
1

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL

COMMITTEE Operational Delivery

DATE 14 March 2019

REPORT TITLE The Aberdeen City Council (Gray Street and Salisbury 

Terrace, Aberdeen) (One-Way) Order 201(X) – Stage 

3 Public Advertisement

REPORT NUMBER OPE/19/152

Chief Operating Officer Rob Polkinghorne

CHIEF OFFICER Mark Reilly

REPORT AUTHOR Graeme McKenzie

TERMS OF REFERENCE 3

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1 Following completion of the statutory consultation process, this report considers 
objections that have been lodged with respect to proposed Traffic Regulation 
Order titled “The Aberdeen City Council (Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace, 
Aberdeen) (One-Way) Order 201(X)”.

2. RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended this Committee: -

2.1 Notes the objections received as a result of the statutory consultation in relation 
to the “The Aberdeen City Council (Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace, 
Aberdeen) (One-Way) Order 201(X)” and considers the contents of the 
objections.

2.2 Instructs officers to take no further action and leave Gray Street and Salisbury 
Terrace as they are in terms of current accessibility by motor vehicles.

3. BACKGROUND

3.1 The northern section of Gray Street, between Great Western Road and 
Broomhill Road, and likewise Salisbury Terrace, have significant on-street 
parking on both sides of the road. At times these parked vehicles will effectively 
take the carriageway width available for through traffic down to a single lane on 
particular lengths. This is particularly prevalent on Gray Street, where at times 
it will be at near capacity in terms of on-street parking; this leading to the 
situation where there will be few or no gaps that provide for a vehicle to pull in 
and allow an opposing vehicle to pass.
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3.2 As a consequence, complaints have been raised with respect to the occasion 
where a vehicle is reversed to allow an opposing vehicle to pass. Beyond it 
being less than ideal to have vehicles reversing, it had been highlighted 
damage is occurring on occasion, with vehicles clipping wing mirrors, 
bumping/scraping the side of cars etc. As a result, some residents have 
suggested a one-way system would be an ideal solution to prevent such 
incidents.

3.3 When considering the circumstance of opposing vehicles meeting on these 
streets and reversing, pulling in etc., there is no data available to indicate the 
number of occasions damage may have occurred as a result of such 
manoeuvres. The types of collision that could, or do occur, on these roads, will 
generally be at a speed that will result in damage such as dents, scrapes, wing 
mirror clips etc. to vehicles. In this regard Police Scotland do not routinely 
record such collisions and instead focus on those that result in personal injury.

3.4 Accordingly, while there is no numerical value on the number of collisions that 
may have occurred, or a record of the number of complaints/concerns that 
may have been raised by households, there has been on-going concern 
raised from time-to-time over a period of years; either by way of Councillors 
that serve this community, or by directly contacting the Traffic Management 
and Road Safety Team. Indeed, it’s of note there was an informal letter 
circulated to residents of Gray Street, circa 2007/08, on the possibility of a 
one-way system, however, at that time it was decided to take no further action 
based on the response.

3.5. Based on the on-going concerns, the decision was taken in 2017 to circulate 
an informal letter / questionnaire (See Appendix 1) that considered the 
possibility of a one-way system and possible variations, and the option of 
doing nothing and leaving these roads as they are.

3.6 The alternative possibility of introducing passing places, by way of lengths of 
‘double yellow’ lines on certain sections of the road, was not included in the 
informal consultation; this being on the basis there would be no general 
support for any measure that would reduce on-street parking capacity.

3.7 As would be expected on these predominantly residential streets, the level of 
on-street parking is greatest outside the hours of the working day, with Gray 
Street being at very near capacity, while Salisbury Terrace sits in the region of 
50 to 55 percent of its potential capacity.

3.8 The section that raises most concerns is the length of Gray Street, between 
its junctions with Great Western Lane and Hammersmith Lane / Gray Street 
Lane; this length of road is 246 metres in length and if not at capacity outside 
working hours, will be very near to it. It’s of note this length of road also has a 
gentle curvature at its northern end, the effect of which is to hinder forward 
visibility for drivers.



3

3.9 For information, between the hours of 9am and 5pm, the level of parking has 
been recorded to drop to the region of 70% capacity on Gray Street, and 
respectively 40% on Salisbury Terrace.

Result of the informal questionnaire

3.10 In the questionnaire there were three options regarding restrictions that could 
manage traffic; respectively a full one-way restriction on both roads, limited 
lengths of one way, or ‘no entry’ at a single junction on each road.

3.11 Breaking the results down, there was a response received from approximately 
55% of the residents on Gray Street (or with properties directly adjacent to). 
Of those that responded, 80.4% were in favour of a measure being 
introduced, while 19.6% were against.

3.12 For Salisbury Terrace (including Salisbury Place and Salisbury Court) there 
was an approximate 32% response, with 60.6% of those that responded 
favouring the introduction of a measure, while 39.4% were against.

3.13 In terms of preference as to the type of restriction, the full one-way option was 
slightly ahead of the other options. While as to direction, 48.2% favoured a 
Gray Street northbound / Salisbury Terrace southbound option, while 36.5% 
favoured the opposite arrangement, and 15.3% have no preference. Delving 
further by street, there was a distinct preference to be southbound on 
Salisbury Terrace, while Gray Street has just a few more households in favour 
of northbound.

3.14 Given the general support for measures to be introduced from those residents 
that responded to the survey, the formal statutory consultation process that 
could lead to a one-way system was carried out.

One-way streets – Advantages / Disadvantages

3.15 The advantages to a one-way street are they can maximise on-street parking 
capacity and allow traffic to move more freely and without conflict.

3.16 There are, however, several negative outcomes which must be weighed 
against the advantages: -

 Traffic will be redistributed, and this could have a negative impact on 
surrounding streets. In particular, the impact on Hammersmith Road 
would be a concern; this road, between its junctions with Norfolk Road 
and Great Western Road, is similar to Gray Street, with some 
Hammersmith Road residents already voicing concern there’s currently 
a degree of through traffic and any redistribution will be to the detriment 
of the street environment and road safety.

A further point of concern would be a possible redistribution of traffic 
onto the adjacent lanes that link these roads. While it can be hoped 
most drivers would choose to stay on the main thoroughfares, there will 
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be a tendency by drivers to seek the shortest route possible and the 
adjacent lanes could be subject to increased traffic flow.

For information, Table 1 below highlights the average vehicles per hour 
typically using these roads on a workday between the hours of 7am 
and 7pm.

Table 1. Average Working Day Vehicles per Hour (VPH) on Gray Street, Salisbury Terrace and Hammersmith 
Road (Data collected between 26 September and 1 October 2018)

Gray Street Salisbury Terrace Hammersmith Road
Southbound

VPH
Northbound

VPH
Total
VPH

Southbound
VPH

Northbound
VPH

Total
VPH

Southbound
VPH

Northbound
VPH

Total
VPH

7am 
to 

7pm
32 40 72 20 25 45 30 41 71

8am 
Peak
Hour

35 69 104 19 48 67 34 81 115

5pm 
Peak
Hour

70 53 123 34 30 64 54 51 105

The average VPH on all these roads reduces significantly from 7pm onwards, whereby between midnight and 5am 
there are, at most, a few vehicles recorded per hour.

 Some residents will consider a one-way system to be inconvenient due 
to the possible circuitous route when taking access/egress to their 
premises. Some will also express concern over using more fuel and the 
impact on emitting more exhaust gases. In this regard, any extra 
distance travelled as result of this proposal will be relatively modest, 
albeit still a genuine concern. 

It should be highlighted that for many residents it will often be the case 
they already enter by one junction and leave by the other (Great 
Western Road / Broomhill Road), this is based on the fact that on 
certain lengths of these roads it will not be possible to get turned due to 
the parking bringing about a single lane running width. Accordingly, for 
many residents it could be argued these roads will already be limiting 
access/egress and therefore a circuitous route is already being taken.

 There can be concerns that emergency vehicles will take longer to 
reach their destination. In the case of Gray Street and Salisbury 
Terrace, however, the potential extra distance travelled is modest and 
the emergency services when consulted on this proposal have not 
raised any concerns.  

 With opposing traffic flow removed, a one-way system has the potential 
to increase vehicular speeds as drivers will no longer have the 
expectation they can be confronted by an oncoming vehicle. In this 
regard, it’s considered the traffic calming road humps on Gray Street 
and Salisbury Terrace, would hold vehicle speeds within the mandatory 
20mph speed limit that applies to these roads. For information, survey 
data indicates the average 85th percentile speed on Gray Street is in 
the region of 18mph, while on Salisbury Terrace it is in the region of 
16mph.
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 A one-way system can possibly attract more through traffic on the 
basis drivers will know they face unimpeded travel. This possible 
consequence is difficult to predict, as it may be there would only be a 
redistribution of vehicles already using these roads. Also, with these 
roads having existing traffic calming road humps, it’s expected these 
would also act as deterrent against drivers seeking avoid congested 
distributor roads.

 Businesses, shops etc. that are established adjacent to one-way roads 
can also express concern a restriction of this type will be detrimental to 
their on-going trading, with it highlighted passing customers may just 
go elsewhere when faced with a circuitous route to gain access. This is 
difficult to ascertain; the counter opinion would be that a potential 
customer facing a very minor diversionary route as the result of a one-
way system would be very unlikely to go elsewhere when the 
concerned business is still accessible. Indeed, it could be said that it 
would just be as arduous to divert to a competitor business located 
elsewhere in the city. Nonetheless, this concern is appreciated and will 
be considered in more detail below.

Objections

3.17 The following paragraphs will consider some of the content from objections 
that have been received as a result of the statutory consultation. While many 
of the common negative themes have already been covered, the purpose is to 
expand on detail specifically related to the Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace 
area.  The full contents of the objections received are available to view in 
Appendix 3.

3.18 As already mentioned, businesses, shops etc. can have concern a one-way 
system will prove detrimental to their on-going trading. In the case of this 
proposal “The Mariner Hotel Ltd” has indicated the proposal would cause 
significant disruption in terms of customers ease of access and that for firms 
that service the hotel with deliveries. The result being the hotel’s two 
restaurants would lose passing chance business and likewise pre-booked 
accommodation and function business.

3.19 The difficult trading conditions (Oil and Gas downturn, increased competition, 
plunging room rates etc.) the hotel is currently subject to are highlighted and 
the worry is the change brought by a one-way system would be enough to 
further hinder the hotels operations and occupancy rate, thereby putting the 
business at risk; with the Hotel’s representative stating “…implementation of 
this proposal as it stands would result in a loss of trade which would in all 
probability lead to the closure of the hotel”.

3.20 It is difficult to ascertain whether a one-way system will have a negative effect 
on businesses. They can certainly reduce the visibility of a business when it’s 
located on the main thoroughfare of a one-way street, however in the case of 
the Mariner Hotel it’s positioned at the junction of Great Western Road and 
Gray Street, and therefore its frontage remains visible to passing traffic on 
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Great Western Road. The question is therefore whether a circuitous route to 
gain access to the hotel’s car park located off Gray Street would be enough to 
deter potential customers.

3.21 As indicated earlier, it would seem reasonable to presume that a potential 
customer facing a very minor diversionary route as the result of a one-way 
system would be unlikely to go elsewhere when the concerned business is 
still accessible. Indeed, it could be said that it would just be as arduous to 
divert to a competitor business located elsewhere in the city.

3.22 The issue from the Traffic Management Team’s perspective is there is no real 
evidence from previous schemes we can fall back on to suggest the likely 
outcome. Likewise, other examples, nationally and internationally, have 
centred on thoroughfares that are predominantly bordered by businesses and 
shops; so, by way of a recent example, Bath and North East Somerset 
Council introduced a trial one-way in Keynsham High Street in 2017, with a 
survey of businesses taking place following its introduction. The results were 
39% of businesses recorded a fall in comparable average monthly takings, 
while 11% reported growth; this was against a backdrop of growth of 1.6% in 
the national retail economy to the year January 2018. Furthermore, just 4% of 
businesses reported an increase in comparable average monthly footfall into 
their premises since the One-Way trial was introduced, while 44% saw a 
decline in footfall (It was highlighted, however, this should be considered in 
the context of declining national and regional footfall). Ultimately of 101 
business survey responses, 5.9% felt that the One-Way trial had had a 
positive effect on business takings, 51.5% were neutral and 42.6% of 
business considered the One-Way trial had had a negative effect on business 
takings.

3.23 As indicated, the Keynsham High Street example is widely different to the 
Gray Street / Salisbury Terrace scenario; it involves a spectrum of 
retail/business types providing various products/services centred on a busy 
thoroughfare. It’s also of note, that Bath and North East Somerset Council 
appear to be continuing with the one-way system and making it a permanent 
feature; this being based on the positive effect it has had in improving the 
general environment, air quality and pedestrian safety.

3.24 The difficulty with regard to the Mariner Hotel is no absolute assurance can be 
provided that a one-way system will not have a negative effect on its 
operations. As can be appreciated, this is a deep concern for both the hotel 
and the local community; with this business employing 40 people and being 
long established, it would be a huge loss if a new factor was introduced in 
tough operating conditions, that was enough to make the hotel’s operation 
unviable. It’s of further note this view is reiterated in the objection received 
from the Aberdeen City and Shire Hotels Association in support of the Mariner 
Hotel.

3.25 It’s suggested in some objections the one-way lengths could be limited to the 
sections of these roads located between the lanes of Great Western Lane and 
Gray Street Lane. This notion, however, is impractical as ultimately the point 
of no entry must be formed with either a Great Western Road or Broomhill 
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Road junction. Using the Mariner Hotel car park access as an example for 
maintaining two way access, if the section of Gray Street remained open 
between its junction with Great Western Road and Lane, drivers turning onto 
Gray Street with the expectation of a through route would be confronted by a 
‘no entry’ and would either have to use Great Western Lane as a diversion or 
do an about turn; neither of those scenarios would find favour in terms of 
conducive traffic management. Furthermore, that situation would be 
particularly unrealistic when considering any large vehicles e.g. delivery 
vehicles, removals vans, refuse collections etc. that turned onto the road.

3.26 An alternative option could be to consider reversing the directions of the 
current proposal (make Gray Street southbound and Salisbury Terrace 
northbound). This option would perhaps mitigate some of the concern over 
the hotel’s operation, with vehicles still having direct access from Great 
Western Road for entry. The negative aspect of this option, beyond those 
already highlighted in terms of a one-way systems, would be the increase in 
vehicles exiting at the Gray Street / Broomhill Road where a crossroads 
junction is in operation.

3.27 The proprietor of Salisbury Garage, which is located at the junction of 
Salisbury Terrace / Gray Street Lane, has also submitted an objection, stating 
concerns over customers finding the business and the inconvenience of losing 
direct access from Broomhill Road. With this type of business, it would be 
argued the customers involved will be aware of its existence and a change in 
terms of vehicular access would have no effect. Nonetheless, as with the 
Mariner Hotel, there is no evidence that can be provided that would provide a 
guarantee a one-way system will not have a potential negative effect.

3.28 Another point of concern from objectors, is the displacement of traffic from the 
hotel, as currently it’s envisaged most vehicles entering and exiting the hotel 
premises will do so by Great Western Road. Whereas, if the one-way 
proposal was implemented, there would now be vehicles travelling the length 
of Gray Street, or alternatively using Great Western Lane as a cut through to 
Salisbury Terrace. The objectors were worried by both the additional volume, 
and the likelihood a proportion of these vehicles will be of the large goods 
type that are servicing the hotel.

3.29 The displacement of traffic will be an inevitable consequence of a one-way 
system. The car park at the Mariner Hotel has capacity for approximately 40 
vehicles and it’s appreciated there will be concern over these additional 
vehicle trips it would generate along the length of Gray Street, inclusive of 
those associated with deliveries. A criticism levelled at the Traffic 
Management Team is no detailed surveys have been carried out to assess 
the vehicle movements from/to the car park. In response, the hotel and 
associated car park are modest in size; therefore, movements from/to are 
generally going be spaced out during the day and the additional burden on 
Gray Street would not be significant in terms of the road network.

3.30 The Aberdeen Cycle Forum has submitted an objection on the basis they 
consider the one-way system does not benefit cyclists or pedestrians. The 
concerns being focused on many of the disadvantages of one-way systems 
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already highlighted. While they would generally welcome the inclusion of an 
exemption for cyclists if a one-way were to be established, they consider it a 
poor compromise as it would be implemented by sign-plates alone, as 
opposed to being in combination with dedicated cycle lane provision. They 
also express worry drivers would be less inclined to expect oncoming cyclists.

3.31 In response, it should now be the default position, whenever installing one-
way systems, that an exemption for cyclists should be provided where 
possible. This ensures the road network remains as permeable as possible for 
cyclists, thereby supporting sustainable transport. The signs installed would 
clearly highlight cyclists have the right to travel in the opposite direction. In 
effect the situation would be no different to that currently when taking into 
account a cycle passing a motor vehicle in the opposite direction, both the 
rider and the driver are going to have to exercise care due to the limited 
carriageway width. Nonetheless, there is the familiarity issue, where currently 
there is only two existing one-way contraflows in the city that use sign-plates 
without lanes (Allenvale Road and Leslie Terrace), and thereby the concern 
may be some drivers fail to appreciate the sign-plate. Nonetheless, it must be 
stressed the direction provided by the regulatory sign is self-evident.

3.32 The Aberdeen Cycle Forum also highlight the proposal appears to be contrary 
to ‘Aberdeen Active Travel Action Plan 2017 – 2021’ whereby the one-way 
system could be viewed as being to the benefit of motor vehicle traffic by 
maximising road capacity for both on-street parking and the flow of traffic. In 
response, the proposal was instigated with a view to reducing conflict, 
nonetheless, it’s a reasonable point to consider in terms of whether a local 
authority’s attempts to maximise on-street parking could be to the detriment of 
the general road network and encouraging sustainable forms of transport.

3.33 Ashley and Broomhill Community Council express concern about the extent of 
the informal consultation in terms of letters that were distributed to properties 
in the area of Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace. The Community Council 
therefore suggest the consultation process may be flawed as some property 
owners may have missed the opportunity to submit comments and/or 
objection.

3.34 In response, those properties in the core area of Salisbury Terrace and Gray 
Street would have received letters on three occasions during the informal and 
formal process, this was inclusive of adjacent properties on Broomhill Road, 
Great Western Road, Salisbury Court and Salisbury Place. The letter drop is 
beyond the statutory requirement for the usual press notice and street notices 
associated with a proposed Traffic Order. Accordingly, officers are of the 
opinion this proposal would have been well advertised in the area. Also, 
should there have been any persons that missed the opportunity to object, it 
would be fair to say the negative factors associated with this proposal have 
been comprehensively covered and that any additional objections would’ve 
been repeating the same core themes. For information, letter distributions are 
not standard practice when promoting traffic management measures and they 
can present difficulties in terms of defining where the scope of a distribution 
will end. This in turn leading to complaint from persons/organisation that 
consider they’ve been excluded from the process.
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3.35 The Community Council thereafter go on to highlight the negative themes 
already considered, so the redistribution of traffic to the surrounding streets 
and lanes, and the potential negative implications for pedestrians using the 
lanes, particularly schoolchildren going to/from school. The question also 
arises as why Salisbury Terrace must be included if a one-way is introduced 
on Gray Street? In response, the consultation considered similar concerns 
over vehicle conflict on Salisbury Terrace, and ultimately while a one-way 
could be introduced on Gray Street alone, the issue of traffic redistribution and 
an exacerbation of occasions vehicle conflict occurs would be a very real 
issue. Albeit, as highlighted in previous paragraphs, the wider issue of traffic 
redistribution is a real concern when considering those other neighbouring 
streets/lanes that were outside the scope of this existing proposal.

3.36 The Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR) has also been mentioned in 
terms of its effect on reducing traffic volume on South Anderson Drive; this in 
turn leading to less congestion, both on the road and at its associated 
junctions, and thereby encouraging drivers to stay on the main distributor 
roads; this being opposed to the situation where some drivers will use local 
residential streets as convenient alternatives to avoid congested roads. While 
it’s reasonable to assume the AWPR will have this welcome benefit, there is 
not predictive data available at such a local level that would indicate the likely 
‘real world’ outcome on Gray Street and its neighbouring streets. Accordingly, 
any effect would need to be assessed following the full opening of the AWPR 
and once traffic distribution and patterns on the road network have settled. In 
this regard, it would be suggested a period of at least six months would have 
to pass following the AWPR opening before any new surveys were 
considered. Also, while a reduced volume of vehicles using Gray Street would 
certainly lessen instances of conflict, it would not eliminate the issue 
altogether.

3.37 As can appreciated from the objections received, the introduction of a one-
way system can be highly contentious and can have wide ramifications when 
considering possible negative outcomes. A common theme from objectors is 
whether the occasion where opposing vehicles may meet really warrants the 
introduction on a one-way system?

3.38 The counter opinion in return would be that action is required when 
considering the ongoing history of complaint over the occasions damage has 
occurred, or where near misses have been observed, or where residents say 
they have witnessed stand-offs where drivers refuse to give way. The difficulty 
is it’s not possible to establish the frequency of these occurrences, however, 
as previously highlighted there is a history of Gray Street being raised as a 
topic of concern, with a possible one-way mooted in 2007/08.

3.39 Thereafter, it’s difficult to simply dismiss the results of the questionnaire, 
where on Gray Street in particular, there was a strong response in favour of a 
one-way system or the lesser variations that involve some restriction on points 
of access. To recap, there was an 80.4% and 60.6% positive response from 
properties on Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace (including Salisbury Place 



10

and Salisbury Court) respectively; the percentage of households/businesses 
that responded being 55% and 32% respectively.

3.40 It’s also of note, that during the informal and statutory consultation, some 
residents did take the opportunity to highlight their vehicles had been subject 
to damage. More recently a resident has provided detail over damage caused 
by a recent collision, stating their vehicle was unusable for a period of two 
weeks and that repair costs were significant; the circumstance being where a 
driver was reversing as to allow another vehicle to pass.

Conclusions and Recommendations

3.41 Nonetheless, despite the support that has been expressed for a one-way 
system, the Traffic Management and Road Safety Team would recommend 
this possibility does not progress and the roads are left as they are in terms of 
current accessibility.

3.42 It’s appreciated there will be a significant proportion of residents that will be 
disappointed by this recommendation, however, with the likely negative 
outcomes, it’s considered these outweigh the benefit a one-way system could 
bring to these roads. The main points of concern being: -

 the redistribution of traffic and the potential negative effect on 
surrounding streets and lanes, bringing the possibility of further 
interventions that eventually lead to a convoluted network of roads 
subject to one-way restrictions;

 the impact on business, whereby there’s no absolute guarantee a one-
way system could be to their detriment in terms of operation; and

 the potential precedent it would set in terms of the road network. That 
is to say there will be existing residential streets in the city similar to 
Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace, that carry modest amounts of traffic 
and where at times there will be give and take between drivers using 
these roads due to on-street parking. In these scenarios, drivers 
exercising due care and attention should still be able to safely 
negotiate these types of road.

3.43 If the Committee is still inclined to consider a traffic management intervention, 
consideration could still be given to the possibility of using modest lengths of 
‘double yellow’ lines to create passing places. While it’s recognised this would 
further reduce on-street parking capacity, impinge on convenience, close 
proximity parking etc. and redistribute vehicles, it would be a modest 
intervention that could mitigate the occasions conflict occurs between 
vehicles. It’s also been suggested that off-street parking facilities provided by 
garages located off rear lanes are not being used to their potential, therefore 
this type of intervention could perhaps encourage their use; the caveat is this 
is based on opinion stated in objections and there could be good reason a 
resident don’t make use of their garage for off-street parking, with some 
modern cars simply being too great in size for a garage constructed many 
years ago.
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3.44 If the Committee considers a one-way system, or similar variation, should still 
progress, it would be prudent that an instruction is given for officers to further 
engage with local members over the scope and directions of the system, and 
that any system introduced would be by was of an experimental 18 month 
order where the impact is closely monitored and where feedback from 
residents and businesses is taken into account.

4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

4.1 If the current proposal was progressed, or similarly a variation, it would be 
funded through the Cycling, Walking and Safer Streets capital budget. It would 
be expected the introduction of a one-way on both roads would cost in the 
region of £8k to 10k.

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 None.

6. MANAGEMENT OF RISK

Risk
Low (L), 
Medium (M), 
High (H)

Mitigation 

Financial N/A

Legal

Insufficient resources 
could require the TRO to 
have to re-enter the 
legislative process if it is 
unable to be 
implemented within the 
statutory period of 2 
years from consultation.

L

Review the priority of 
the project in respect of 
funding in order to 
ensure that the 
consultation process 
does not need to be 
restarted.   

Employee N/A

Customer

Road safety levels and 
traffic management 
could be compromised if 
measures are not 
progressed, thereby 
leading to continued 
public concern.

L

Officers propose 
measures that are 
deemed reasonable 
and appropriate to 
address the Road 
Safety and Traffic 
Management issues to 
reduce incidents of 
public objections.

Environment N/A

Technology N/A
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Reputational
Proposals can be 
contentious and attract 
negative feedback.

L

Concerned parties 
would be provided with 
a thorough rationale as 
to the requirement for 
the proposal.

7. OUTCOMES

Local Outcome Improvement Plan Themes

Impact of Report
Prosperous Place This report has links to safe and resilient communities.                                                                                              

8. IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

Assessment Outcome
Equality & Human Rights Impact Assessment Full EHRIA not required
Privacy Impact Assessment Not required
Duty of Due Regard / Fairer Scotland Duty Not Applicable

9. BACKGROUND PAPERS

None

10. APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1 – Gray Street / Salisbury Terrace Questionnaire
APPENDIX 2 – Proposal
APPENDIX 3 – Public Notice
APPENDIX 4 – Objections

11. REPORT AUTHOR CONTACT DETAILS

Name: Graeme McKenzie
Title: Technical Officer
E-mail Address: gmckenzie@aberdeencity.gov.uk
Tel: 01224 522380
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APPENDIX 1 – Gray Street / Salisbury Terrace Questionnaire
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APPENDIX 2 – Proposal



20

APPENDIX 3 – Public Notice

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL

ROAD TRAFFIC REGULATION ACT 1984

THE ABERDEEN ClTY COUNCIL (GRAY STREET AND SALISBURY TERRACE, ABERDEEN) (ONE-WAY) ORDER 
201(X)

Aberdeen City Council proposes to make “The Aberdeen City Council (Gray Street and Salisbury Terrace, 
Aberdeen) (One-Way) Order 201(X) in terms of its powers under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. The 
effect of the order will be to impose a prohibition of driving of any vehicle on Gray Street, between its 
junctions with Broomhill Road and Great Western Road, other than in a northerly direction, except for pedal 
cycles. Also, to impose a prohibition of driving of any vehicle on Salisbury Terrace, for its entirety, other than 
in a southerly direction, except for pedal cycles.

Full details of the above proposals are to be found in the draft order, which, together with maps showing the 
intended measures and an accompanying statement of the Council's reasons for promoting them, may be 
examined during normal office hours on weekdays between 30 May 2018 and 20 June 2018, in the offices of 
the roads officials in the Operations and Protective Services department, at Marischal College, Broad Street, 
Aberdeen.  It is recommended that anyone visiting Marischal College to view any of the documents should 
make an appointment to do so, in order that a member of staff can be present to offer an explanation if 
necessary.  Anyone unable to visit Marischal College can telephone 01224 522305 to speak to one of the 
officials.

Anyone wishing to object to the above order should send details of the grounds for objection, including their 
name and address, in writing to the undersigned or to trafficmanagement@aberdeencity.gov.uk during the 
statutory objection period which also runs from 30 May 2018 and 20 June 2018, 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 e-mail addresses, telephone numbers and signatures removed from this 
correspondence.

Traffic Management and Road Safety
Operations and Protective Services

Aberdeen City Council
 Business Hub 11, Second Floor West

 Marischal College, Broad Street
 Aberdeen AB10 1AB

mailto:trafficmanagement@aberdeencity.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 4 - Objections

THE ABERDEEN ClTY COUNCIL (GRAY STREET AND SALISBURY TERRACE, 
ABERDEEN) (ONE-WAY) ORDER 201(X)
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