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ITEM NO

SUBJECT:
LEIGH – SALFORD – MANCHESTER GUIDED BUSWAY TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS
REGULATORY

REPORT OF:
DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
FOR DECISION

1.0. PURPOSE OF REPORT.
1.1. To inform the Regulatory Panel of the results of the Public Inquiry into the A580 Traffic Regulation Orders which are associated with The Leigh Salford Manchester Guided Busway and invite them to confirm the Inspectors recommendations.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUERIES

PLEASE CONTACT

MR. S. LEE

0161 793 3800
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:

Consultation documents prepared by GMPTE

GMPTE report to GMPTA of 6th August, 1999.

Address by Mr A Dunning and GMPTE to Members on 15th September, 1999.

Report to Planning and Development Services Committee of 14th October, 1999.

Report to Cabinet 25th January 2000.

Report to Planning and Transportation Regulatory Panel 3rd February 2000.

Report to Development Services Lead Member 31st July 2000.

Report to Cabinet 22nd August 2000.

Report to Development Services Lead Member Transportation Briefing 19th March 2001.

Report to Development Services Lead Member Transportation Briefing 14th May 2001.

Report to Development Services Lead Member 7th January 2002.

Report to Planning and Transportation Regulatory Panel 15th August 2002.

Report to Planning and Transportation Regulatory Panel 5th September 2002.

All minutes of the above.

Minutes of Worsley / Walkden Community Committee 22nd July 1998 and 25th May 1999.

QUALITY CONTROL
Report prepared by
:
S. LEE

Reviewed by

:
M. SYKES

Development Services Directorate, Salford Civic Centre, Chorley Road, Swinton, M27 5BW

2.0. RECOMMENDATIONS.
2.1. That the Regulatory Panel endorse the Inspectors recommendations and authorise the introduction of the following Order:

THE CITY OF SALFORD A580 (EAST LANCASHIRE ROAD M60 / M61 INTERCHANGE TO BOLTON ROAD ROUNDABOUT) (BUS LANE, PROHIBITION OF AND RESTRICTION OF WAITING) ORDER 2003.

2.2. The overall schedule of which is as follows:

Eastbound

From a point 10 metres to the west of the M61 merge nosing to a point 132 metres east of the centreline of Lancaster Road (as defined by the carriageway markings (diagram 1049)).

Westbound

From a point 60 metres west of the start of the westbound sliproad of the A580 / A6 / A664 roundabout to a point 185 metres east of the centreline of Moorside Road (south) (as defined by the carriageway markings (diagram 1049)).

2.3. That the Chairman of the Regulatory Panel, in conjunction with the Director of Development Services, be given delegated authority to fill in the detail of the above schedule as per the Inspectors further recommendation.

3.0. BACKGROUND.
3.1. On the 15th August 2002 authorisation was given by this Panel to advertise the City's intention to introduce the above Order.  Subsequently, in the interests of transparency, on the 16th September 2002, the Lead Member for Development Services determined that any objections to the Order should be heard at a Public Inquiry, chaired by an independent Inspector.  The purpose of this report is to bring the Inspectors findings to the attention of the Panel and to invite them to concur.

4.0. REPORT.

4.1. As per the Lead Member request, on 26th November a public inquiry convened to consider objections to the above, which numbered 127 in total.  During the Inquiry, the Inspector heard evidence from five objectors and legal and procedural arguments from a sixth.

4.2. After hearing the evidence the Inspector concluded that the issues could be broken down into three broad headings:

· Whether the proposals as submitted, or modified versions of them, are desirable in the public interest.

· If so, whether they would cause unacceptable detriment to other users of the highway through:

a. Increased congestion, or,

b. Increased accident risk

· Whether there is some other risk of significant detriment to the public at large which would be likely to arise through the implementation of the order.

4.3. His findings were as follows:

4.4. Whether the proposals as submitted, or modified versions of them, are desirable in the public interest.  In this respect The Inspector concluded that:

· Regardless of whether the full QBC scheme were to proceed, the bus priorities covered by the present orders would accord with present national and local policies, and,

· With or without the full QBC, public transport would benefit substantially from the implementation of the orders, and that this benefit could be shared by users of public transport who lived in Salford.

4.5. If so, whether they would cause unacceptable detriment to other users of the highway through increased congestion, or, increased accident risk.  In this respect he concluded that:

· On the matter of increased congestion - Overall, I conclude that the orders would be unlikely to result in a significant increase in congestion or delays for general traffic, or in more general detriment to the amenity or prosperity of the neighbouring area.

· On the matter of increased accident risk - Overall, I conclude that the orders would not result in any significant increase in vehicular or pedestrian accident risk.

4.6. Whether there is some other risk of significant detriment to the public at large which would be likely to arise through the implementation of the order.  In this respect he concluded as follows:

· The orders would not produce any significantly increased risk to health.

· An extension of the use of the bus lanes to include HGV's (sic) would not be justified.

· The bus lanes should operate all day.

4.7. It should be noted that the Inspector did suggest one amendment to the proposals (an amendment he introduced himself) which was that a detailed schedule should be introduced to accompany the order.  At present all bus lane orders in Salford are defined with a start point and an end point (as per the carriageway markings) in order to achieve maximum flexibility and allow minor tweaking once the scheme becomes operational.  However, in this instance the Inspector has recommended that a detailed schedule be produced which covers each individual length of bus lane.  Although this may be viewed as superfluous, given the fact that the recommendation comes as the result of a public inquiry members may wish to accede.  Bearing this in mind, it is therefore recommended that the detail of that schedule should be delegated to the Chairman of the Panel in conjunction with the Director of Development Services providing that it falls within the extents shown at para 2.1.

4.8. A complete copy of the Inspectors report is attached.

MALCOLM SYKES

DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
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