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PURPOSE OF REPORT

This report considers objections and comments received as part of the statutory
consultation process with respect to proposed Traffic Regulation Orders
(TROs).

RECOMMENDATIONS
That the Committee:

Acknowledge the objections received as a result of the public advertisement of
proposed Traffic Regulation Orders;

In relation to “THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (A92 North Anderson Drive,
Aberdeen) Prohibition of Right Turns) Order 202(X)" overrule the objection
received and approve this order be made as originally advertised;

In relation to “The ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (Cove Road- Extension of
prohibition of waiting at any time restrictions Order 202(X)" overrule the
objection received and approve this order be made as originally advertised;

In relation to “THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (Abergeldie Road & Braemar
place—proposed lengths of prohibition of waiting at any time.) (TRAFFIC
MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202X” overrule the objection received and approve
this order be made as originally advertised,;

In relation to “THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (Milltimber Brae proposed
40mph speed limit) (TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202X” overrule the
objection received and approve this order be made as originally advertised; and

In relation to “THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (Hazeldene/Pinewood
proposed 20mph speed limit) (TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202X”
overrule the objection received and approve this order be made as originally
advertised.
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CURRENT SITUATION

This report deals with proposed TROs which, at the public advertisement stage,
have been subject to statutory objections. The report presents the objections
received and provides officers’ responses to the issues raised. Plans detailing
each of the schemes in question are included within appendices (A92 North
Anderson Drive), (Cove Road), (Milltimber Brae), (Abergeldie Road & Braemar
Place) and (Hazledene Road/Pinewood) to this report. Redacted copies of the
letters of objection received are attached within the appendices. The street
notices for each of the proposals are also included in the appendices.

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (A92 North Anderson Drive, Aberdeen)
Prohibition of Right Turns) Order 202(X)"

Proposal

The proposed Traffic Regulation Order is to establish a closure of the central
reservation supporting the existing U-turn ban and removing the option of right
turns from and to North Anderson Drive to the side roads.

Concerns regarding the central reserves on the A92 between the Midstocket
Road and King’'s Gate junctions have been raised. The southbound right turns
into Maryville Park and Maryville Place, and northbound right turn into Kingshill
Road have restricted width filter lanes which can cause vehicles turning right to
encroach onto the respective outside running lanes of North Anderson Drive
raising road safety issues. This has been highlighted to Aberdeen City Council
and Police Scotland as an issue.

The three gaps in the reservation have U-turn prohibition restrictions placed
upon them with the appropriate signage in place. It was found these restrictions
are frequently being ignored, and additional turning movements are now
occurring following the development of the old fire station site into residential
accommodation. Vehicles are now using the turning lanes to travel north back
towards the development.

An alternative and safer option for vehicles turning right into Maryville Park/
Place would be to proceed southwards to the King’s Gate roundabout and take
the fourth exit to return northwards. Likewise, vehicles coming from the south
looking to access side roads can utilise the King’'s Gate roundabout taking the
third exit to access Woodhill Road to Kingshill Road. This will provide a safer
alternative to the existing gaps in the central reservation.

It is therefore proposed to prohibit the aforementioned right turn manoeuvres
at the three locations from Midstocket Road to the King’s Gate roundabout. The
existing gaps will be closed either with a permanent barrier or with removable
bollards which would allow for cross carriage access during maintenance
works/incidents.
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Objections

Fourteen statutory objections were received from residents who live in the
vicinity of the proposed closures. Letters were issued to local residents of
Maryville Park, Maryville Place, North Anderson Drive, Kingshill Avenue,
Kingshill Terrace, Kingshill Avenue, Edgehill Terrace, Edgehill Avenue,
Woodhill Terrace and Woodhill Place during the public consultation period as
well as street notices around the area affected. Of those issued letters 8% have
objected. Both the letters and the street notices are included in the appendices.
Objectors provided emails and letters covering the reasons for their objection
and redacted copies of the objections are included in the appendices. The plan
for the original proposal is also available in the appendices. A summary of the
main points of the objections are provided below, with the points made by the
objector highlighted in bold (and paraphrased for brevity), which are thereafter
followed by a response from a traffic management perspective:

Turning right at these turns has never been a safety issue for residents.
Compliance with no U turns has been acknowledged as an issue.

The Council has received enquiries from members of the public that the gap in
the reservation at Maryville Place has been abused by drivers performing U-
turns on North Anderson Drive and Maryville Place to travel back to the new
development causing a road safety issue. The signage is correct and clear for
No U-turns but these are being ignored. The widest point in the central
reservation is 3.2metres, the right-hand turning lane approaching the central
reservations are 1.7 metres with the average car width being 1.85 metres.
Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 5 states that a turning lane should be 3.5 metres
minimum, please see Appendix 17. The closure of the remaining gaps is to
prevent a displacement of the original issue into similarly unsuitable turning
areas.

The funds used to implement this project could be better spent. In
particular, the funds could be spent to repair potholes in this area as the
condition of the road is poor.

The Roads and Transport Related Budget Programme is reported annually to
this Committee. It sets out the proposed maintenance budget based on the
annual whole network condition assessment and the various road safety and
active travel budgets used for other infrastructure measures and changes.

This year’s report is being presented at this committee and can be viewed on
the agenda.

The reporting protocols are established to ensure appropriate use of public
funds and final decisions on the spend for the year are made by the Committee.

Instead of closing off the lanes install cameras to catch drivers not
obeying the No U-turn.

Safety cameras can be used for speed and right light running enforcement
however this is not an option for banned manoeuvre enforcement.
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An objector has suggested that the Midstocket Road junction be
reconstructed to a roundabout or the right turn availability at the traffic
signals is increased.

A roundabout would have negative safety implications for pedestrians and
cyclists along with a cost burden. It is not a consideration for the Council.
Officers will review the timing of the traffic signals however this will have an
impact on the capacity of the junction and those adjacent on the network.

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (Cove Road, Aberdeen) (Extension of
prohibition of waiting at any time restrictions) Order 202(X)"

Proposal

Cove Road- Extension of prohibition of waiting at any time restrictions

A section of Cove Road, between Cove Court and Loirston Road, has a limited
width of about 6 metres, it is a bus route and provides frontage to some
residential properties and a few businesses. Due to the limited width of this road
and its function as a bus route, a section of it is protected with existing
prohibition of waiting at any time restrictions (‘double yellow’ lines). This
restriction was introduced to ensure the safe passage of vehicles. This road is
frequently used by large vehicles such as, buses, delivery trucks, waste
collectors etc. owing to its use and nature. However, an approximate 33 metre
section on the north side of this road has been left unprotected to serve the
businesses in the area. This accommodates around 5 vehicles.

Our attention has now been drawn to the impact the unprotected section has
on traffic in the area. Vehicles parked in the unprotected section impede
visibility particularly due to the gradient of the carriageway at this point.
Eastbound drivers are forced to drive on the wrong side of the road when they
get to the parked vehicles, Officers consider this unsafe because line of sight
is limited at this point.

It is therefore proposed a waiting restriction is introduced on the existing
unprotected section on Cove Road, see Appendix 18. The impact of removing
this parking will be limited as all the residential properties and businesses have
off-street parking facilities. Also, visitors to the area could park in the
neighbouring streets which are in very close proximity to this section of Cove
Road. Officers believe introducing this restriction will improve visibility and
ensure safer vehicular passage.

Objections

Nineteen statutory objections have been received from parents of children who
attend the nursery. Redacted copies of these objections can be read in
Appendices. The plan for the original proposal and the street notices are
available in the appendices. A summary of the main points of the objections are
provided below, with points made by the objector highlighted in bold (and
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paraphrased for brevity), which are thereafter followed by a response from a
traffic management perspective:

If the double yellow lines are extended there will be nowhereto park near
the nursery for drop off and pick up times.

There are 2 spaces provided within the nursery site. There are also safe spaces
at the bottom of Cove Road / Loirston Road which is 72 metres away from the
nursery and this is less than a five minute walk to the nursery. And there are
available parking spaces on Cove Road where the double yellow lines finish,
sixty metres away from the nursery. The road safety concerns here are reduced
due the minimal gradient at this point, these are also within a five minute walking
time from the nursery. This means that minimal inconvenience is caused to
parents dropping their children off at the premises with the extension in place.

Original planning permission Ref: P141203 the allocated parking outside
the nursery was considered as part of this application and the council
accepted use of this parking area as acceptable.

Officers have been onsite to monitor the pickup and drop off at the nursery after
a number of enquiries reporting the situation as unsafe. They feel the current
layout and parking behaviour on this section of road is a safety hazard to road
users and pedestrians due to the gradient of the road at this point meaning
visibility is compromised. The extension of the double yellow lines at this
location is to improve road safety outside the nursery.

Accessibility for those with additional needs effected with the extension
of double yellow lines.

Those with a blue badge can park on AAT waiting restrictions (if no obstruction
is caused). There are also two spaces on site which could be prioritised for
essential users.

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (MILLTIMBER BRAE, ABERDEEN)
(TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202(X)

Proposal

Aberdeen City Council is currently preparing to extend the existing 30mph
speed limit on Milltimber Brae southwards, this change to shift the speed limit
transition further south of the crossing point that serves the popular Deeside
Way. Accordingly, the intention is to encourage drivers to limit their speed in
the proximity of the crossing area, whereas in the current situation, some
drivers are perhaps not maintaining the appropriate speed on the 30mph side
of the transition.

Beyond the above, Aberdeenshire Council have established a 40mph speed
limit on their section of the B979 Milltimber Brae (immediately beyond the
bridge) leading to the South Deeside Road. When considering the 30mph
extension being established by Aberdeen City Council, this would lead to a
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comparatively short section of National Speed Limit between the 30mph and
Aberdeenshire Council’'s 40mph section. Accordingly, for consistency, it is
proposed the remaining section of Milltimber Brae adopted and maintained by
Aberdeen City Council should be subject to a 40mph speed limit.

Objections

Two statutory objections were received from members of the public. The
objectors have provided an email covering the reasons for their objection. A
redacted copy of this objection can be read in the appendices. The plan for the
original proposal and the street notices are also available in the appendices. A
summary of the objection is provided below, with points made by the objector
highlighted in bold (and paraphrased for brevity), which are thereafter followed
by a response from a traffic management perspective:

Objector wants an extension of the current 30mph to The Gables or full
section to the bridge 30mph and no Aberdeen City Council Road should
be 40mph for consistency

if the 30mph speed limit was extended to The Gables then a small section of
national speed limit before changing to a 40mph section at the Bridge this would
mean three speed changes on the same road in a short period of time which is
not in keeping with good practise for setting speed limits. The objector also
suggested 30mph extended the full way to the bridge. This speed would be too
slow for this section of road as speed assessments of the road have determined
that existing mean speeds along the route are between 41mph and 44mph
therefore better suited to a 40mph restriction.

Only a cursory review has been carried out prior to the proposed 40mph
speed change

The Traffic Management team have received enquiries from members of the
public that speeds are too high near the crossing point for the popular Deeside
Way on this section of road and near misses have beenreported at this crossing
point. Officers have reviewed the route assessing existing traffic speeds and
considering the limited length of the measures, and deemed a 40mph speed
change to match up with Aberdeenshire Council’'s speed change from national
speed limit to 40mph on this section of road will be beneficial for road safety
and for drivers to maintain a consistent safe speed for this section of road.

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (ABERGELDIE ROAD & BRAEMAR
PLACE, ABERDEEN) (TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202(X)

Proposal

A resident has reported an issue at this crossroads junction, which was then
verified by Officer inspection, whereby vehicles are being parked less than 10
metres from the junction. This has the effect of reducing drivers’ visibility to
substandard levels when emerging onto Abergeldie Road from Braemar Place
or when turning into Braemar Place. This may one day lead to a collision if the
situation is not improved.
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Abergeldie Road and Braemar Place are within a residential area. As such, it
would not be normal practice to install lengths of prohibition of waiting at any
time (double yellow lines) here due to the level of parking demand and visual
impact. However, given the need for restrictions on the grounds of road safety
and the presence of lengths of prohibition of waiting at any time nearby (at the
Abergeldie Road/Broomhill Road and Abergeldie Road/Holburn Street
junctions), some moderate lengths of prohibition of waiting at any time are
proposed. It is felt 10 metres of protection around all sides of the crossroads
junction would be sufficient to improve safety, whilst being balanced with
parking demand in this area.

Objections

Two statutory objections were received from members of the public. The
objectors have provided an email covering the reasons for their objection. A
redacted copy of this objection can be read in the appendices. The plan for the
original proposal and the street notices are available in the appendices. A
summary of the objection is provided below, with points made by the objector
highlighted in bold (and paraphrased for brevity), which are thereafter followed
by a response from a traffic management perspective:

Junction protection is unnecessary on a quiet residential street.

Road officers have reviewed this location onsite after a road safety enquiry from
the public. They have deemed that for road safety and to improve visibility at
the junction for drivers 10 metres of junction protection is to be promoted and
this will be sufficient in improving road safety at the junctions.

Junction protection on this section of road 10 metres seems excessive
why not 5 metres.

10 metres is the standard length that Aberdeen City Council Roads officers use
for junction protection. This is in keeping with the Highway Code guidance for
drivers.

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (HAZLEDENE AND PINEWOOD)
(TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT) ORDER 202(X)

Proposal

A new housing development has been built beside Hazledene
Road/Countesswells Road, Hazlehead. As a result of the development, a
20mph speed limit zone is proposed. The new development’s road layout is
such that it encourages driving at slower speeds. The slower driving speeds will
provide for a safe residential road network and create a welcoming environment
for active travel modes, such as walking and cycling.

Objections
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One statutory objection was received from a member of the public. The objector
has provided an email covering the reasons for their objection. A redacted copy
of this objection can be read in the appendices. The plan for the original
proposal and the street notices are available in the appendices. A summary of
the objection is provided below, with points made by the objector highlighted in
bold (and paraphrased for brevity), which are thereafter followed by a response
from a traffic management perspective:

Is this a good use of council resources? | am all for safety but 20mph
seems excessive.

This is a developers scheme so is therefore funded by the developer. 20mph
for residential streets is a Scottish Government aim as they aim to bring forward
widespread implementation of 20mph speed limits in urban areas with the
overall aim is to make travel at 20mph the “norm” and therefore an expected
driving practise for all.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The cost of these proposals can be met from within existing resources and will
be matched against the most appropriate Roads budget.

The Council's Roads Safety Fund capital budget can be used. Developer
obligation funding may be available where the measures relate to new
developments.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

Should the recommendations of this report not be approved and the proposals
not progressed, any future request for restrictions at these locations would
require officers to again undertake the steps outlined in The Local Authorities’
Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 1999 to progress the
necessary Traffic Regulation Order.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no direct implications arising from the recommendations of this
report however reduced speed limits can create a better environment for
cycling and walking within communities.

RISK

The assessment of risk contained within the table below is considered to be
consistent with the Council’'s Risk Appetite Statement.



Category Risks Primary *Target *Does
Controls/Control Risk Level Target
Actions to achieve (L, M or H) | Risk Level
Target Risk Level Match
Hccount. | Appetite
controls/control Set?
actions
Strategic Road safety Officers propose M Yes
Risk levels and measures that are
traffic deemed reasonable
management and appropriate to
could be address the Road
compromised | Safety and Traffic
if measures Management issues to
are not reduce incidents of
progressed, public objections
leading to
continued
public
concern.
Compliance | No significant
risks identified
Operational | No significant
risks identified
Financial | No significant
risks identified
Reputational | ¢ Proposals Concerned parties M Yes

can be would be provided
contentious | thorough rationale as
and attract | to the requirement for
negative the proposal.
feedback.

Environment | No significant

/Climate | risks identified
8. OUTCOMES

COUNCIL DELIVERY PLAN 2023-2024

Impact of Report

Prosperous Place Stretch

Outcomes

It is hoped a transport mode shift away from private
vehicle to active travel will occur as a result of the
more welcoming environment created for walking
and cycling through the installation of a 40mph
speed limit in Milltimber Brae, proposed within this
report. This proposal supports the delivery of LOIP
Stretch Outcomes:

e 13- “Addressing climate change by reducing
Aberdeen’s carbon emissions by at least



https://committees.aberdeencity.gov.uk/documents/s141331/Council%20Delivery%20Plan%2023-24.pdf

61% by 2026 and adapting to the impacts of
our changing climate”

14 — “Increase sustainable travel: 38% of
people walking and 5% of people cycling as
a main mode of travel by 2026”

Regional and City
Strategies
Regional Transport Strategy

The proposal within this report for a 40mph speed
limit in Miltimber Brae support a number of the
priorittes in the Nestrans Regional Transport
Strategy:

Zero fatalities on the road network

Air quality that is cleaner than the World
Health Organisation standards for emissions
from transport

Significantly reduced carbon emissions from
transport to support net-zero by 2045
Accessibility for all

A step change in public transport and active
travel enabling a 50:50 mode split between
car driver and sustainable modes.




9. IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

Assessment

Outcome

Integrated Impact New Integrated Impact Assessment has been completed

Assessment

Data Protection Impact Not required
Assessment

Other N/A

10. BACKGROUND PAPERS

10.1 N/A
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APPENDIX 1 — North Anderson Drive Plan
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APPENDIX 2 — North Anderson Drive Probation of right turn order Street notice

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL
ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (A92 NORTH ANDERSON DRIVE, ABERDEEN)
(PROHIBITION OF RIGHT TURNS) ORDER 202(X)

Aberdeen City Council proposes to make the above-named order in terms of its powers
under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. The effect of the order is to establish a
prohibition on vehicles turning right from the AS2 MNorth Anderson Drive, Aberdesn, onto (1)
Maryville Park, (2} Maryville Place, and (3} Kingshill Road.

Full details of the above proposal are to be found in the draft order, which, together with a
map showing the intended measures, and an accompanying statement of the Council's
reasons, may be examined onling via the internet link specified below (or scanning the QR
Code above): -

https./iconsultation. aberdeencity. gov.ukloperations/tm-proposed-traffic-requlation-orders-
202304

The consultation will run from 6 February to 27 February 2024, inclusive. Should you
wish to view these documents in another way please contact us by e-mail (see below), or
alternatively on Tel. 01224 522305, where we will endeavour to accommodate such
requests.

Anyone wishing to object to the above order should send details of the grounds for
objection, including their name and address, by e-mail to
fraficmanagementi@aberdeencity. gov.uk, or altermnatively by writing to the address
below during the statutory objection period, which also runs from 6 February to 27
February 2024, inclusively.

Any person who submits an objection to a road traffic order should be aware that any
objection made will be available to members of the Committee, available for inspection
by members of the public, distributed to the press, and will form part of the agenda pack
which is available on the Council's website. To that extent, however, they are redacted,
with names, addrasses, telephone numbers and signatures remaved from this
correspondence. For information on why and how we use your data please see the
Traffic Regulation Order privacy notice on our website:

hitps v aberdeencity. gov. ukivour-datafwhy-and-how-we-use-your-data.

Traffic Management and Road Safety, Operations and Protective Services,
Aberdeen City Council, Business Hub 4, Ground Floor North, Marischal College,
Broad Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1AE|1



APPENDIX 3 - North Anderson Drive Objection

North Anderson Drive Prohibition of Right Turns 202(x)

€ Reply | %) Reply Al | —> Forward (7

Tue 06/02/2024 15:29
Good afternoon
| am writing with regards to the above proposal prohibiting right runs off North Andersen Drive into a few streets.

| live in Maryville Place and while | agree that U turns are dangerous and people ignore this, the right turn itself has enough space for a vehicle to sit to turn in safely. | have lived here for 12
years and never had any issues with right turns.

Whilst it won't be much of an inconvenience to travel further south and round the roundabout, your letter does not give any information for us if we want to head southbound from our
property. Currently we can turn right from Maryville Place onto North Anderson drive heading South - when the road is clear and safe to do so.

What are my options? Got to the lights at the Cocket Hat and do a U Turn? Or have to travel down Midstocket and along residential streets to come back out onto Kings Gate back onto North
Anderson Drive?

Is there a value on the number of complaints that warrants these changes? Have there been any accidents reported that warrant this?
This is not a formal objection as such but | feel that your proposal is lacking information for the residents that use these gaps.

Kindest regards




APPENDIX 4 — North Anderson Drive Objection

North Anderson Drive Prohibition of Right Turns 202(x)

i) Reply % Reply Al — Forward T{]

Tue 06/02/2024 15:29

Good afternoon
| am writing with regards to the above proposal prohibiting right runs off North Anderson Drive into a few streets.

| live in Maryville Place and while | agree that U turns are dangerous and people ignore this, the right turn itself has enough space for a vehicle to sit to turn in safely. | have lived here for 12
years and never had any issues with right turns.

Whilst it won't be much of an inconvenience to travel further south and round the roundabout, your letter does not give any information for us if we want to head southbound from our
property. Currently we can turn right from Maryville Place onto North Anderson drive heading South - when the road is clear and safe to do so.

What are my options? Got to the lights at the Cocket Hat and do a U Turn? Or have to travel down Midstocket and along residential streets to come back out onto Kings Gate back onto North
Anderson Drive?

s there a value on the number of complaints that warrants these changes? Have there been any accidents reported that warrant this?
This is not a formal objection as such but | feel that your proposal is lacking information for the residents that use these gaps.

Kindest regards




APPENDIX 5 — North Anderson Drive Objection

Consultation — “The Aberdeen City Council
(A92 North Anderson Drive, Aberdeen)
(Prohibition of Right Turns) order 202(X)”

| refer to your Consultation Document’ your Ref. CTMEDP_230Q4_23-22 in which you
seek views on the proposed establishment of profhibition on vehicles tuming nght
from the A92 Morth Anderson Dive, Aberdeen. | wish to object to the proposed
prohibition specifically with regard to turming right into Kiggshill Road on the
grounds of it not being justifiable.

| have been resident at . Morth Andersen Drive (MAD) for over 40 years and have
used the right turn into Eingshill. Read almost daily without incident and without any
concem for safety.  Almost all resident traffic into the (MNAD) slip read South of
Edgehill Road as well as Morth of Edgehillroad use the right furming regularly. |
have used the sic. ‘restricted filter lane’ dailty and have found all following traffic were
able to pass safely using the outside lane of NAD. without any concemns. | would
reguest information on the ‘number of complaints and enquiries made’ over the last 5
years as proof of the significance of ‘obvious road safety issues' regarding the right
turn imto Kipgshil Road,

To my knowledge, during the 40 vears we have resided at our address, there has not
been any traffic incident at the Kipgshill Road turn off involving traffic crossing NAD.

For visitors to any resident on the NAD Slip Road the instructions are clear and none
have had any difficulty using the Kipgshill Read tum off.  The suggested altemative
route adds complexity to directions for visitors and will increase traffic flow through
Woaodhill, Kipgshill and Edgehill Roads and introduce potential safiety and pollution
hazards.

With regard to using the Kingshill Read gap on MAD as a U-tumn facility | don't
believe | have seen this happen at all.  The appropriate signage is clear and the
NAD Gap is 30 cloge to the King's Gate roundabout that most would use the
roundabout to undertake a U-tum.




APPENDIX 6 — North Anderson Drive Objection

€5 Reply | % ReplyAll | — Forward [T T

Mon 1270272024 12:25

Traffic Management and Road Safety Team, Aberdeen City Counci

As 3 resident at

| wish to strongly object to the proposzed ‘prohibition to vehicles turning right from the A32
Neorth Anderson Lrive, Aberdeen, onto Marywville Fark, WMarywille Place and Kingshill Road’.

I note that you claim that There have been long standing concerns regarding the central reserves on the 432 between the Mid 3tocket Road and King's Gate
junctions’. | hawe been a resident at this address for 30 years, and | have never before heard of these ‘concerns’. Indeed over this period, | cannot remember an
accident that has been caused by 2 vehicle uzing or attempting to use any of these gaps. | would be grateful if you could supply me with the actual number of
individuals who have ‘complzined’ and/or have made enguiries regarding the safety of these gaps.

Recently, | hawve seen a number of vehicles exiting the new ‘Dennis Close” housing complex, that drive north-bound inte the area in front of the Fire Station, then
make a U-turn at that point, and drive off southwards. Is the Traffic Management Team also proposing to ‘close-off’ this area to traffic?

| would suzgest, that rather than blocking off estzblished routes around this area of North Anderson Drive, CCTY cameras should be placed to a) deter anyone
mizusing these zaps and b) charging such miscreants with 2 traffic offence.

Given that there is no evidence of specific misuse of these access gaps to houses in this part of North Anderson Drive, and that the proposzed re-routing of traffic
around and aleng roads that were not designed to cope with the likely increase in traffic that would ensue, | suggest that the proposal to block-off these access

routes be withdrawn.

| am forwarding this email to the three Councillors for the Rosemount Ares, with a recommendation that they support me {and others in the neighbourhood)
wha strongly object to your propaosal.

Yours sincerely,
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o R e
Tue 13/02/2024 1641

reference prohibition of right turns into Maryville Park and 2 others closing off right turn from same in order to go South on Anderson
drive.

have no objection to the above proposals since the new development opened at Dennis Court it has resulted in chaotic driving habits
and dangerous and illegal practices with up to 60 instances per day.
However you need to consider the increase volume of traffic whishing to go south on Anderson Drive will have to go north first and
=ither turn right at Midstocket lights or travel on to Westburn Road then right and a considerable mileage to get back to go South bound
an Anderson Drive. This extra forced mileage detour will not be very supportive of green policies and other streets getting busier as a
“onsequUence.
30 would the council consider putting a roundabout in place of midstocket/ Anderson Drive lights where predominant North South traffic
low would easily an the right turn would be covered as would the relative small flow from Midstocket and the Cocket Hat.
Aternatively and much cheaper would to change the current lights seqguence to allow right turn every change. As opposed to sometimes
1aving to wait 3 straight on light changes on Anderson Drive before getting Right filter change.
iince Dennis Court opened | have seen much bigger volume of traffic calling for this right turn at Midstocket and often with big wait for
his filter traffic backed well back onto the outside lane of Northbound Andersan Drive. This is further compounded by the cross hatch
2ox outside the Fire Station.
Nhilst closing off current facilities is a simple cost effective measure | would like you to consider the points | have raised to help all whao

ive in Maryville Park, Place and Dennis Court.
fours Sincerely
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Consultation A92 North Anderson Drive -Prohibition of right Turns Order

< Reply | %) Reply Al | —> Forward [T
Tue 13/02/2024 23:22

Drear 5irs
We are writing to object to the proposal to seal off the right hand turn onto Kingshill Road.

As residents of Kingshill Road for more than 25 years we have used this right hand turn on a daily basis and have not
witnessed any accidents or avoidance manoeuvres from other drivers. As far as individuals making u turns if traffic cameras
are in situ then appropriate signage warning of these would deter drivers from this manoeuvre,

The proposed alternative is a longer route and will also increase traffic flow along Woodhill Road and the Kingsgate Road
which are already busy roads.

Yours Sincerely
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Order 202 (X) - Prohibition ot Right Turns

€ Reply | %3 Reply All — Forward (7
Sat 17/02/2024 17:03

objector: NG

I wish to object to the above proposal on the following grounds:

Regarding your concerns do you have any statistics to back up your concerns? | have lived here for thirty nine years and can
not recall any accident/incident caused by these slip roads.

As an alternative could “the slip roads” not be widened by decreasing the width of the central reservation at the
appropriate opening?

The proposed route for access to Kingshill is a lengthy one adding on mileage and increasing pollution. An alternative route
would be to go up to the lights at Mid Stocket Road. This potentially would cause vehicles to back up at the lights,
overflowing onto the main carriageway and causing congestion in front of the fire station.

With budgets stretched and strained, is this the best use of city funds when there is so much wrong with our roads
generally?

In conclusion why expend resources for very little gain, if it ain't broke don't fix it.

Regards
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Consultation Aberdeen City Council(A92 North Anderson Drive, Aberdeen) (Prohibitio...

€3 Reply | %3 ReplyAll — Forward (7 Y

Mon 19/02/2

Dear Management Team,

We are all indebted to the hard work of the Traffic Management Teams for their efforts to keep the roads of Aberdeen safe.
However there are some issues with the proposed prohibiticns of ight turns on the A92 North Anderson Drive, Order 202(X)

Having lived on Maorth Anderson Drive for 22 years, | can recall only two accidents. One occurred when a motorbike attempted a U-turn from southbound
Morth Anderson Drive at the Maryville Park intersection and the other at the pedestrian crossing northbound when a vehicle crashed in fo the safety
barmier!

It would appear, if my statistics are correct, that the rezerves function very well as right turns Of course some law breakers will ahways try to perform U-
tums. Surely it is the behaviour of the law breakers that needs to be changed rather than the routes of law adherent and careful drivers!

The Road Safety Management Team have indicated that the central rezerves between Midstocket Road and King's Gate junction both north and scuth
bound have insufficient width yet have installed a new reservation westbound on King's Gate providing a right tum at the juncfion with Woodhill

Road. There the central reservation is so restricted in width that it impinges on traffic proceeding westbound and encroaches on eastbound traffic as
well.

Furthermore, consideration should be given to the major carbon footprint created by causing vehicle users to travel indirectly to their destination. This is
not at all green, uses more fuel, is more polluting, causes small side roads to be busier than they were infended to be. In winter vehicle users will have to
travel on roads which are not currently cleared of snow (will there be a reduction in Council Tax in order to offset this inconvenienca?)

If the Traffic Management Team were locking to address the difficulfies encountered by road users across Aberdeen City, then | would strongly suggest
that the Mounthooly Roundabout requires lighting. | have mounted the kerb there because | was unable to distinguish road from kerb in the dark.

Also money could be invested in using reflective surfaces on pedesirian crossings controlled by traffic lights so that, in the dark, motorists can see if the
crossing is occupied.

Finally, a physical barmer can create a significant barrier between residenis such that separating the northbound section of Morth Andersen Drive from the
southbound section could have the unintended/undesirable effect of separating communities in the area.
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| object to the closure of the right hand turn from north Anderson Drive in to Kingshill Road.

In my 30 years in my home | can only recall 1 accident which did not result in either serious injury or
fatality. | look forward to what your show that has warranted the suggestion that this access should
be closed.

| do not recall a build up of traffic waiting to turn right into Kingshill Road impeding the flow of traffic
on North Anderson Drive so again do not consider this to be a safety issue.

Consider the current financial position of the council | would it consider this to be a priority as posed
to the condition of the road from Midstocked to Kingsgate roundabout and the road round the

roundabout.




APPENDIX 11— North Anderson Drive Objection

CTM&DP_23-22 Probition of Right Turn

All

The proposed prohibition of a right turn into Kinghill Road from North Anderson Drive, is puzzling.

Having used the right turn for nearly 30 years, with various vehicles, caravans and motorhomes, I've never found the turn a safety issue.
It may be the case that persons raising the issue are not experienced at best, or at least, not confident.

If safety is the issue, | have seen no changes @ the Kingsgate roundabout, where over the years there has been 2ea cyclist killed and numerous
crashes into the pedestrian barriers.

It should also be noted that the stretch of the A92 between Cromwell Road and Broomhill Road, which has no divider, is potential more dangerous,

when the residents haltin the outside lane to turn right into their driveways.

On a day when residents are demonstrating outside of the Council Offices, complaining on the £20 million cut to the budget, is this proposal good
value for our Tax pounds.

If the changes is based on a perceived safety issue raised by poor, inexperienced and inconsiderate drivers, | look forward to the roads within

Aberdeen being transformed into an accident free zone, or otherwise a pedestrian walk way.

Happy to discuss further
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(A92 North Anderson Drive Aberdeen)(Prohibition of Right Turns)Order202(X)
S G 2> @

6/02/2024

Dear Committee,

| would like to express my objections to above proposal.

In my 19 years living in Maryville Place | have never seen nor heard of any traffic accident nor incident
occurring due to the use of the central reserves as they were intended.

The only road safety issues | would highlight is the sometimes excessive speeds of some motor cars and
some  motorcycles in both lanes travelling both North and South on the A92,

There has been two incidents to my knowledge in the past few years due to this speed infringements.

The use of these reserves to access the streets mentioned has an added advantage in that it helps in a small
measures to save the additional use of carbon pollutants as opposed to the longer routes either way as ..
suggested in your letter

Yours sincerely,

TEL01224

Sent fram bail far Windnwe

APPENDIX 13- North Anderson Drive Objection



Re: Consultation - “The Aberdeen City Council (A92 North Anderson Drive, A...
GG >

[Food marning,

refer to your consultation document ref: CTM&DP_230Q4_23-22 in which you seek views of the proposed establishment of prohibition on vehicles turning right from
82 Morth Anderson Drive, Aberdeen. | wish to object to the proposed prohibition specifically with regard to turning right into Kingshill Road on the grounds that itis
hot justifiabile.

have recently purchased a house, nd since | have lived here | have not seen any incidents occur when drivers use the right turns.
lherefore the safety concern that is outlaid in the document from the council that states it is for ‘obvious road safety issues’ with regards to this point | do not see
here being any issues of road safety for any drivers. Furthermore | have used the right turn daily various times throughowt the day as | have two daughters whom
have many extra curricular activities without there being any safety concemns for other drivers to pass in the left lanes. This also applies to many of my neighbours
whom use the rnght turn daily as well. | have also spokan to my neighbours of whom have resided at North Anderson Drive for much longer than | have and they have
pdvised that they cannot recall thera having bean any road traffic incidents for the duration of their residence. Therafora | would regquest information on the number
pf complaints and enquires made over the last 5 years as proof of the significance of tha ‘obvious road safety concerns' raised in your letter regarding the right turn
nto Eingshill Road.

For visitors to any resident residing on the North Anderson Drive slip road the instructions are clear and easier to navigate, any visitors that | have had visit hawve
been able to use these directions and have not had any difficulty using the Kingshill Read turn off. The suggested alternative route/s have added and will do soin
uture by adding complexity and confusion for visitors therefore increasing the traffic flow through Woodhill, Edgehill & Edgehill Roads and introduce potential
pafety and pollution hazards. | would've thought, @spacially with the council implementing measures within the city centre to counteract pollution levels that this
would 've bean a forethought for other parts of the city as wall.

With regard to using the Kingshill Road gap on Narth Anderson Drive as a U-turmn facility | don't believe | have seen this happen at all. The appropriate signage is clear
and the North Anderson Drive gap is 50 close to the King's Gate roundabout that most would use the roundabout to undertake a U-turn.

Furtharmaore another point 1 would ke to make is that this proposed work to close the gaps is unnecaessary. Instead these funds for these proposed works would be
pattar utiised in carrying out essential rapair works on Morth Anderson Drlve [tsalf as the road condition 1S vary poor.




APPENDIX 14— North Anderson Drive Objection

A92 Aberdeen prohibition of right turn.

S S 2| @

26/02/2024

Having used the north bound turn into Kingshill road for the past 24 years, | found it wide enough for a vehicle
to safely turn right into Kingshill Road without impeding /encroaching onto the outside running lanes of North
Anderson drive.

| cannot understand why this was never an issue before and now it appears to be when there is less traffic
because of the AWPR. These right turns were made to ease the life of the local residents, not make them take
a big detour and create traffic in streets which are normally quiet. You should be looking at putting traffic
lights or a roundabout to slow the traffic and make it even safer than it is now.

Fom:
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Proposed closure of right turn on North Anderson Drive

S G > F e

You forwarded this message on 28/02/2024 08:53.

Dear Sir / Madam,
1 am responding to the consultation on "The Aberdsen Gty Coundl (832 North Andsrson Drive, Aberdeen) Prohibition of Righs Tumns) Order 202(x)"
1 have lived in this arez for 14 years and am a regular user of the right anto Kingshill Rozd (Morthbound on Marth Anderson Drive.] 1

{never a wtumn); it is not used very frequendy, and it provides essentisl access to the stresss it leads tm, There i3 good space o wait o nake the o
opportunity to cross safely, I object to the proposal to dose off the right tum here.

ight turn regularly and have never seen it posz 2 problem in traffic. It is only ever used 2= 2 right turn
. 2nd dus to the lights further up on North Anderson Drive, it is straightforward to wait for the

is not generally usad s 2 route anywhere other than the residenal

Firsth it is & short distance from the roundabout and positioned on a steep hill, traffic is not travelling 2z speed in this place, T have never encounitered zny difficulties in using it
i -=huilt Auchmill Road.) If cars are driving with dus care, itis perfectly

arez leads to. Wehilst it is not idead that the filter lane iz relatively narrow, this is 2 regulsr rosd festura, (T czn think of the exact same situstion 2t Caimfizld Place on the naw
possible to use the fiker lane while two lanes of maffic can pass. With the opening of the AWPR. there is less heawy traffic on this road in any cse.

d unpasszble Bdgehil Road and Woadhill Read are in the snow and ice, T have oocasionally been unable to drive my car up the hill, and in wingzry
Drive to access the Edgehill ares. It doesn't make sense to send wraffic through the badk roads when the main road is more direct.

The proposed diversion will bring new problems, The one that concerns me mast is haw slippen,
conditions I avoid these roads as they are untreated and steep. It is far safer to use North Ande

Additionzlly, the progosed diversion will 2dd considersble length to the jouney to access the area, as scoess will be far less direct for many residents, I suspect that drivers will att=mpt to make mare U-turns at the lights 2t the top of Midstocket Rozd to
save time.

My finzl ohjection is that the state of our roads and pavemnents are sursly a higher priority than tl‘s Ar the junction with Westhurn Road there are bare wires showing through the tarmac, There are mzny potholes zll over the zrza, Rather than fixing
things that zre not broken, the coundl should resair the road surfaces all over the city which = paor repair.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration,
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01/03/202

Sent from my iPhone. m I have lived at Maryville
Place for over 35 years @I have never seen any accidents on that right turn . There are a lot of safe drivers go

to Kings gate or turn right into Maryville place @ turn @ leave by exit onto left side of drive .when | am
working in my garden in the summer Months | see a lot of boy racers doing U turns from Anderson drive
south onto North side of the drive .| also see young lads no helmets on motor bikes doing wheelies have
phoned police nothing ever done .They use it as a race track Why should residents suffer for the likes of these
youths When you want safety the residents that live in Maryville place have to go up to Midstocket to cross
road safely or down to Kingsgate we could do with a crossing in between when we want a bus service .Taking
into consideration removable bollards is taking care of your needs not the residents suffer for bad

drivers.There should be a system where fines are made or points on license for people not obeying traffic
rules.l sent in letter 2 weeks ago never heard back so | am trying again *




APPENDIX 17— TSRGD turning lane widths

5.3.3. The through lane in each direction (c1 in Figure 5-4) should not be more than 3.65 m

wide, exclusive of hard strips, nor less than 3 m. The desirable width of the turning lane c2 is
3.5 m, although this may be reduced to 3 m (but see 5.3.5) or increased to 5 m (see 5.3.4). A
warning line (diagram 1004 or 1004.1, see Table 5-1) is used to separate the two lanes.
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APPENDIX 19— Cove Road Street Notice

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL
ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (COVE ROAD, ABERDEEN) (PROHIBITION OF WAITING)
ORDER 202(X)

Aberdeen City Council proposes fo make the above-named order in terms of its powers under the
Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. The effect of the order is to establish a prohibifion of waiting at
any time on certain lengths of Cove Road, Aberdeen, as specified in the schedule below.

Full details of the above proposal are to be found in the draft order, which, together with a map
showing the intended measures, and an accempanying statement of the Council's reasons, may
be examined ocnline via the infernet link specified below {or scanning the QR Code above): -

hitps-liconsultation. aberdeencity gov. uk/operationsitm-proposed-irafic-requl ation-orders-202 304

The consultation will run between & February and 27 February 2024, inclusive. Should you wish
to view these documents in another way please contact us by e-mail (3ee below), or alternatively
on Tel. 01224 522305, where we will endeavour to accommodate such requests.

Anyone wishing to chject to the above order should send details of the grounds for objection,
including their name and address, by e-mail to trafficmanagementi® aberdeencity.gov.uk, or
alternatively by writing to the address below during the statutory objection period, which also
runs from & February to 27 February 2024, inclusively.

Any person who submitz an objection fo a road traffic order should be aware that any objection
made will be available to members of the Committee, available for inspection by members of the
public, distributed to the press, and will form part of the agenda pack which iz available on the
Council's website. To that extent, however, they are redacted, with names, addresses, telephone
numbers and signatures removed from this correspendence. For information on why and how we
use your data please see the Traffic Regulaticn Order privacy notice on our website

https-ffwwew. aberdeencity. gov_ ukiyour-data/why-and-how-we-use-your-data.

Traffic Management and Road Safety, Operations and Protective Services, Aberdeen City
Council, Buginess Hub 4, Ground Floor North, Marizgchal College, Broad Street, Aberdeen,
AB10 1AB

Schedule
(Prohibition of waiting at any time)

Cove Road

Morth side, from its junction with Laoirstan, Road, westwards for adistance. aof 132 metres or
thereby

South side, from its junclion with Loirstop Road, westwards for a distance of 164 metres or
theraby.



APPENDIX 20— Cove Road Objection

| would like to object to the notice stating the probation of waiting times on Cove Road- specifically outside Happitots,
Cove Bay. The area in question is right outside the nursery that | work in and that my son attends. There is a small car park
attached to the nursery, however, as it is a small carpark there is not enough space for staff who require spaces and all
the parents who drop off their children. Not having available space would mean that | am unable to safety take my child to
nursery as there would be nowhere to park near- | would need to walk for a min of 10 minutes. | am currently heavily
pregnant and this is not an option for us. Further to this, we also have parents/children with additional support needs and
physical impairments- walking this distance to get to the nursery would be a shocking development which | would
consider to be unacceptable.

These spaces outside the nursery are required to keep our business accessible to meet our families needs - there are no
other places to park near the nursery for anyone to drop off or pick up their children, let alone for staff who work here to

park through the day.

This course of action needs to be rethought as this will affect well over 100 families who use and love the nursery that is
here. Prohibiting waiting times in this area will negatively affect not only the families but all of our staff, who some travel a

big distance to get to the nursery.
| implore this to be rethought as this would have a major impact on the area, and would leave a lot of families in a difficult

situation.
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A IO M A
09/02/2024

| am writing to express my objection to the probation of waiting times on Cove Road, Aberdeen. Most importantly the length of
road outside of Happitots Nursery Cove Bay. | am a member of staff working for the nursery and due to very limited parking
myself and other staff members of the nursery have no choice to park on Cove road (avoiding the double yellow lines) The
nursery does have a very small car park but this can only fit 2 cars maximum. Due to the car park also being small, our parents
and carers do not have any space to park when dropping off their children to the nursery so the notice on waiting times would
affect parents dropping off and picking up their children. | also think that if we were to park at the nearest open car park
(Loirston Annexe) this would then cause an issue due to taking up those parking spaces when the annexe has groups/events
on. There are also parents and children within the nursery who have additional needs that may suffer due to having to walk a
considerable distance to gain access to the nursery.

| hope that this will be taken into consideration as this has possibility of affecting business and has an impact on our staff and
families who are travelling from a further distance to come to work and nursery.

Thank you,
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objection to traffic management notice on Cove Road
<__> <<_J —> i o

O IO TR A
09/02/2024

| am writing to object the traffic management notice posted out the nursery on Cove Road. | myself, do not
drive however, my boyfriend often comes to pick me up from work- | am currently employed at this nursery.
This would affect him as there would not be a space for him to collect me. Furthermore, and more
importantly, the young children and babies who use our setting rely on this parking spaces. There is not
adequate parking near the nursery, not on the street, parents of these babies and toddles would have no
choice but to walk 10/15 minutes to get to the nursery. Many of these children and parents have
additional/physical needs and cannot walk this distance for a 5 minute drop off/ pick up.

This is too much to ask for any of our parents who rely on our setting.

Changing the traffic management regulations on the road would have a huge effect on over 100 families and
staff members who rely on these spaces. This must be reconsidered and a different option considered.
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09/02/20)
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Regarding the photo attached

If you place double yellow lines all the way along first argument | have is where are the staff
going to park to carry out there work as there is no car parks or anywhere near the area to park

Secondly how will the children's parents collect them and drop them off as this is outside a
nursery and has been for years

Thirdly there is no hindrance to the people who live on the opposite side of the road as there
driveways are completely accessible throughout the day

The parking in this areais only between 7.30 in the morning and around 6.30 in the evening so
there is no need to make it a completely double yellow road
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Dear Counci

R30S

| am writing 20 express my objection ta the propased trafic management measeres outlined n Trafic Maragement-Proposed traffic regulstion orders

| am writing specfically concerning the introduction af waiting restrictiors on Cove Road As 3 parent of children sttending the nursary m the area, | Brmmly believe that these measures would have adverse

elfects on the safety and convenience of drop ol and collection times for parents and guardians

The current parking situation around the nursery already presents challenges for parents, with limited nearby parking facilities making it difficult to safely drop off and pick up our children. The introduction of

streets and oo "8 potent

by unsafe conditions for families with very yousg children

waiting restrictions on Cove Road would exacerbate this ssue, leading to congestion, more disruption to residentis

acceasing the nursery

on Ref: P1412(

traffic. The application

s traffic concerns by the resident an the road, it s impaortant to recognise that m part of the original planning permiss the allocated parking outyide
ourcil accepted u

nised that this would lead to an increased number of

While | understand the desire to add

ates; “As 2 result of the

ths parkng area a5 acceptable and sven acknowiedged an Increase

the nursery was considered as part of ths application and the

tion times. However, the valume of cars at the site would be for imited thmes during the day,

Increase in children, it is rec during drop off and ¢

of the site. Overall, it s considersd that the proposed extension and alterations to

and there is 2 small area of on street cr parking iImmediately outside the site and roaom o park 6 cars within the boundary

the numery are considered complementary to the residential use of the surrounding area.”

Additsonally in the planning application it states: “However, it has been confirmed that these are staggered drop off times for the children, which will reduce the number of vehicles arriving at ary one time. it
sh ooe child per vehicle. As wedl 25 thes childeen will be Besng dropped off from the k

are able to walk 10 the site and not use a car. On this basis, the Roads Engineer b

ol areas thae

es of more than

iring In the drop offs with instan
no objection to the pe

¢ 350 be noted that there will be an element of car

yued extens

apgpered drop off times; offerieg carly drop offs and

ntial increases in traffic volume, such as irmplementing

ry has alevady taken &

mbtigate pot

As referenced in the planming appication the rurs

promoting alternative modes of transportation for stalf and parents.

sed currently provides adequate visibility for drivers, negating the need for addtional restrictions. in addition
viicant restriction to trafic flow and road width

Additsanally, it s worth noting that the section of Cove Road whers walting restrictions are propo

the traffic control measures in place on Loriston Road and the extension t the footpath for the housing scheme developed offen

e, if not a mare sig

than parking on Cove Rosd

poung children, and families sccessing the nursery.

| urge you to reconsder the proposed waiting restrictions and explors altermative solutions that priortise the safety and convenience of pare
Collab tainabl

businesses in the area

hat address concerm while minimning daruption to residents and

o

affic management

uthorities, the nursery, and the community is essential in finding

ation between loca

Thank you for considering my obyections to the proposed traffic manage ment measures. | trust that you will carefuly evaluste the siteation and take appropeiate action to ensure the saflety and wel-being of

all members of the commanity

Yours sincerely
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Objection to traffic requlation

€3 Reply | %) ReplyAll | — Forward ||

Sat 10/02/2024 13:45

Hello,

| arm writing to object to the traffic man agent regulation outside Happitots nursery in cove. My name is_

My twin children go to this nursery and | have to do pick up and drop off on my own. Without the space outside the nursery where am | to
park to drop off my children? The nursery only has a small space for staff. They are not old enough to walk for and | can not carry both on my
own. Putting in more traffic regulations would be detrimental to all single parents with multiple children. There are already parking restrictions
further up the road making it impossible to find a space outside the nursery. Please reconsider this.

Kind Regards,
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Parking restrictions at Cove Road next to Happitoots nursery

6_) Reply <é) Reply All —» Forward iﬁ nes

Tue 13/02/2024 11:10

Dear Council,
1 @mi vriting o express my objschon to the propossd traffic managsmeant measurss auilived in Trafic Managsmeni-Froposed traffic regulation orders- 2033 (=L

| @mi vriing specitically conosming the irtroduction of waiting restnctions on Cove Road. A5 a parsnt of a child atterding the nurssry i the area, Hinmiy belisve that these measurss would have sdvsrss sifscts
an the safety ant convenience of drop-off and collsction times for parsnts and guardians.

Tha currert parking stuabtion around the nurssery already pressnts chalbsnges for parers, with limibsd nearby parking facili miaking it dificuli 1o sately crop off and peck up cur children., The mbroduction of
restnctions on Cove Aoad would sxscerbate this issue, leading to congestion, maore disruptian to residential sireeds and creating potentially unsate conditions for familes with veny young children

OGCCESHNE 1hE Nurseary.

‘While | Lncerstand the desirs 1o address traflic concerns by the resident on the road, it is important o recogrise that as part of the anginal plarning permission Ref: 141203 the allocated parking outside the
nursery was considered as part of this application and the courcil acospted use of this parfkang area as accsptable and even acknowledgsd an increass in traffic. The applicabon states; “is a result ol the
mcreass in children, i = recognised that Ehis would lead to an increased numiber of cars dering drop off and collscton gimes, Howeser, the valumes of cars o the site would Be for bmitsd times dunng the day,
and thEns is o small area of on Stres] Cor parking immediately oUtsics 1he site @no roam 10 park & cars within ths oundary of the sits, Cesrall, it is consiosnsd that the propossd sxlension and albsratiars to the
nursery are considered complementary to the residential use o the surrounding area.”

Additionally in the plapring application it states: "Howeser, it has besn confirmed that thars ans staggered drop off times for the children, which will rsduce the pumber ol wehiclss ariving af any one time. 1
should siso be noted Ehat there will be an slement of cor shanng in the drop offs with insiances of mors tharn cne child par vehicle. As vwell as this children will bs being dropped off from the local areas that are
able o walk to the site and not use o car. On ihis basis, the Roads Engmeer has no chjection 1o ihe proposed sdension™

A5 referenced in the plarning application the nursery has alreacdy taken steps to mitigate polential increases in fraffic volume, sech as implementing staggered drop-off times; offering sarly drop affs and
promoting alemative modes of transpariation for stall and parents.

Additionally, it is worth noling that the seclion of Cove Road where waiting restrictions are propesed currently provides adequats wisibility for cnvers, negating the need for adoitional restnctions. In addition the
traflic contral measuras in place on Loniston Road and the exlension 1o the foclpath far the housing schems developed cifers a similar, it not a mons significant restnction to tratfic flow and road wadth than
parking on Cowe Road,

1 urgs you 1o reconsider the propossd waiting restrictions and ssplore alternatiee solutions that priontise the safsby and comesnisncs of parents, young children, and familiss >ccessing the rursery. Collaboration
Bbetween local auihordies, the nursery, and the community is essential in finding susiainable fraffic management solutions that address corcerms while mirimesing disrupdion to residents and businessss inibe
area.

Tharik you Tor considenng my objections o the proposed trafic management measures. I rust that you will caredully evaluate the siuakion and taks appropriaie aclion to snsuns the satety and well being of 2l
memibers of ths community.

Wours sincerely,




APPENDIX 27— Cove Road Objection

Objection to implementation of waiting restrictions on Cove Road
e) Reply <é_) Reply All —» Forward w -

Tue 13/02/2024 12:27

Dear Council,

| s weniting to express my objschon to the propossd trafic management measunss cutined in Traffic Managsment. Proposed traffic regulation orders 2083 (=

| am witing specitically corceming the imrodeclion of waiting restrictions on Cove Road. As a parent of a child attsnding the nurseny in the area, | timly believe that these measures would have adverse =
the sadety and cormersencs of drop-oft and collschion tmes for parsnts and guardians.

The currsnt parkng situation around tha nursery alreacdy presents challergss for parsnts, with limited nearby parking faciifies makng i difficelt to safaly drop oM and mick up our children. The irtroduclion of warting
restnclions an Cove Aoad would sxacsrbate this issue, leading to con; orditians Tor families with very voung children accessing the

ion, mare disnupdion to residertial strests and creating potartially ursads

FILrsEry.

WWhile | understand the desirs to sddress iraflic concerns by the resident on the road, it is important to rscogniss that as part of e originad plapning permission Felz F141233 the allocatsd parking cutsids the
rnursery was considered as part of this application ard the council accepted use of this parking arsa as acceptable and sesn acknosdedged an increase intratic. Tha spplication stades; "As a resuli of the increass in
children, it is recognissd that ihis would tsad to an increased numiber of cars during drop off and collection timess. Howewer, the wolume of cars at the sibs would b for imited tmes dunng the day, and there is a
small area of o sireed cor parking immediatsly culside the site and room to park S cars within the boundary of the sits, Overall, it is con=dersd that ihs propossd sdension and alteralions to the nursery ane

considersd complemeaniary £o the residential use of the surrounding area.”

Aciditionally inthe planning sppUcation i stales: "Howessr, if has besn cordinmesd that there are staggered drop of fimes for the children, which will reducs the number of vshiclss arrvirg at any one bme. B should
alsn be noted that there wall be an slemertof car sharing in the drop offs with instances of more than cne child per vehicks, As wesll as this childrsn wall ks being dropped off from the lecal arsas that are abls fowalk
iothe sitke and not use o car, On this basis, the Aoads Erginser has no chisction to the proposed extension™

M5 rederenced in the planning application the nursery has alreacy taken staps to mitgate potantial moreases in iraflic volume, such as implemerting staggered drop-off trmes; offering sarly drop ofls and promoging
alttsmabve modes of trarsportabion for stadf and parerts.

scditionally, it s worth nobing that the section of Cove Rood where waiting restnclions ars propossd currently prosides adeguate wsibility for drivers, negading the nesd for agdibionad restrictions. In addifion the
iratfic cordrol measures in placse on Loriston Road and the extension to the footpath for the housng scheme developed offsrs o siila, it not o more sgnilicant restriction to trafic 1loe and road wicth than parkang
an Cones Aoad.

I urge vou to reconsider the proposed waling restrictions ard ssplore albemative solutians that pricntise the sadety and corveriencs of parerts, young children, and familiss accessing the nursery. Collsboradion
e nursery, and the community i esserdial in findicg sustainable traffic maragement sclutions that address concerrs while minimi=ng disupgion to resideris and busiresses in the

betwsan localguthon
area.

Thark you for considering my chjecbions to the propossd traflic maragsment measurss, |tnust hat you will carefully svaluate the situation and take appropraie action fo ensuns the safety and vell-being of all
members of the commanity.

Yours sincerely,



APPENDIX 28— Cove Road Objection

Cove Road, Aberdeen Order 202(X)

€3 Reply | % Replyall | — Forward [T ICEE

Hello,
| arm writing to object to the proposed changes on Cove Road that prohibits waiting as per the sign attached outside Happitots Nursery.

This area is already very difficult to find parking for in collecting and dropping off children for parents to head to work and placing evermore
restrictions in place doesn’t appear to benefit anyone least of all those who use the nursery / area and our employers.

| don't guite understand the logic in prohibiting waiting here given this seems to only seek to harm parents and guardians who have to
collect and immediately head to work across the city, if anyone could shed light on this I'd be very appreciative.

Thank you,






APPENDIX 29— Cove Road Objection

€3 Reply | %5 Reply&ll | — Forward (T

Thu 15/02/2024 07:37

Good morning,

I would like to object against being unable to park next to the Happitots Mursery in Cove. As a parent, it’s
impaossible to get parking there in normal times never mind for drop offs & pick ups which take a matter of
minutes!

Please note that if this comes into force, parents will struggle and like myself, may need to consider an
alternative nursery which may result in the business struggling.

My details are

Best regards




APPENDIX 30— Cove Road Objection

Prohibition of waiting order

€ Reply | %3 ReplyAll | — Forward (7 1]

Fri 16/02/2024 18:35

To whom it may concern

| want to object to proposed traffic regulations order 2023 Q4 Cove road ,North side from it's junction with
Loirston Road. | have a child in the Happitots nursery and after dropping her | have only 15 min to get to
work and if the drop off parking will be prohibited | will have to walk her to the nursery and then come back
home and get my car which is impossible if | want to keep my job.

Kind regards

Sent from Qutlook for Androidjeuhh




APPENDIX 31- Cove Road Objection

Objection to implementation of waiting restrictions on Cove Road

ﬁ Reply <€_) Reply All — Forward iﬁ nee

Tue 13/02/2024 12:27

Dear Coundcil,

| &M wiiking 1o express my obpection 1o the propossd traflic management measures cutined in Traffic Management-Proposed traific regulation orders-2023 Q4.

| am wniting specifically conceming the imrodwchion of waibng restrictions on Cowve Roed, &s o parent of a child atb=nding ihs nursengin the area, |fimly believe that these measures would have adverse sffects on
the sadety and corvernencs of drop-off and collachion times for parsnts and guardians.

Thia current parking situadion arcund the nursery already presents challergss for parsnts, with limited nearky parking faciities makng i difficel o sadsty dropooff and pick up cur chilldren. The irtroduction of sating
restriclions on Cove Aoad would sxacerbate this issue, Leacing to congestion, more disruption to residentizl strests and creating potentially unsate conditiors for families wilh very young children sccessing the
LTS Ery.

WWhile | urdersiand the desirs 1o sddress fraflic concerns by the resident on the roed, it is important to rscognise that as part of the origicad planning permission Rel- P141203 the allocatsd parking cutsics the
nursery was considered as part of 1his application and the council accepted use of this parking arsa as scceptable and sven acknowdedged an increase in traffic. The applcation states; "As a result of the increass in
chilcren, it is recognised that this would isad to an increased numiber of cars during drog off and collection timess, Howsver, the wolume of cars at the sits would bs for imited tmes cunng the day, ancthereis a
smadl area of an streed car parking immediatsty cutside the site and room to park & cars within the boundary of the site. Overall, it is consdersc that the propossd sxension and alterstions o the nursery ane
cOnsidersn CoMplEMmEntany to1he residantial use of the SUFTOUNCING area.”

Aciditiorally it the planping applcation il states: "Hoveeser, i has besn corfinmed that there are siaggered drop off fimes for the children, wiich will recuces the number of vehicles arrving ot any one bme. 1 should
alzn be noded that there wall be an slement of car shaeing i the drop offs with instances of more than ore child per vehicks, As wsllas this children sl b= being dropped off from the lecal arsas that are abbs foowalk
1o the site and not use a car. On this kasis, the Acads Enginser has no chisction to the propossd extension”™

#5 referenced in tha plannirg application the nursery has already taken sbeps 1o mitigate potsntial ncreases in fraffic volume, such as implemeanting slzegered drop-off imes:; offering early drop offs and promating
altemative moces of frarsportation for statf and parents.

Aciditioralty, it s waorth noting that the tian of Cove Road where waiting restnclions ars propossd currently provides adequate wsibility for drivers, negating the nesd lor acdiion sl restrictions. In adcifion fhe
traftic comrol measures in place an Loristan Road and the extension to the foctpath for the housng scheme developed offsrs a smilar, iF rot o more sgnificant restriction to traffic e and road wicth than parkang
an Caove Aoad.

| U yow b rescorsicEr the prop ooed waling restrictions ard Squlore albsmative schutions that priontiss the satsty and corvenisnos of parents, young chilorer, and tamilies sccessing the nursery. Colsboration
5, the nursery, and the community is esserdial in finding sustairable traffic maragement solutions that address concerns while mmimi=ng disrupion to residerts and busiresses inthe

betwssen local authont|
arsa.

Thark you for considering my chjections to fhe propossd frafic maragsment measurss, | Enust thak you will carefully svaluate the sifuation and take appropnate action o ensurs the safsty and well-being of all
membars of the community.

Yours sincerely,



APPENDIX 32— Cove Road Objection

Parking restrictions at Cove Road next to Happitoots nursery

ﬁ Reply <é) Reply All —» Forward iﬁ wen

Tue 13/02/2024 11:10

Dear Council,
lam writing 1o express my objechan to the propossd traftic management measures owtlined in Traflic Managsment-Froposed traffic regulation oroers-2023 Q4.

lam viriting specfically concsming the introduction of wading restnctions on Cove Road. As o parsnt of a child attending the nurssry in the area, |icmily believe that these measurss would have sdverss sttecis
am the saiety ant convenience of drop-off and collsction times for parsnts and guardians.

Tha currernt parkng siuation sround the nurssry already presents chalbsnges for parers, with limibsd nsarby packing facilifies making it dificuli 4o sately crop off and peck up cur children., The mbroduction of
waling restrictions on Cove Road would sxacerbets this issue, leading ta congestion, mare disruption to residential sireets and creating potentially unsats conditions tor families with vany young children
accessing the nursery.

While | undersiand the desirs 1o address traflic concerns by the resident o the road, i is impartant io recogrise that as part of the anginal plarning permission Ret: P121203 the allocated parking outside the
nursery was considered as part of this apolication and the council accspted use of this parking area as acceptables and even acknowledged an increass in traffic. The application states; “As aresutt of the
increass in childrsn, it s recognised that this would l=ac to an increased numiber of cars during drop off and collscton times. However, the walume of cars 21 the site would be far imited times dunng the day,
and fhers = a small ares of on strest car patang immediately outsics the site and reom {o park S cars wikhin the boundary of the sibs, Owesrall, it is considersd that ihe proposed sxlension and altsrabors to the
nursery are considersd complementary to the residential use of the surroending area.”

additionally in the planning appbcation it states: "However, it has been confirmesd that thers ars staggersd drog off times for the children, which will reduce the number of wehickss amiving at ary one time. 14
should atso be noted that there will be an elemeant of car shanng in the drop offs with irstances of mare than one child per vehicle. As well as this children will be being dropoed off from the local areas that are

abbs 1o walk ko the sits and not use o car. On this basis, the Roads Engineer has no chiection to 1he propossd sdension”

A5 refersnced in the plarning applicabion the fursery has alreacdy faken steps 1o mitigats potentialincreasss in frafic volume, sech as implsmanting staggered drop-off times; offsring sarly drop ofs and
promoting attemativs modes of transpartation for stal and parents.

Acidifionally, it iseorth noting that the section of Cove Road whers waiting restriclions are proposed currently provides adsguats wsibility for dnvers, regabng the need for addifional restnctions. Inadditicn the
iratfic contral maasurss in placs on Loniston Road and the sxtension io the foctpath for the housing schems developsd offers a similar, if rot 2 mons signdicant restnchon to tratfic flow and road sadth than
parking on Cows Road.

lurgs you to reconsider the propossd waiking restrictions and ssplore sifernabive solutions that prontise the safety and comeenisncs of pareris, young children, and famibes accessing the nursery. Collaboration
Between bcal authardies, tha nursery, and the commurity is sssertialn findirg susiainabls frafic managemsnt solutions that address concerms whils mirimising disnupdion o residents and businessss inths

arsa.

Thanik you for considenng my cbjeclions io the proposed frafic management measures. §irust thad yow will carefully evaluaie the siuation and teks approprisde aclion 1o snsurs the safety and well-being of ol
MEmiters of e Community.

WOArS SiFCErely,

APPENDIX 33— Cove Road Objection




Objection to Cove Road prohibition of waiting 202x

) Reply 3 Reply All » Forward 7 "R

Good evening,

I'm writing to object to the proposed provision of waiting on Cove Road.

My daughter attends this nursery and | feel har, and every other child, will be put in danger at drop off no pick up. This is a busy
road, there is a shop at the bottom with people stopping and it's also on a bus route with lots of school children waiting.

If we aren’t allowed to stop and drop off here the only other option is to park next to the already very busy shop at the bottomn of
the road. Cross the busy road then walk up the hill

| believe this ia too risky and am very unhappy with this.

I'll definitely be reconsidering sending my daughter here if stopping is prohibited.

Sent from the all-new ADL app for iDS




APPENDIX 34— Cove Road Objection

Cove road prohibition of waiting at any time Objection

) Reply “3 Reply All —» Forward (T 1]

Thu 22/02/2024 00:0

To whom this may concern,
I wish to submit my objection to the proposed new measures stopping any vehicles from waiting on cove

road for any length of time.
We currently collect our nephew from the nursery located on this road.

Sent from my phone




APPENDIX 35— Cove Road Objection

Cove Road

by | 3 Reply All —> Forward (T

Thu 22/02,/2024

The proposal to increase the parking restrictions on Cove Road could have a detrimental effect on the business Happitots
Mursery. Parents & carers have no option but to park in this area as there is absolutely nowhere else to do s0.

Sent from Qutlook for Android




APPENDIX 36— Cove Road Objection

Cove Road objection

€ Reply | % Reply Al —» Forward [T

Fri 23/02/2024 22:04

Good evening,

I would like to object the decision of extension of prohibition of waiting at any time restrictions.

| strongly disagree with this decision and solution to park in neighbouring area is just not an option. The
nearest parking place would be loriston road which is also bus route with residential properties and

moving one issue to another street it's not an option.

Also this parking restriction strongly impacts the business (nursery) and drop off and pick up times for the
families. It's a nursery so all the parents will be carrying from "neighbouring " streets they babies and

that will put them in danger for crossing road, there is not a single crossing around that area so again
people will be on the streets which makes more dangerous.

This parking has not been thoughtfully proposed and | strongly disagree with it, and would like to obhject it.



APPENDIX 37— Cove Road Objection

Proposed parking restrictions on Cove Road
€ Reply | % Replyall | —» Forward [T T

Mon 26,/02/2024 16:04

| am writing in reference to the proposed change to parking restrictions on Cove Road and strongly object to the said
proposal.

| am a grandfather who picks up my grandson and soon to be granddaughter from the Happy Tots Mursery at the bottom
end of Cove Road. This will mean a long walk just to safely pick up babies, toddlers and young children, some of which will
have some special needs. Also, some adults picking up will not be able to walk to collect the children. The premise has
only one space for access which is also used by service and delivery vehicles. Surely, for the safety of all the children
being dropped off and collected an area could be allocated to allow for cars to stop for 5-10 minutes for this to happen in
a safe and secure manner.

The area concerned is not a busy area, especially at the drop off and pick up times concerned. Buses are few and far
between in the area and they have plenty space to pass any parked vehicles, especially when most are only there for 5
minutes or so.

To ban all traffic would probably mean more disruption in the area as parents and all those either dropping off or
collecting having to drive around looking for a suitable parking space. This would also mean that this would cause more
emissions to build up inthe area than would normally be required due to many having to travel further looking for a
suitable parking space.

Therefore, can | ask that an area be set aside, either on the road outside the premise, or, in the park area adjoining the
building to allow this to happen in a safe and healthy environment for all concerned. Maybe an area marked for drop off
and collection for a maximum of 10 minutes might be appropriate.

To conclude | ask the committee to consider my point before they continue with the proposal.

Thank you.

Sent from Outlook for Android




APPENDIX 38— Cove Road Objection

Cove Road waiting restrictions

J
=]
1]

by f Reply All — Forward [T L

\
=]

074 27230

Mon 26/02/2024 22:30

| wish to put forward my objection to waiting restrictions on Cove Road outside the Happy Tots Mursery. This is going to cause great
difficulty for all the parents, children and staff at the nursery. There are no nearby places to park whilst dropping off or picking up children.
This will mean a long walk for everyone attending- this makes it really hard for parents in bad weather and when they have more than one
child to drop offfcollect. | pick up/drop off my grandchild regularly and would find it very difficult to walk further. Surely there should be
some provision for allowing drop off/pick up at a nursery- especially where it is situated- there is nowhere near to park and this will have a
knock on effect of jamming up traffic in a residential area. The children attending this nursery are babies up to preschool and their safety
and wellbeing is paramount. Please consider these facts when discussing the proposed restrictions.



APPENDIX 39— Milltimber Brae 40mph speed limit change proposal plan
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APPENDIX 40— Milltimber Brae street notice

ABERDEEM CITY COUNCIL
ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1584

THE 4BERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (573 MILLTIMEER BRAE, ABERDEEHN) [S0MPH 3PEED
LIMIT| ORDER 202_

Abmrdeen City Cauncil proposes o make the abowe-named order in terms of s powens under the
Road Traflic Regulation Act 1984, The afiect of the arder is b establish a 40mph speed limit on a
cerfain length of the BSTS Milimher Brae, Aberdeen, as specified in the schedule bebow.

Full dataik of the abave proposal are 1o be faund in the draft ardar, which, togethar with a map
showing the imended measure, and an accompanying stabament af the Councils reasons, may be
exarminged online via the intermet link specified below jor scanning the OR Code abowve): -

hitps:-\oonsyiliaton abendesnc v.Lkioperationg'im d-traffic-regulasion-orders-2{E

The consultation will run fram & Fabruary 1o 27 February 2024, incdusive. Should you wish 1o vies
these documens in another way pleass contact ws by e-mail (zee below), or altematively on Tel
01224 522305, where we will endesvour o accommodate such regquests.

Mnpane wishing to object ba the above arder should send details of the grounds far abjection,
inzluding thair name and address, by e-mail 1o raficmanagemen bardasnciby gov.uk, or
altematieely by writing ta the address below dunng the stabibory ohjectian penad, which aka
runs fram & Febiruary to 37 February 2024, indusively.

Any persen wha submits an ohjection 1o a road traffic order shoukd be aware that any objection
riade will be available 1o members of the Committes, availables far inspection by members of the
puliz, distriiuted ta the press, and will farm pant of the agenda pack which is aeailable an the
Cauncil's websile. To that extent, however, they are redacted, with rames, addresses, telaphane
nurnbers and sigratunes remayved fram this corespondence. For nformation on why and how we
use your data phease see the Traffic Regulation Order privacy notice on aur website

Hittps e aberdesncity. pov. ukio -t i by-ond-hos-we-Lss-your-dats .

Traffic Management and Road Safety, Operations and Protectlve Services, Aberdean Clty
Councll, Businese Hulr 4, Ground Fleor Horth, Barlsshal College, Broad Strest, Absrdasn,
AB1014E

schaduls
[40emph S peed Limit)

Bo7O i Bras

From 405 meatres or theraby south of its junction with the AS3 North Deeside Road 1o 150 matres
ar therehy north af its junction with the B9OTT South Desside Raad.



APPENDIX 41— Milltimber Brae Objection
|

20th February 2024

Dear SinMadam,

Whilst | accept and agree that spead limits should be set and reviewad whan necessary, I wish to object to the above order relating to Milltimber Brae BS73 - Proposad 40mph spaed limit.
lunderstand from the photograph below that the objection period runs from &-27th February. For convenience, | also attach the statement of the Council's reasons.

| have reviewed the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and varicus guidance and, amongst many things, they require Councils to consider varicus criteria when setting new spead limits, including:

road/street functions - including whether streets contain shops or are mainly residential, volumes of traffic, bus services, locsl sccess, formal walking and cycling routes, etc.

. compositicn of read users - including existing and potential levels of vulnersble road users;

. existing traffic spead;

. accident data - including frequency, severity, types and causes;

road environment - including width of roed and footway, sightlines, bends, junctions, padestrian crossings, etc.;

local community - including consultation with police, other emergency services, public transport providers and impact on residents and locsl businesses (e.g. usage of road, parking facilities, noise and air quality);
. costbenefit - before introducing or changing & local spead limit, traffic authorities will wish to satisfy themselves that the expected benefits exceed the costs, and;

. alternatives - what other measures can be adopted to reduce risk.

s @ B R o=

It s2ems to me that the Council's reesons below barely cover only some of thess requirements:

1. Milltimber Braz is an important link between the Morth and South Deeside roads with very few pedestrizns, no buses and no commercisl properties

2. the Deeside Way has been existence for several decades as has the road croesing on Milltimber Brae. As far as | can see there have been no developments in the vicinity of the crossing that would have increased
non-vehiculer sctivity slong Milltimber Brae and the Deeside Way. In addition, | expect that the AWPR would heve decressed vehicular use slong Milltimber Brae.

3. Mo data on past or current traffic speed has been prasented.

4. Mo dats on past or current accident data has been presented.

5. Mo information on the views of the local community has been presented.

6. Only the cost of intreducing the changes has been mentioned end not the wider costs and benefits including impact on travel times.

7. No alternatives have been proposed such as the intreduction of Zebra or Toucan crossings.

I'would happily support changes to speed limits that follow Government guidance but, to me, it seems the Council has only completed a cursory review in this case and, given that the crossing has been in existence for
decades, why is it necessary to make a change now?

Kired Reggars, Mike



APPENDIX 42— Milltimber Brae Objection

Traffic Management - Order 2023Q4 - Milltimber Brae B979
S G > F| -

27/02/2024

| wish to object to the proposal to modify the speed limits on Milltimber Brae.
In response to your proposed modification to Speed Limits on Millimber Brae, | would detail the following:

a) | do not object in principle to changing the Road Speed Limits in this area. | have sent several E-Mails to Aberdeen City over the years highlighting
safety issues at the Deeside Cycle Route crossing.

b) | would suggest that the limit for 30 MPH is extended to either :
1) "“The Gables House" or
2) Bridge - Aberdeen Side.

| would highlight that due to entrance to Camphill School, proximity of Deeside Gycle Route crossing and the incline of the road, the proposed 30
MPH restriction limit is not appropriate.

Iy preferred option is the Bridge Aberdeen Side, removing any 40MPH from the Aberdeen City road, resulting in a consistent speed in the City.
The fact that Aberdeenshire has reduced the speed to 40 MPH would indicate a lack of joined up thinking in the past

In addition to changing the speed limits, | would request that the area around the Deeside Way Crossing is reviewed to ensure it complies with Good
Practice, e.g.

a) Road Signage b) Rumble Strips ¢) Road Markings
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/’%.%%j/\ 5
> : —d =

L—-ﬂ:ﬂ?ﬁﬁ
- Proposed new kengihs of prohibiion of waiting at any Gme ,)
[ Houbile yeloe ines) El
Existirg lengfhe of prohibition of wail S
g at arty e dutile |- Gl
o - yellow ines) "'.9%
oy &
Aupof Bhe Oodnance Survey mapping with permission of the Sonieoler-of. r

Her Majesti's Stafignery Office Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reprodeclicn

dréringes Coown copyright and may lead o prosedation o oivll proceedings, P

Abemeen TRy Coundl 100023401, 3023 f.“"‘ A
= Fe——

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL
Operaiions and Prolecive Services Proposed walting restrictions at Abergeldie
=
Trafic Managemens and Road Satey TRAFFIC MAMAGEMENT PROPOSALS
D b 4, Gamnd Floor Sor, Masiechet Colegs. [T Road | Braemar Place junction
N Becad Sy Aceciesr AT 140 For consuliation
Ganeral Encuires Telsshons: [ 354 200308 Trgmsica | Couachast = == =T [ETSTrTyra—— T L

EW | GM | WR I.Zﬂ.'ﬂ:!! rmzsuu I | a¢ | TM-TRO-23-10 1 ]




APPENDIX 44— Braemar Place/Abergeldie street notice

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL
ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL (ABERGELDIE ROAD ! BRAEMAR PLACE, ABERDEEN)
(PROHIBITION OF WAITING) ORDER 202(X)

Aberdeen City Council proposes to make the above-named arder in terms of its powers under the Road
Traffic Regulation Act 1984, The effect of the order is o establizh a prohibition of waiting at any time on
certain lengths of Abergeldie Road and BEraemar Place, Aberdeen, as specified in the schedule below.

Full details of the above proposal are to be found in the draft order, which, together with a map showing the
intended measures, and an accompanying statement of the Council's reasons, may be examined online via
the internet link specified below (or scanning the QR Code above): -

hitps-Heonsultation. aberdeencity. gov_ukfoperationsfim-proposed-traffic-requlation-orders-2023g4

The consultation will run from & February to the 27 February 2024 inclusive. Should you wish to view
these documents in another way please contact us by e-mail (see below), or alternatively on Tel. 01224
5322303, where we will endeavour to accommodate such requests.

Anyone wishing o ebject to the above order should zend details of the grounds for objection, including
their name and address, by e-mail to fraficmanagement@aberdeencity gov.uk, or alternatively by writing
to the address below during the statutory objection period, which also runs from & February to 27
February 2024 inclusively.

Any person who submitz an objection fo a road traffic order ghould be aware that any cbjection made will
be available to members of the Committee, available for inspection by members of the public, distributed
to the press, and will form part of the agenda pack which is available on the Council's website. To that
extent, however, they are redacted, with names, addrezses, telephone numbers and signatures lemmredl
from this correspondence. For infoermation on why and how we use your dafa please see the Traffic
Regulation Order privacy notice on our website hitps:/www_aberdeencity gov. ukiyour-dataiwhy-and-hiow-
we-use-your-data.

Traffic Management and Road Safety, Operations and Protective Services, Aberdeen City Council,
Business Hub 4, Ground Floor North, Marischal. College, Broad Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1AB

Schedule
{Prehibition of waiting at any time}
Abergeldie, Road
Both sides, from its junction with Braemar Place, north-westwards for a distaoce of 10m or thereby.
Both sides, from its junction with Braemar Place, south-eastwards for a distance of . 10m or thereby.
Braemar Place

Both sides, from its junction with Abergeldie Road, south-westwards for a distaoce of 10m or thereby.
Both sides, from its junction with Abergeldie Road, north-eastwards for adistaoce of A0m or thereby.

APPENDIX 45— Braemar Place/Abergeldie Objection



Deear Traffic Management Peaple

Abergeldie Road & Braemar Place — proposed lengths of probibition of waiting at any time.

eveary. As far 25 | am aware there have been no incidents at this junction for at least 30 years.
diown &0 our strest, making parking problematic. The propased r

v pariing spaces further along the street which will then fore other resi

Haning lived at _'vr.:s socked ta read your potice adising the proposed traffic caiming meaunes. T

Parking is already difficult in Braemar Place, dus to previous traffic calming messures on Broombill Rosd snd the surmounding strests, cars filts

danes willl make this significantly worss, particutarly foe

ts further awey from their homes. & number of Braemar Place residents are eiderly and the inability

thase closer to the junction who will be severely impacted. These residents will have to

to park near to their hames will be hard Felt, namely our neighbour wha lives on the cormer of Abergeldie Road and Brasmar Place.

in & couple of matres of the

The propased parking restrictions around the junction will nat have sny significant effect en road safe
reducing 10m re

Becsuss there ate highweals,

s rumning right =p to the jundtion corners which Block sightlines until vehisies are wit

junction. Restrictions extending beyond the curve of each corner will Fave it or no effect a2 ctions i unnecessary and wasteful of resounces. Sunely this money could be better used for alternative projects, perhaps in ome of our dty schools.

wehicles to pass eanily, ith wehicles parked on both sides of the road, which greatly assists the sghtlines and ease of entry at this juncticn compared to ather

Braemar Place and Abergeldie Road are both wider than many nearby roeds. This extra width alke
sirnilar but rarrower resds.

both Broomhill Road »
bewvy traffic and are on s oates. Abergeidie Road and Brasmar Place are both guiet residential streets and have an advisory 20m ph speed limit.

The propasal suggests that becauss there sre parking restrictions in place Strest, it i somehiow right to sho introduce them at Braemar Place. The comparisan is false because the situations are

completely different. Both Broomhill Road and Halborn Street are major roads with 2 30mph speed Bmit, ¢

he junctions of Abargeldie Rosd wit

It is noted that the propesal does not include the junction of Abergeldie Road and Abergeidie Temrace, Abergeidie Terrace and Braemar Place are similas quiet residential roads and bath have give way junctions with Abergeldie Road. However, there ane twa
Brsamar Place i wider and ther

Brocmhill Read. k i abo noted th

= better sightlines. Abergeldie Road i an & stes=pincline and vehidles are travelling much Faster as they pass Abergeidie Terrace
misackry quist residential roads, narrower than Braemar Place with junctions anta the busy Broomhill Read, examples being

differances which make the Brasmar Place junction safer than the Abergeidie Terrses junctio
than they are passing the Braemar Place junction which is flatter and near to the T-junction wit

Balmoral Place and Allan Street, which do not hawe 10m restrictions in place. It is perplexing that thers i 3n spparent rosd sl at Brsemar Place but mot st Aberpeldie Tesrace ar at other raads opening anta the much busier Braomhill Road.

Yellow lines are detrimeantal to the character of the area and should be excluded whenever possible. People ve in these houses and fists snd need parking plsces for their cars.

There are thaugh ather, better, things which could be done regarding the safety of lacal residants snd users of the junction:

well unmariosd with 3 risk that wehicies will not dow down or stop an spproach. The markings should be repainted without delay.

The give wiay markings For the junctien have, far & very lang time, been simast entirely wern away. The jenction is now pe

Ever since Gray Strest had speed bumnps installed, Ahergeidie Rosd has become a rat run with vehicles speeding up and down the weep dope Speed ouchions on this road would stop this and, if strategically placed, would sow traffic at bath Braemar Place and

Abergeidie Terrace which would greatly increase the ssfety of road wers, pedestrians and residents.
The propasal should be rejected because it will do very little to sobee @ problem which doesn't really exizt, i not comsistent with other more diffizult junctions which ane not restricted, and which will make life much mone difficult for local residents.

We trust yau will listen to our pleas to reject this il-oonsidered idea.

APPENDIX 46— Braemar Place/Abergeldie Objection

Abergeldie Road / Braemar Place prohibition of waiting order 202(x)
S S| - G

ood morning,

yope this email finds you well.

rst of all, my apologies for missing the consultation period. | was away during a lot of February so until yesterday | had missed the signs and therefore the 6th-27th February
ansultation window. | hope that | am not too late to raise some concerns on the below proposal:

\bergeldie Road & Braemar Place - proposed lengths of prohibition of waiting

tany time."

s stated, the proposal is for the prohibition of waiting for 10 meters on both sides, on all four corners of the junction of Abergeldie Road and Braemar Place. As stated in the
roposal on the Aberdeen City website, this is not a normal procedure for a residential area. The proposal makes reference to the existing prohibition of waiting on the Abergeldie
oad junctions with Broomhill Road and Holburn Street, however, these two roads are main thoroughfares with high traffic volume with a speed limit of 30mph, whereas Braemar
lace is a quiet residential street with significantly less traffic and a speed limit of 20mph.

rave lived at _or almost five years, my flat overlooks the junction with Braemar Place, and | have never witnessed any traffic incidents, nor any near/close
alls.

or these reasons | object to the proposal. 10 meters of double yellow lines on all sides, on all corners is excessive for the nature of the junction. However, if it s still deemed
acessary, perhaps 5 meters might be more than sufficient to deter parking on the corner(s).

arthermore, you may find you are not able to paint the double yellows due to the road’s condition, we would appreciate some degree of road/pothole repair if this proposal was
rproceed.

would appreciate it if you would be able to provide confirmation of receipt of this email, please let me know if there is anything else you require from me.




APPENDIX 47— Hazledene/Pinewood 20mph scheme

GENERAL NOTES:

1. 20MPH ZONE
2. ROADS INCLUDED
PINEWOOD CRESCENT




APPENDIX 48— Hazledene/Pinewood 20mph scheme street notice

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL
ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984

THE ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL {HAZLEDENE / PINEWOOD AREA, ABERDEEN) (20MPH
ZONE) ORDER 202(X)

Aberdeen City Council proposes to make the above-named order in terms of its powers under the
Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. The effect of the order is to establish a 20mph zone on roads in
the Hazledene./ Pinewood area, Aberdeen, as specified in the schedule below.

Full detailz of the above propasal are to be found in the draft order, which, together with a map
showing the intended measures, and an accompanying statement of the Council's reasons, may
be examined cnline via the internet link specified below (or scanning the QR Code above): -

hitps-liconsultation. aberdeencity gov.uk/operations/tm-proposed-traffic-regulation-orders-2023g4

The consultation will run from & February to the 27 February 2024, inclusive. Should you wish fo
view these documents in another way please contact us by e-mail (see below), or aternatively
on Tel. 01224 522305, where we will endeavour to accommodate such reguests.

Anyone wishing to object to the above order should send details of the grounds for objection,
including their name and address, by e-mail fo fraficmanagementi@aberdeencity. gov.uk, or

alternatively by writing to the address below during the statutory objection period, which also
runs from & February to 27 February 2024 inclusively.

Any person who submits an objection to a road traffic order should be aware that any objection
made will be available to members of the Committes, available for inspection by members of the
public, distributed to the press, and will form part of the agenda pack which is available on the |
Council's website. To that extent, however, they are redacted, with names, addresses, telephone
numbers and signatures removed from this correspondence. For information on why and how we
use your data please see the Traffic Regulation Order privacy notice on cur website

hitpes-ffwwew. aberdeencity gov ukfyour-datafwhy-and-how-we-use-your-data.

Traffic Management and Road Safety, Operationg and Protective Services, Aberdeen City
Council, Business Hub 4, Ground Floor North, Marigchal College, Broad Street, Aberdeen,
AB101AB

Schedule
Foads subject to mandatory 20mph speed limif {in their entirety unless otherwise stated)

Countesswells Avenue, Couptesswells Close, Countesswells Crescent, Countesswells Place,

Countesswells Terrace, Hazledene, Drive, Hazledene Manor, Hazledene Road (between its
junction with Queen's Road and a point 975m or thereby west of its junction with Craigisbuckler

Avenue), John Porter Wynd, Pinewood Avenue, Pinewood Crescent, Pinewood Gardens,
Pinewood Place, and Pinewood Road.
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Hazeldene / Pinewood traffic measure
‘}r_:. Reply <é_:. Reply All — Forward W

Mon 26/02/2024 20:06

| refer to notices attached to lamppost suggesting that the council intentions are to restrict speed to 20 mph

I am all for safety but this measure seems unnecessary.

How many incidents have occurred or been reported since the estate was essentially opened in 20157

Apart from the obvious safety thoughts, is this really a good use of council resources, when you look around the
surrounding vicinity and so much could be done to improve childrens play areas, improve the path between
Countesswells Avenue and heading towards the Macaulay institute (by the way - absolutely criminal to sanction the
new road, cutting through a wonderful sanctuary of green crass to Creighton Road) and other obvious improvements.

All in all | object to this proposal - no more signs please!




