
 
 

TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER PANEL 
Regulatory Committee 
Agenda 
 

Date Thursday 28 March 2019 
 

Time 5.30 pm 
 

Venue Lees Suite, Civic Centre, Oldham, West Street, Oldham, OL1 1NL 
 

Notes 
 

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST- If a Member requires any advice on 
any item involving a possible declaration of interest which could affect 
his/her ability to speak and/or vote he/she is advised to contact Paul 
Entwistle or Kaidy McCann in advance of the meeting. 
 
2. CONTACT OFFICER for this Agenda is Kaidy McCann Tel. 0161 770 
5151 or email Kaidy.McCann@oldham.gov.uk 
 
3. PUBLIC QUESTIONS – Any member of the public wishing to ask a 
question at the above meeting can do so only if a written copy of the 
question is submitted to the Contact officer by 12 Noon on Monday, 25 
March 2019. 
 
4.  FILMING - The Council, members of the public and the press may 
record / film / photograph or broadcast this meeting when the public and the 
press are not lawfully excluded.  Any member of the public who attends a 
meeting and objects to being filmed should advise the Constitutional 
Services Officer who will instruct that they are not included in the filming. 
 
Please note that anyone using recording equipment both audio and visual 
will not be permitted to leave the equipment in the room where a private 
meeting is held. 
 

Recording and reporting the Council’s meetings is subject to the law 

including the law of defamation, the Human Rights Act, the Data Protection 
Act and the law on public order offences. 
 

 MEMBERSHIP OF THE TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER PANEL IS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

 Councillors S Bashforth (Chair), C. Gloster, Murphy and Shuttleworth (Vice-
Chair) 
 

 

Item No  

1   Apologies For Absence  

Public Document Pack

mailto:Kaidy.McCann@oldham.gov.uk


 
 

2   Urgent Business  

 Urgent business, if any, introduced by the Chair 

3   Declarations of Interest  

 To Receive Declarations of Interest in any Contract or matter to be discussed at 
the meeting. 

4   Public Question Time  

 To receive Questions from the Public, in accordance with the Council’s 
Constitution. 

5   Minutes of Previous Meeting (Pages 1 - 2) 

 The Minutes of the Traffic Regulation Order Panel held on 20th September 2018 
are attached for approval. 

6   Haven Lane, Moorside - Objections to Proposed Waiting and Peak Time Loading 
Restriction (Pages 3 - 18) 

 To consider two objections received to the proposal to introducing waiting and 
peak time loading restrictions on Haven Lane, Moorside 

7   Objection to Proposed Double Yellow Lines - Block Lane, Chadderton (Pages 19 
- 34) 

 The purpose of this report is to consider an objection received to the proposal to 
introduce waiting restrictions (double yellow lines) at the junction of Block Lane 
with Hampshire Road, Chadderton 

8   Objections to Proposed Disabled Persons Parking Places Order - Various 
Locations (Pages 35 - 82) 

 The purpose of the report is to consider eight objections received to the 
introduction of disabled persons parking places at various locations in the 
Borough 

9   St Mary's Gate Area, Shaw - Objections to Proposed Waiting Restrictions (Single 
and Double Yellow Lines) (Pages 83 - 104) 

 To consider three objections received to the proposal to introduce waiting 
restrictions (double and single yellow lines) within the St Mary's Gate area, Shaw 

 



 

TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER PANEL 
20/09/2018 at 5.30 pm 

 
 

Present: Councillor S Bashforth (Chair)  
Councillors C. Gloster, Murphy and Shuttleworth (Vice-Chair) 
 

 Also in Attendance: 
 Alison McGlade Member of the public 
 Alan Evans Group Solicitor 
 Gary Sutcliffe Principal Engineer 
 Daniel Meadowcroft Highways Asset Client Manager 
 Sian Walter-Browne Constitutional Services 

 

 

1   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE   

There were no apologies for absence received. 
 

2   URGENT BUSINESS   

There were no items of urgent business received. 
 

3   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   

There were no declarations of interest received. 
 

4   PUBLIC QUESTION TIME   

There were no public questions received. 
 

5   MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING   

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 26th July 
2018, as amended, be approved as a correct record. 
 

6   OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED DISABLED PERSONS 
PARKING PLACES ORDER - OSBORNE STREET, SHAW  

 

The Panel gave consideration to a report which asked them to 
consider a number of objections received to the introduction of 
two disabled persons parking places on Osborne Street, Shaw.  
 
This proposal had been approved under delegated powers on 6 
September 2017 (reference D3049). Following receipt of a 
number of objections, a report was submitted to the Traffic 
Regulation Order Panel on 12 March 2018, when the Panel 
deferred the decision until a feasibility study had been 
completed. This had investigated the removal of the footway 
area to enable the disabled bays to be located directly outside 
the applicants properties, rather than on the opposite side of the 
road. The residents opposite had objected to the disabled bays. 
 
An investigation had also been undertaken into the possibility of 
acquiring and using non-highway land as potential car parking 
areas to free up space on the existing highway network, to 
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minimise the effects of one or more Blue Badge holders in the 
Osborne Street area. 
 
The outcome of both investigations had revealed the work to be 
costly and it could not be funded from existing Council budgets. 
 
A member of the public attended the meeting and addressed the 
Panel about the implications of the proposal for local residents. 
 
Options considered:- 
Option 1: To approve the recommendation. 
Option 2: Not to approve the recommendation. 
 
RESOLVED that the proposal for the introduction of two 
disabled persons parking places on Osborne Street, Shaw was 
not approved for the following reasons:- 

1. There were already five disabled bays provided in the 
close vicinity, on Victoria Street. 

2. Osborne Street was a very short road and the provision 
of two disabled bays would have a significant impact on 
the other residents. 

3. The bay proposed outside Number 10 would impede the 
use of the turning area at the end of Osborne Street and 
require drivers to reverse out onto Victoria Street in an 
unsafe manner. 

 
The meeting started at 5.30 pm and ended at 6.10 pm 
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Reason for Decision 
The purpose of this report is to consider two objections received to the proposal to 
introduce waiting and peak time loading restrictions on Haven Lane, Moorside. 
 
Recommendation 
Notwithstanding the objections received it is recommended that the Panel supports the 
introduction of a Traffic Regulation Order on Haven Lane as per the original proposal 
shown in the schedule at Appendix A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report  to TRO Panel 

 
Haven Lane, Moorside – Objections to 
Proposed Waiting and Peak Time Loading 
Restriction 
 

Portfolio Holder:  
Councillor A Shah, Cabinet Member for Neighbourhood Services 
 
Officer Contact:  Deputy Chief Executive – People and Place 
 
Report Author: Darryll Elwood, Technical Assistant 
Ext. 1946 
 
28 March 2019 
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TRO Panel 28 March 2019 
 
Haven Lane, Moorside – Objections to Proposed Waiting and Peak Time Loading 
Restriction 
 
1 Background 
 
1.1 A proposal to introduce waiting and peak time loading restrictions on Haven Lane, 

Moorside, was approved under delegated powers on 9 February 2018, Delegated 
Reference No D3197 refers.  A copy of the report detailing the reason for the restrictions is 
attached at Appendix A.  The proposal was subsequently advertised and two letters of 
objection were received, which are attached at Appendix B.  There was also a 42 
signature petition attached to one of the objections which is not included with this report 
due to General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR).  However, a copy of the petition is 
available for the Panel to see. 

 
2 Current Position 
 
2.1 Currently there are existing waiting/peak time loading restrictions along both sides of 

Haven Lane from its junction with Turf Pit Lane for a distance of 15 metres which assist in 
ensuring the free flow of traffic through the junction.  However, correspondence was 
received in 2017 from a number of local residents expressing concern that vehicles are 
parking either partially or fully on the footway at the end of the restrictions preventing 
pedestrians from using the footways.  Due to this obstructive parking pedestrians are 
being forced to walk in the carriageway. 

 
2.2 In light of the concerns raised a number of observations were undertaken which revealed 

motorist do park in this location either partially or fully on the footway forcing pedestrians 
to walk in the carriageway.  The visibility and free flow of traffic can also become 
obstructed due to the width of the carriageway at this point and the slight bend in the 
highway, this and the fact pedestrians are being forced in the carriageway could create a 
highway safety issue. 

  
2.3 Due to the concerns raised and the observations undertaken a proposal was advertised to 

extend the existing restrictions by 6 metres and 8 metres on the South East side and the 
North West side of Haven Lane respectively, in accordance with the schedule and plan at 
the end of this report.  As the recommended length required allowing a vehicle to 
manoeuvre and park safely is 6 metres, this proposal will effectively remove one parking 
space from each side of the carriageway. 

 
3 Options/Alternatives 
 
3.1 Option 1 – To Approve the Amended Recommendations 
 
3.2 Option 2 – Not to Approve the Amended Recommendations 
 
4 Preferred Option 
 
4.1 The preferred option is Option 1. 
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5 Consultation 
 
5.1 The Emergency Services and Transport for Greater Manchester were consulted in the 

original report. 
 
6 Comments of the St James Ward Councillors 
 
6.1 Ward Members were consulted and no comments were received. 
 
7 Financial Implications  
 
7.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
8 Legal Services Comments 
 
8.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
9 Co-operative Agenda 
 
9.1 In respect of the introduction of waiting and peak time loading restrictions on Haven Lane, 

Moorside, there are no co-operative issues or opportunities arising and the proposals are 
in line with the Council’s Ethical Framework. 

 
10 Human Resources Comments 
 
10.1 None. 
 
11 Risk Assessments 
 
11.1 None. 
 
12 IT Implications 
 
12.1 None. 
 
13 Property Implications 
 
13.1 None. 
 
14 Procurement Implications 
 
14.1 None. 
 
15 Environmental and Health & Safety Implications 
 
15.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
16 Equality, community cohesion and crime implications 
 
16.1 The introduction of waiting and peak time loading restrictions on Haven Lane may result in 

some displaced parking for motorists who use this area to park but unobstructed access 
and highway safety take priority over the need to park. 
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17 Equality Impact Assessment Completed? 
 
17.1  No. 
 
18 Key Decision 
 
18.1 No. 
 
19 Key Decision Reference 
 
19.1 Not applicable. 
 
20 Background Papers 
 
20.1 The following is a list of background papers on which this report is based in accordance 

with the requirements of Section 100(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.  It does not 
include documents which would disclose exempt or confidential information as defined by 
the Act : 

 
None. 
 

21 Appendices 
 
21.1 Appendix A – Copy of Mod Gov Report 
 Appendix B – Copy of Objections (petition not included). 
 

  Proposal  
 
22.1 It is proposed that a Traffic Regulation Order be introduced in accordance with the 

following schedule and drawing number. 
 
 

Schedule 
Drawing Number 47/A4/1496/1 

 
Add to the Oldham Borough Council (Oldham area) Consolidation Order 2003 

 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4    Column 5    

Item No. Length of Road Duration Exemptions No Loading 
 

 Haven Lane 
(South East Side) 
 
From a point 15 metres 
south west of its junction 
with Turf Pit Lane for a 
distance of 6 metres in a 
south westerly direction 
 

 
 
 
 

At Any Time 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Mon - Sat 
7.30 - 9.30am 
 
and 
 
Mon – Fri 
4 – 6.30pm 
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 Haven Lane 
(North West Side) 
 
From a point 15 metres 
south west of its junction 
with Turf Pit Lane for a 
distance of 8 metres in a 
south westerly direction 
 

 
 
 
 

At Any Time 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Mon - Sat 
7.30 - 9.30am 
 
and 
 
Mon – Fri 
4 – 6.30pm 
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APPENDIX A 
 

COPY OF MOD GOV REPORT 
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Page 9



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  8 

 

Page 10



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  9 

 

Page 11



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  10 

 

Page 12



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  11  Page 13



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  12 

 

Page 14



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  13 
 Page 15



 

TM3/964 g:\common\dec_rec\343 06.03.19 

  14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

COPY OF OBJECTIONS (PETITION NOT INCLUDED) 
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Reason for Decision 
The purpose of this report is to consider an objection received to the proposal to introduce 
waiting restrictions (double yellow lines) at the junction of Block Lane with Hampshire 
Road, Chadderton. 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended, in light of the objection received the yellow lines be extended along 
Hampshire Road in accordance with the schedule and plan at the end of this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report to TRO Panel 

 
Block Lane, Chadderton – Objection to 
Proposed Double Yellow Lines 
 

Portfolio Holder:  
Councillor A Shah, Cabinet Member for Neighbourhood Services 
 
Officer Contact:  Deputy Chief Executive – People and Place 
 
Report Author: Darryll Elwood, Technical Assistant 
Ext. 1946 
 
28 March 2019 
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TRO Panel 28 March 2019 
 
Block Lane, Chadderton – Objection to Proposed Double Yellow Lines 
 
1 Background 
 
1.1 A proposal to introduce double yellow lines on one side of the junction of Block Lane with 

Hampshire Road, Chadderton, was approved under delegated powers on 5 October 2018; 
a copy of the report detailing the reason for the yellow lines is attached at Appendix A.  
The proposal was subsequently advertised and one letter of objection has been received, 
which is attached at Appendix B. 

 
2 Current Position 
 
2.1 Currently there are waiting restrictions on one side of the Block Lane/Hampshire Road 

junction but none of the opposite side.  The additional yellow lines were proposed further 
to a complaint received from a local resident via the MP for the area.  The complaint refers 
to difficulties motorists can experience when vehicles park within close proximity to the 
junction, effecting not only visibility for motorists exiting Hampshire Road on to Block Lane 
but also obstructing the free flow of traffic through the junction. 

 
2.2 The objectors concern is that if 15 metres of double yellow line is introduced on the north 

side of Hampshire Road there is a possibility vehicles could park at the end of the waiting 
restrictions within close proximity to their driveway, therefore, creating a visibility issue 
when exiting the driveway. 

 
2.3 In light of the concerns raised it is now proposed to introduce 30 metres of waiting 

restrictions (double yellow lines) on the north side of Hampshire Road as shown in the 
schedule and plan at the end of this report, instead of 15 metres as originally proposed.  
This will remove any obstructive parking and subsequently improve visibility when exiting 
the driveway at the gable of 124 Block Lane. 

 
3 Options/Alternatives 
 
3.1 Option 1 – To Approve the Amended Recommendations 
 
3.2 Option 2 – Not to Approve the Amended Recommendations 
 
4 Preferred Option 
 
4.1 The preferred option is Option 1. 
 
5 Consultation 
 
5.1 The Emergency Services and Transport for Greater Manchester were consulted in the 

original report. 
 
6 Comments of the Werneth Ward Councillors 
 
6.1 The Ward Councillors have been consulted and no comments were received. 
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7 Financial Implications  
 
7.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
8 Legal Services Comments 
 
8.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
9 Co-operative Agenda 
 
9.1 In respect of the introduction of double yellow lines at the junction of Block Lane and 

Hampshire Road there are no Co-operative issues or opportunities arising and the 
proposals are in line with the Council’s Ethical Framework 

 
10 Human Resources Comments 
 
10.1 None. 
 
11 Risk Assessments 
 
11.1 None 
 
12 IT Implications 
 
12.1 None. 
 
13 Property Implications 
 
13.1 None. 
 
14 Procurement Implications 
 
14.1 None. 
 
15 Environmental and Health & Safety Implications 
 
15.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
16 Equality, community cohesion and crime implications 
 
16.1 The introduction of yellow lines at the junction of Block Lane with Hampshire Road may 

result in some displaced parking from motorists who may use this area to park, but 
unobstructed access and highway safety take priority over the need to park. 

 
17 Equality Impact Assessment Completed? 
 
17.1  No 
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18 Key Decision 
 
18.1 No. 
 
19 Key Decision Reference 
 
19.1 Not applicable. 
 
20 Background Papers 
 
20.1 The following is a list of background papers on which this report is based in accordance 

with the requirements of Section 100(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.  It does not 
include documents which would disclose exempt or confidential information as defined by 
the Act : 

 
None. 
 

21 Appendices 
 
21.1 Appendix A – Copy of Mod Gov Report 
 Appendix B – Copy of Objection 
 

  Proposal  
 
22.1 It is proposed that a Traffic Regulation Order be introduced in accordance with the 

following schedule and drawing number. 
 

Schedule 
Drawing Number 47/A4/1508/1 

 
Add to the Oldham Borough Council (Chadderton Area) Consolidation Order 2003 
 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 

Item No. Length of Road Duration Exemptions No Loading 

 Block Lane 
(West Side) 
 
From its junction 
with Hampshire 
Road for a 
distance of 15 
metres in a 
northerly direction 

 
 
 
 

At Any Time 

 
 
 

 
A, B1, B3, B4, C, 

E, K3 

 

 Hampshire Road 
(North Side) 
 
From its junction 
with Block Lane 
for a distance of 
30 metres in a 
westerly direction 

 
 
 
 

At Any Time 

 
 
 

 
A, B1, B3, B4, C, 

E, K3 
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APPENDIX A 
 

COPY OF MOD GOV REPORT 
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COPY OF OBJECTION 
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Reason for Decision 
The purpose of this report is to consider eight objections received to the introduction of 
disabled persons parking places at various locations in the Borough. 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that notwithstanding the objections received, the disabled bays 
proposed at Lynmouth Avenue, Oldham, Lune Street, Oldham, Gibraltar Street, Lees, 
Montgomery Street, Oldham, Seville Street, Shaw be approved. 
 
The Panel is however requested to make a decision on the bays proposed for Manley 
Road, Oldham and Kersley Street, Oldham due to the objections received which state 
there are already several other bays available for use in the immediate vicinity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report to TRO Panel 

 
TRO Panel – Objections to Proposed 
Disabled Persons Parking Places Order – 
Various Locations 
 

Portfolio Holder:  
Councillor A Shah, Cabinet Member for Neighbourhood Services 
 
Officer Contact:  Deputy Chief Executive – People and Place 
 
Report Author: Jeanette Whitney, Technical Admin Officer 
Ext. 4305 
 
28 March 2019 
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TRO Panel 28 March 2019 
 
Objections to Proposed Disabled Persons Parking Places Order – Various Locations 
 
1 Background 

 
1.1 A proposal to introduce 42 disabled persons parking places at various locations in the 

Borough was approved under delegated powers on 5 October 2018 (reference D3423).  A 
copy of the approved delegated report is attached at Appendix A.  The proposal was 
subsequently advertised and eight letters of objection have been received. 

 
1.2 Objections have been received to the proposed parking places at :- 
 

Layby outside Shops, Coleridge Road, Oldham 
23 Gibraltar Street, Oldham 
17 Lune Street, Oldham 
6 Lynmouth Avenue, Oldham 
2 Montgomery Street, Oldham 
9 Seville Street, Shaw 
54 Kersley Street, Oldham 
86 Manley Road, Oldham 

 
1.3 The letters of objection are attached at Appendices D and E. 
 
1.4 Many disabled residents have difficulty parking close to their properties due to the 

presence of parked vehicles.  This can cause considerable stress and cause further 
physical suffering.  It is considered that the only effective way to help disabled residents is 
to provide on-street disabled persons parking places near to their property.  This will 
enable these residents easier access to their properties and improve their mobility and 
quality of life. 

 
2 Consideration of Objections 

 
2.1 Layby Outside Shops, Coleridge Road, Oldham – The implementation of disabled bays at 

this location are at the request of a Ward Member, due to the difficulties experienced 
parking in the facility, which is regularly occupied throughout the day by teachers 
employed at St Thomas Moorside Primary School. 

 
2.2 23 Gibraltar Street, Oldham – The Highway Authority are aware that parking on Lune 

Street is restricted to one-side parking due to the width of the carriageway and the location 
of the proposed bay has been taken into consideration.  However, the space on the 
highway outside a person’s property is not restricted to their use and if it is the only 
convenient place to introduce a disabled facility for a neighbour then the residents will 
have to seek alternative parking. 
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2.3 17 Lune Street, Oldham – The Highway Authority are aware that parking on Lune Street is 
restricted to one-side parking due to the width of the carriageway and the location of the 
proposed bay has been taken into consideration.  However, the space on the highway 
outside a person’s property is not restricted to their use and if it is the only convenient 
place to introduce a disabled facility for a neighbour then the residents will have to seek 
alternative parking. 

 
2.4 6 Lynmouth Avenue, Oldham – At this location there is a residents only parking scheme in 

place and adjacent the applicants property is visitor parking only.  If the disabled bay were 
to be placed outside the applicants property it would significantly reduce the amount of 
visitor parking; the disabled bay has been proposed at this location, at the end of the 
visitor parking bay, so reduction is minimal and the applicant is in agreement with this 
recommendation. 

 
2.7 2 Montgomery Street, Oldham – Unfortunately, due to the length of disabled parking bays, 

they sometimes extend across the frontage of the applicants neighbours property, 
especially on terraced streets.  However, the space on the highway outside a person’s 
property is not restricted to their use and if it is the only convenient place to introduce a 
disabled facility for a neighbour then the residents will have to seek alternative parking. 

 
2.8 9 Seville Street, Shaw - Unfortunately, due to the length of disabled parking bays, they 

sometimes extend across the frontage of the applicants neighbours property, especially on 
terraced streets.  However, the space on the highway outside a person’s property is not 
restricted to their use and if it is the only convenient place to introduce a disabled facility 
for a neighbour then the residents will have to seek alternative parking.  In relation to the 
sign/pole, these are located on site where safe and conveniently away from Utility 
apparatus but have to be implemented within the confines of the marking of the disabled 
bay. 

 
3 Objections Received Requiring Special Consideration 
 
3.1 54 Kersley Street, Oldham – Unfortunately, the disabled bay cannot be implemented 

outside the applicants property due to the presence of a traffic calming feature.  However, 
the space on the highway outside a person’s property is not restricted to their use and if it 
is the only convenient place to introduce a disabled facility for a neighbour then the 
residents will have to seek alternative parking. 

 
3.2 86 Manley Road, Oldham – Unfortunately, the disabled bay cannot be implemented 

outside the applicants property due to the presence of a traffic calming feature.  However, 
the space on the highway outside a person’s property is not restricted to their use and if it 
is the only convenient place to introduce a disabled facility for a neighbour then the 
residents will have to seek alternative parking. 

 
3.3 Part of the objection submitted to the bays for Kersley Street and Manley Road state that 

there is already a number of disabled bays in the locality and there is not a requirement to 
introduce any further bays. 
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3.4 The objectors are correct; the drawings attached at Appendix C show where the existing 
bays are located together with the locations of the proposed bays.  Due to the number of 
bays that have been introduced over the previous seven years and the number of bays 
that are regularly being applied for each year, it is felt a policy is required which stipulates 
the ratio of disabled bays per street so residential areas do not become oversubscribed 
with disabled parking places, which will then disadvantage able bodied residents and their 
visitors. 

 
3.5 Until this policy has been developed and approved, the Panel are requested to make a 

decision on whether the bays on Kersley Street and Manley Road, Oldham should be 
introduced. 

 
4 Options/Alternatives 
 
4.1 Option 1: To approve the original proposal in full. 
 
4.2 Option 2: Not to approve the original proposal in full. 
 
5 Preferred Option 
 
5.1 The preferred option to approve is Option 1. 
 
6 Comments Of Medlock Vale / Saint Mary’s / Hollinwood / St James’ / Crompton Ward 

Councillors 
 
6.1 Ward Councillors were previously consulted at ModernGov stage and comments were 

received.  Councillors have again been consulted and: 
 
 Crompton Ward – Councillor D Murphy and Councillor D Williamson support the proposed 

scheme on Seville Street, Shaw. 
 
 St James’ – Councillor G Alexander has commented: 

I asked for two disabled bays outside the shops on Coleridge Road, Sholver, it came 
to  our attention that staff from St Thomas School were parking all day outside the 
shops  as so were the staff from the One Stop Shop which then prohibited residents of 
Sholver to park outside the shops especially the disabled people that live on Goldsmith 
Drive, there is ample parking for staff from the school and One stop Shop at the back of 
the shops for which we have provided security lighting as the dark evenings draw in. 
 
So there is no reason for any objections but if needs be we will be okay with one disabled 
parking bay to be installed with a 30 minute parking limit again we don’t want people 
parking outside these shops all day as this does not help our disabled residents on 
Sholver. 
 
It is difficult enough for disabled residents who live on Sholver and more so when the bad 
weather comes, so having these disabled bays will be a big help so that disabled people 
who have cars will not have far to travel to access a shop for basic necessities. 
 
We cannot understand why anyone would object to helping disabled people. 
 
The Councillors of St James are all in agreement for these bays to be put in place. 
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We understand that it cannot be monitored by the police at all times, but it will help as a 
deterrent hopefully. 
 

7 Response to Councillor Comments 
 
7.1 After consultation with the Legal Team, if the TRO Panel agree to implement one disabled 

bay this would be acceptable but if a 30 minute time restricted parking restriction is 
imposed on the use of the bay a further statutory advertisement period will be required 
which details the changes. 

 
8 Financial Implications  
 
8.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
9 Legal Services Comments 
 
9.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
10 Co-operative Agenda 
 
10.1 In respect of disabled bays there are no Co-operative issues or opportunities arising and 

the proposals are in line with the Council’s Ethical Framework. 
 
11 Human Resources Comments 
 
11.1 None. 
 
12 Risk Assessments 
 
12.1 None. 
 
13 IT Implications 
 
13.1 None. 
 
14 Property Implications 
 
14.1 None. 
 
15 Procurement Implications 
 
15.1 None. 
 
16 Environmental and Health & Safety Implications 
 
16.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
17 Equality, community cohesion and crime implications 
 
17.1 No. 
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18 Equality Impact Assessment Completed? 
 
18.1  No. 
 
19 Key Decision 
 
19.1 No. 
 
20 Key Decision Reference 
 
20.1 Not applicable. 
 
21 Background Papers 
 
21.1 The following is a list of background papers on which this report is based in accordance 

with the requirements of Section 100(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.  It does not 
include documents which would disclose exempt or confidential information as defined by 
the Act : 

 
None. 
 

22 Appendices 
 
22.1 Appendix A – Copy of Delegated Report 

Appendix B – Copies of Drawings 
Appendix C – Copies of Drawings requiring Special Consideration 
Appendix D – Copies of Letters of Objection 
Appendix E – Copies of Letters of Objection requiring Special Consideration 
 

23 Proposal 
 
23.1 Notwithstanding the objections received, it is recommended that Option 1 be approved 

and the Proposed Order be introduced without amendment, as detailed in the schedule 
and shown on the drawings contained in the original report. 
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Reason for Decision 
The purpose of this report is to consider three objections received to the proposal to 
introduce waiting restrictions (double and single yellow lines) within the St Mary’s Gate 
area, Shaw. 
 
Recommendation 
Due to the objections received it is recommended the proposal be amended, in 
accordance with the schedule and plan at the end of this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report  to TRO Panel 

 
St Mary’s Gate Area, Shaw – Objections to 
Proposed Waiting Restrictions (Single and 
Double Yellow Lines) 
 

Portfolio Holder:  
Councillor A Shah, Cabinet Member for Neighbourhood Services 
 
Officer Contact:  Deputy Chief Executive – People and Place 
 
Report Author: Darryll Elwood, Technical Assistant 
Ext. 1946 
 
28 March 2019 
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TRO Panel 28 March 2019 
 
St Mary’s Gate Area, Shaw – Objections to Proposed Waiting Restrictions (Single and 
Double Yellow Lines) 
 
1 Background 
 
1.1 A proposal to introduce waiting restrictions within the St Mary’s Gate area of Shaw, was 

approved under delegated powers on 24 April 2018, Delegated Reference No D3296 
refers.  A copy of the report detailing the reason for the yellow lines is attached at 
Appendix A.  The proposal was subsequently advertised and three letters of objection 
were received, which are attached at Appendix B. 

 
2 Current Position 
 
2.1 Currently there are existing waiting restrictions along the south side of King Albert Street 

and the west side of Chapel Street and at the junctions of both St Mary’s Gate and Chapel 
Street with Rochdale Road, all of which assist in ensuring free flow of traffic through the 
area by removing double parking, obstructive parking etc. 

  
2.2 Correspondence was received in August 2017 from a local business expressing a concern 

that vehicles parking on St Mary’s Gate within close proximity to their premises frequently 
prevented entry and exit to their car park, visibility was also obstructed. 

 
2.3 In light of the concerns raised a number of observations were undertaken in the area 

which revealed on-street parking does take place and obstruction can occur on St Mary’s 
Gate and the surrounding streets.  The area is predominately residential; however, there 
are a small number of businesses, also due to the area being within close proximity to 
Shaw District Centre, parking is of a premium for residents, businesses and visitors to the 
area. 

 
2.4 Due to the current parking levels a proposal was advertised and subsequently 3 objections 

were received from one of the local businesses, see Appendix B.  In light of the issues 
raised in the objections it is recommended the original proposal be amended and the 
proposed single yellow lines on Crompton Street and Co-operative Street be removed 
from the proposal.  It is also proposed to remove the double yellow lines from the north 
side of King Albert Street and the east side of Co-operative Street at their junction as per 
the plan and schedule at the end of this report. 

 
2.5 Whilst the objections refer to the whole of the proposal, other businesses within the area 

are suffering due to obstructive on-street parking (2.2 refers), therefore, it is recommended 
that the double yellow lines proposed on St Mary’s Gate and the south side of King Albert 
Street are approved.  This will allow easier access to both car parks and assist the free 
flow of traffic along St Mary’s Gate; also better visibility will be created for all highway 
users. 

 
3 Options/Alternatives 
 
3.1 Option 1 – To Approve the Amended Recommendations 
 
3.2 Option 2 – Not to Approve the Amended Recommendations 
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4 Preferred Option 
 
4.1 The preferred option is Option 1. 
 
5 Consultation 
 
5.1 The Emergency Services and Transport for Greater Manchester were consulted in the 

original report. 
 
6 Comments of the Shaw Ward Councillors 
 
6.1 The Ward Councillors have been consulted and Councillor H Sykes and Councillor 

H Gloster support the amended proposals as they strike a balance between business and 
local residents. 

 
7 Financial Implications  
 
7.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
8 Legal Services Comments 
 
8.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
 
9 Co-operative Agenda 
 
9.1 In respect of the introduction of double yellow lines on sections St Mary’s Gate and King 

Albert Street, Shaw, there are no co-operative issues or opportunities arising and the 
proposals are in line with the Council’s Ethical Framework. 

 
10 Human Resources Comments 
 
10.1 None. 
 
11 Risk Assessments 
 
11.1 None. 
 
12 IT Implications 
 
12.1 None. 
 
13 Property Implications 
 
13.1 None. 
 
14 Procurement Implications 
 
14.1 None. 
 
15 Environmental and Health & Safety Implications 
 
15.1 These were dealt with in the previous report. 
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16 Equality, community cohesion and crime implications 
 
16.1 The introduction of yellow lines on sections on St Mary’s Gate and King Albert Street may 

result in some displaced parking from motorists who may use this area to park but 
unobstructed access and highway safety take priority over the need to park. 

 
17 Equality Impact Assessment Completed? 
 
17.1  No. 
 
18 Key Decision 
 
18.1 No. 
 
19 Key Decision Reference 
 
19.1 Not applicable. 
 
20 Background Papers 
 
20.1 The following is a list of background papers on which this report is based in accordance 

with the requirements of Section 100(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.  It does not 
include documents which would disclose exempt or confidential information as defined by 
the Act : 

 
None. 
 

21 Appendices 
 
21.1 Appendix A – Copy of Mod Gov Report 
 Appendix B – Copy of Objections 
 

  Proposal  
 
22.1 It is proposed that a Traffic Regulation Order be introduced in accordance with the 

following schedule and drawing number. 
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Schedule 
 

Drawing Number 47/A4/1496/1 
 

Add to the Oldham Borough Council (Crompton area) Consolidation Order 2003 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4    Column 5    

Item No. Length of Road Duration Exemptions No Loading 
 

 St Mary’s Gate 
(West Side) 
 
From a point 15 metres 
north of its junction with 
Rochdale Road to its 
junction with King Albert 
Street 
 

 
 
 
 

At Any Time 

 
 
 
 

A, B1, B3, 
B4, C, E, K3 

 

 St Mary’s Gate 
(East Side) 
 
From its junction with King 
Albert Street for a distance 
of 10 metres in a southerly 
direction 
 

 
 
 
At Any Time 

 
 
 

A, B1, B3, 
B4, C, E, K3 

 

 
 
 
 

King Albert Street 
(South Side) 
 
From its junction with St 
Mary’s Gate for a distance 
of 10 metres in an easterly 
direction 
 

 
 
 
At Any Time 

 
 
 

A, B1, B3, 
B4, C, E, K3 
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APPENDIX A 
 

COPY OF MOD GOV REPORT 
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APPENDIX B 
 

COPY OF OBJECTIONS 
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