned about the parking for her business. 
Mrs Fletcher objects to the proposals as she believes her shop will suffer if the order is made. She states she relies on passing trade together with local trade and that is she is unable to offer parking to her customers, they will not continue to visit her shop. 

Mrs Fletcher states she runs a small business and feels the proposal will not benefit her business in the current economic climate as her business is already suffering together with many other small businesses. 

Mrs Fletcher states she appreciates that on some occasions people have double parked on the street concerned and made it difficult for a bus to pass, however, she hopes a solution can be found to avoid her business suffering. 

Mrs Fletcher enclosed a petition headed:- 

‘Sweeney Todds/ Tan-A-Reef
Petition against the proposal to put

Double yellow lines on Cedar Lane, Newhey’

The petition is signed by 63 people who live in the surrounding area; Milnrow; Newhey; Huddersfield Road; Coldhurst; Oldham. 

7.4
Objection from Alwyn Smith, of 19 Cedar Lane  Newhey  Rochdale  

OL16 4LD

Mr Smith states he supports those proposals that apply to the west side of Cedar Lane, however, Mr Smith objects to the proposal affecting the east side of Cedar Lane. 

Mr Smith states he has been a resident of Cedar Lane for more than 43 years and has driven and walked daily along Cedar Lane and monitored traffic and the traffic conditions on a daily basis. 
Mr Smith states the proposed restriction in respect of the east side of Cedar Lane would not solve a problem allegedly caused by parked vehicles, but would move that alleged problem to another location with immediate effect upon that other location. He states if the proposal is accepted, the drivers of the vehicles displaced would be compelled to seek alternative places to park, and perceives the ‘alternative places’ to be beyond the limit of the proposed restriction in respect of the east side of Cedar Lane.  Mr Smith perceives this to have an immediate effect upon the situation currently pertaining in front of numbers 9-15 Cedar Lane, which are located on the east side of Cedar Lane. He notes some vehicles are already parked on a regular basis at this location, although their parking does not cause a problem. Mr Smith states two residents of the dwellings mentioned receive medical visits and one is taken to and from the property in a wheelchair, via a large vehicle adapted to lift and convey several wheelchairs. He states presently the drivers of the large vehicles used for the two residents do not normally encounter difficulties in accessing adequate parking facilities, but states an influx from vehicles from the Granville Court area would have an effect upon them. 
Mr Smith cites an example pertaining to unnamed and unadopted highway at a point on Cedar Lane, 50 metres south of Granville Court. Mr Smith states this unnamed and unadopted highway is used by many for parking and the effect of parking around this location is visibility is on occasions limited, as is he says the alleged case at Granville Court. He states the problem is obviated not by the installation of parking restrictions, but by the exercise of common sense, consideration, co-operation and care. He states the exercise of these attributes at the junction of Cedar Lane with Granville Court would result in an adequate and acceptable solution to the alleged problem in respect of the east side of Cedar Lane. 

Mr Smith concludes stating the only instance of a problem occurring at the junction of Cedar Lane with Granville Court is when a vehicle is parked on the west side of Cedar Lane at the junction with Granville Court when vehicles are already parked on the east side. He perceives the restriction proposed for the west side of Cedar Lane would prevent this problem occurring.     

8
Director of Highways Impact Partnership response to the objections:

8.1
Response to objections from Mr Peter Ingham, Flat 2, Shaw Road, Newhey, Rochdale OL16 4LT  &  Esther Towler, of Esther Marie Photography at 6 Shaw Road, Newhey, Rochdale  &  objection and petition from Mrs M Fletcher, of 58 Wilkes Street  Oldham  OL1 4JW      -      stating businesses would suffer due to lack of customer parking space:

Comments were received with regard to businesses suffering due to lack of immediately available parking spaces.  There are restrictions in place along Cedar Lane currently.  The current restrictions are for 36 metres from the junction with Newhey Road along the westerly side of Cedar Lane and for 29 metres from its junction with Newhey Road along the easterly side of Cedar Lane.  The proposals merely extend the current proposals to the benefits of all road users, specifically residents and the local buses in this instance.  Residential streets are not designed to be parking places.  This applies to residents as well as business users.  The proposed restrictions ensure this will occur.

As there are currently no restrictions, drivers park immediately either side of the entrance/exit to Granville Court and opposite on Cedar Lane.  This makes access to the area more difficult and more dangerous that with clear line of sight for drivers.

GMPTE have welcomed the proposed restrictions as progress through the estate is made extremely difficult for buses, when vehicles are parked along Cedar Lane.  Cedar Lane is 5.50 metres wide in parts in the area covered by the proposed restrictions.  This provides very little room for vehicles to make progress along the highway.  Restricting indiscriminate parking along Cedar Lane will ensure that the bus service is able to run more easily and on time and that vehicles won’t be damaged due to very little passing space.
Mr Inghams’ objection states that ‘this problem arises only through double parking’.  As stated previously, Cedar Lane is a narrow road, and parking on just one side of the carriageway compromises access and visibility for drivers.
The areas of highway not currently covered by parking restrictions are not intended for customers of local businesses.
There are a number of people who have signed the petition who will not be directly affected, should the proposed restrictions be introduced.  While anyone from anywhere in the country has the right to object to a proposed Traffic Regulation Order, it would seem that the persons living outside of Cedar Lane and Laburnum Lane that have signed the petition are customers of the local businesses.  Their signing of the petition is more likely due to the proposed restrictions making it more difficult for them to find a parking space.  The primary focus of this scheme is road safety and not parking.

8.2
Response to objection from Alwyn Smith, of 19 Cedar Lane  Newhey  Rochdale  OL16 4LD    -     objecting to the proposed restrictions on the easterly side of Cedar Lane and on both sides of Cedar Lane:

In places, Cedar Lane falls below the width standard (5.50 metres) for that type of road in the area covered by the proposed restrictions. Two-way running traffic is possible at this width, but a vehicle parked on the footway or on the highway makes two-way flowing traffic impossible.  Restricting indiscriminate parking along Cedar Lane will ensure that the bus service is able to run more easily and on time and reduces the risk of vehicle damage due to very little passing space.

The temptation for drivers to mount the footway in order to pass along the highway (an illegal manoeuvre) would also be reduced. This provides more footway space for pedestrians and helps ensure the services located under the footway are not damaged. There are restrictions currently in place along Cedar Lane.  The proposals are to merely extend the existing restrictions.  

Properties on both sides of Cedar Lane have access to off-street parking facilities.  Consequently, residents will not be affected should the proposals be put in place.  Visibility is paramount when controlling a vehicle.  Parked vehicles in and around an entrance/exit forming a junction with the highway reduce visibility drastically.  The objection states that by implementing the proposals the problem would merely be moved further into the estate.  Provided motorists park in compliance with The Highway Code, this is not a concern.  However, restricting only one side of a narrow highway and thereby permitting vehicles to be parked on the other side of the highway is not the ideal alternative.  Road safety must be taken into account with all schemes, this one being no different.

While it is true that vehicles parked on any road can restrict visibility for other drivers, Cedar Lane is the “road” in question in this instance and maintaining visibility for drivers entering and leaving Granville Court needs to be taken into account.  It is the responsibility of the driver of a vehicle to ensure their passage onto/off of the public highway is conducted in a safe manner. Any restriction on visibility, whether the size of a vehicle or smaller compromises this action.  The Highway Code, Rule 243 states that: ‘DO NOT stop or park opposite or within 10 metres (32 feet) of a junction, except in an authorised parking space’.  The proposed restrictions will ensure that vehicles cannot park close to or opposite the junction with Granville Court.
8. Equal Opportunities Implications:

9.1
This report has no direct impact on the Council’s equal opportunities policies and practices

10  
Personnel Implications:

10.1
None

11.
Financial Implications:

11.1
The financial implications of this scheme have been considered by the Highways Policy and Strategy Manager upon authorising the proposals and adequate funding of £2,500 has been allocated by Pennines Township. 
12.
Conclusions:

Committee is asked to decide whether or not to implement the proposals set out 
at paragraph 5.7 of this report. 
	For further information and background papers: For further information about this report or access to any background papers please contact Rifat Mukhtar Tel: (01706) 924751


Linda Fisher
Head of Legal & Democratic Services 
PO Box 15
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