DELEGATED DECISIONS BY CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORT

22 NOVEMBER 2007

1.
Petitions and Public Address


Councillor Jean Fooks will be presenting a petition in the following terms:

“We ask the County Council to meet with the main Headington hospitals, Brookes University and Stagecoach to discuss the feasibility of extending the route of the no 14 bus beyond the JR to serve the rest of Headington”

	
Speaker
	Item

	Councillor George Reynolds (Local Member)

Councillor Charles Shouler (Local Member) 

Councillor Alan Armitage

Councillor Jean Fooks (Local Member)

Councillor Bob Johnston (Shadow Cabinet Member for Transport)

Councillor Bob Johnston (Shadow Cabinet Member for Transport)

City Councillor Bryan Keene

Councillor John Sanders (Local Member)

Councillor Bob Johnston (Shadow Cabinet Member for Transport)

Councillor Bob Johnston (Shadow Cabinet Member for Transport)

Councillor Lesley Legge (Local Member)

Councillor Bob Johnston (Shadow Cabinet Member for Transport)

Meryl Smith (ORCC)


	2. Various Speed Limits Proposals

3. Request for Gating Order – Hawksmead, Bicester

5. TROs Summertown Shopping Area Street Environment Scheme

6. OCC Headington North East Controlled Parking Zone and Waiting Restrictions

7. Oxford, Phipps Road – Proposed Relocation of Highway Gate

8. Abingdon Town Centre Improvements: Stert Street Traffic Regulation Order and East St Helen Street Contra-Flow Cycle Route

10. Review of External Transport Posts


3.
Request for Gating Order – Hawksmead, Bicester

Additional representations

I understand that you are due to make a decision on whether to close the gap in the fence between footpath no.5 and Hawksmead in Bicester. I would like to urge you to consider granting this request.

The initial request came from residents of Hawksmead who have been plagued by cases of anti social behaviour. On their own the cases were not reported to the police at the time and so there is no recorded history of the problem.      This does not mean that there is no case. Incidents have included indecent behaviour, lewd conduct on residents’ properties, vandalism and foul and abusive language.

The perpetrators of these offences have largely been drunk youths using the gap as a cut through to Peregrine Way. There is no need for the cut through as the path exits onto Peregrine Way a few metres down.

Please grant the request and by so doing help to reduce the incidents of anti social behaviour in Bicester and to save police resources having to be diverted to tackle the problem.

Cllr. Dan Sames (con, Bicester South)
7.
Oxford, Phipps Road – Proposed Relocation of Highway Gate

Representations from Mr David Hyland, 17 Knolles Road, Oxford are attached.

Mr David Hyland

17 Knolles Road

Cowley

Oxford

OX4 3HT

19 November 2007

Councillor Ian Hudspeth

Cabinet Member for Transport

Oxfordshire County Council

Dear Councillor,

I wish to object most strongly to the proposal that the highway gate located in Bailey Road should be relocated to Phipps Road. My reasons can be summarised as follows:

(a) I dispute the claim that there is a ‘rat-running’ problem, which was the original reason put forward for the relocation of the gate.

(b) I believe that the proposed gate will unnecessarily restrict residential access.

(c) I am deeply concerned about the potential restrictions to access for emergency vehicles.

(d) I believe that this proposal is being pushed forward on the basis of a slender majority of the respondents, and that this does not give a mandate for the proposal.

(e) I believe that alternative measures could better address the concerns of those requesting the highway gate, without restricting access for other residents.

The ‘rat-running’ claim

I understand that the request to relocate the gate to Phipps Road was first made in 2004, and that the reason for the request was “to remove rat-running traffic which is considered to be travelling at high speed”. The County Council assessed the request and concluded that it could not be justified against other priorities. The same request was raised again in 2005 and although its view had not altered, the Council agreed to carry out traffic surveys and an assessment on the potential impact on the surrounding road network. I attach the report of these assessments, carried out in 2006, which I ask you to consider.

The conclusions from traffic surveys in January/February 2006 (as stated in paras. 7-9 of the report) do not seem to have been particularly conclusive, in fact they seem most equivocal.

“The total number of vehicles rat-running is not considered to be excessive.”

“Overall the vehicle speeds are within the expected range for a residential area and show a high degree of consistency throughout the time period.”

The actual vehicle speed data (given at Annex 3 to the report) shows that the greatest incidence of vehicles exceeding 30 mph was to be found on Boswell Road, not Phipps Road. Looking at the highest incidence of speeding, the data shows that only 16% of vehicles exceeded 30 mph, i.e. at least 84% of traffic travelled within the speed limit. This is clearly borne out by the speed measurement data for the 85th %tile of vehicles, which is consistently less than 30 mph, and the average speed data is even lower, around 18-22 mph. Is this really “higher than might be expected in a residential area”?

My family and I moved to Knolles Road in late 1999, around the time that the existing traffic calming measures on that road and on Bailey Road, Boswell Road, and Phipps Road were put in place. Over the past eight years, my family and I have regularly driven, walked and cycled up and down these roads without being troubled by traffic travelling at excess speeds. I believe that the ‘rat-running’ claim has been exaggerated by a minority of residents. 

The 2006 report states (in para.10) that there had been only two recorded accidents in Phipps Road during the past five years, both resulting in slight injuries:

“Neither of these can be attributed to vehicle speeds. Both involved cyclists and are still likely to have occurred if Phipps Road had been closed to through traffic.”

Resident access

For the residents of Bailey, Boswell and Knolles Road, Phipps Road provides the most easily accessible route to the centre of Oxford, to hospitals in Headington and to the Ring Road and M40. Placing a gate on Phipps Road will unnecessarily inconvenience and deny ready access to essential services for many residents, especially those like myself with a young family.

I believe that resiting the gate on Phipps Road will thereby place a heavy strain on the junction of Boswell Road and Barns Road. A popular recreation ground for pre-school children is situated at this junction, which also forms part of a pedestrian and cycle route for residents travelling to Church Cowley St James Primary School (on Bartholomew Road). This concerns me deeply, both as a resident concerned for the safety of local children and as a parent myself. I would like to ask if projections have been made about the consequences at this junction of all residential and other traffic using it as a single point of access, as this is not in evidence from the 2006 report (which seems only to be concerned with traffic flow on the surrounding major routes).

Emergency services access

I find it surprising and unlikely that every emergency service vehicle would carry a key to every gate in the Oxfordshire area, and I am deeply concerned about the potential for critical delays as a direct consequence of this proposal. I have had to call out for an ambulance on several occasions due to my children experiencing breathing difficulties. My family and I would evidently be highly distressed to think that assistance to a child in such difficulty would be delayed by the ambulance either having to wait for the barrier to be opened, or having to drive a longer route involving a number of traffic lights in order to reach those in need.

Needless to say, if any action on the part of the County Council to relocate the gate resulted in trauma to my family in this way, I would not hesitate in seeking legal advice.

Inadequacies of the consultation

The first consultation in 2007 received only 18 out of 61 responses in favour of the proposal and the view of the Council’s officers was that the proposal should not be implemented. Councillor Keen then presented a petition “from residents” in favour of the proposal and it was agreed that a further consultation should be held with residents. The second consultation was undertaken over a two-week period between 24 August and 7 September 2007. This is a time when it is quite possible that many people would have been away on holiday or otherwise busy preparing for the start of the new school term. I might also mention that for some residents, English is not their first language and I would like to ask whether any translation services were offered by the Council (this is certainly not evident from the questionnaire provided at Annexe 2 to the Head of Transport’s report). I would argue that the brevity, timing and lack of due process involved in the consultation means that the officer’s claim, “of the 45% who did not respond it could be construed as providing support for the proposal” is highly questionable. Even if the validity of the consultation is accepted, 30% support does not constitute a majority of residents, and should not be used as a mandate for the proposal.

Alternative measures

It would appear that no alternative measures have been proposed to improve the street environment for residents of the area. If there is genuine residential concern to enhance the existing, effective traffic calming measures, surely a gate relocation to the junction of Boswell Road and Barns Road would better ensure safety, particularly with respect for young children. In stark contrast, the proposal to resite the gate on Phipps Road will send all residential traffic past a well-used children’s play area and an already dangerous crossing point en route to the local primary school. If the concern is, in fact, essentially a concern of the residents of Phipps Road, then road narrowing (such as that in nearby St Luke’s Road), a lower speed limit, or some other measure might address these concerns whilst preserving access and better protecting safety at the end of Boswell Road.

In conclusion, I urge you not to approve the proposal, but rather to seek further advice on alternative measures to address the concerns that have been raised about traffic in the area.

Yours sincerely,

David Hyland
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