  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 1 DECEMBER 2008

SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –   4 NOVEMBER 2008

PART   I - NOT   DELEGATED   
11b.  
  RICKMANSWORTH PARKING SCHEME 

(  DCES)
  

This is NOT a KEY DECISION 
1.
Summary
1.1
  To confirm a programme of new parking restrictions for implementation, following consultation.

2.
Details

2.1
Executive Committee resolved at its meeting on 3 March 2008 

·      That formal consultation takes place on the proposed parking restrictions listed in paragraph 2.2 in the report and that a further report be presented if material objections are received.

·       That if no objections are received the proposed parking restrictions be implemented in accordance with the requirements of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 as amended by the Road Traffic Act 1991 or subsequent legislation.

2.2 Formal consultation took place between 3 and 24 October 2008, with notices placed in the Watford Observer and on site, together with letters to formal consultees, to local councillors and local organisations. Where objections were received these are appended to the report together with officer comments and recommendations (Appendix 1). Also appended to the report are the responses from the 2007 consultation (Appendix 2), presented to Committee on 29 October 2007 and 3 March 2008, which identified the areas for new restrictions. The schemes on which consultation has taken place are as follows. Those where no representations were received are indicated. 

· Restrictions on Mount View at its junctions with Elm Way and Moneyhill Road to prevent dangerous and inconsiderate parking. Officer comment: - No representations have been received, and in accordance with the previous committee resolution this scheme has therefore been approved for implementation by the Director for Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Environment Portfolio holder.

· Restrictions in Elm Way to prevent inconsiderate and dangerous parking.  Officer comment: - No representations have been received, and in accordance with the previous committee resolution this scheme has therefore been approved for implementation by the Director for Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Environment Portfolio holder.

· Restrictions to prevent commuter parking along Highfield Way up to its junction with Beacon Way. Suggest a weekday restriction to prevent commuter parking but allow flexibility for residents.

· Restriction at the lower end of Pheasants Way to prevent dangerous parking at its junction with West Way.

· Extend the existing restrictions along Shepherds Way up to its junction with Berry Way to deter commuter and inconsiderate parking.

· The Drive: - Restriction to prevent commuter and dangerous parking past the junction with Winchfield Way in the direction of Valley Road, and extending as far as the PNEU School and in The Mount. Officer comment: - No representations were received in regard to The Drive, and in accordance with the previous committee resolution this scheme has therefore been approved for implementation by the Director for Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Environment Portfolio holder.

· Old Chorleywood Road: - Restriction to be considered to prevent commuter parking in this small part of road.

· Restriction to prevent all day commuter parking in the Moor Lane slip road.

· Sherfield Avenue: - Restriction to prevent parking at the junction with Harefield Road.

· Rickmansworth Park JMI School access road: - Install an additional hour’s restriction between 2pm – 3pm as requested to apply to the whole of the road and 10 – 11am restriction also to be extended to lay-by.

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  The schemes on which consultation took place have been requested by the local community on grounds of highway safety, obstruction, or shortage of parking space. The Committee is now requested to consider which schemes should be implemented.

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy as set down in the Strategic Plan to consult the local community on appropriate parking policies. They can be implemented from the 2008/9 capital programme.

5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  Will be funded from the capital programme.

6.
Legal Implications
6.1
To be enforced,   parking restrictions must be backed up by Traffic Regulation Orders made under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 as amended by the Road Traffic Act 1991. All material objections have to be considered before Executive Committee comes to its final decision.

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test
	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes  


	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No 


7.2
Impact Assessment  

What actions were identified to address any detrimental impact or unmet need?

  

  Motorists with disabilities who have a Blue Badge are entitled to park for up to three hours on a yellow line parking restriction provided they do not cause an obstruction. The Council has produced a leaflet giving more details of the concessions available.

8.
Staffing Implications
8.1   

  

  Parking restrictions are designed by the Council’s consultant engineer. The traffic regulation orders are prepared by a specialist legal practice. The process is overseen by staff in the Sustainability Unit.

9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
  The scheme is part of this Council’s support for a sustainable transportation system.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
  The Rickmansworth Parking Scheme has been designed to increase highway safety. Regular parking patrols, improved lighting and an annual programme of car park maintenance are all designed to increase community safety.

11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
The direct phone links between the CSC and the Parking Shop ensure that all parking queries are dealt with promptly.  
12.
Communications and Website Implications
12.1
  Information about the parking service is available on the Council website.

13.
Risk Management Implications
13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Development Plans and Transportation service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

13.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendations are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The amendments may have knock-on effects such as further displacement and other unforeseen effects.
	III
	C


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:
	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	Dangerous issues of commuter parking are likely to remain unresolved.
	III
	C


13.5
Of the risks detailed all are already managed within a service plan.

13.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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13.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

14.  
Recommendation to Executive Committee
14.1 That consideration be given to the Rickmansworth parking scheme amendments listed in paragraph 2.2 of this report, and the officer recommendations in Appendix 1.


Report prepared by:
  Peter Kerr, Principal Projects Manager


Background Papers


  

File: Rickmansworth Parking Scheme


The recommendations contained in this report DO NOT constitute a KEY DECISION. 

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

Appendix 1 Summary of Consultation Responses


Appendix 2 Summary of Responses from the 2007 consultation   
Form A – Relevance Test – Rickmansworth Parking Scheme

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Universal (service covering all residents)?

√ Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which)? Covers residential areas adjacent to Rickmansworth town centre where on street parking can result in obstruction for service and emergency vehicles, or where it causes potential hazards, or where demand outstrips supply and needs to be managed through a permit parking system. Areas are principally residential.

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

√ 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

√ 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


√ Yes 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Race

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Age

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sexual Orientation

√ Disability

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Gender

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Religion

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

√ Yes (specify which categories) Any amendment to the existing Rickmansworth parking scheme will only proceed after local consultation which will identify local concerns by people with disabilities. Registered Blue Badge holders have concessions to park in restricted areas. The Council makes information available through the Parking Shop, via leaflets and on the website.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

√ Yes Any scheme can result in concern that people with disabilities may be disadvantaged. Our monitoring and review policies help us to ensure that this does not happen.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes


√ No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.. 
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