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REPORT TO PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE 
 
OBJECTIONS TO TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER FOR PROPOSED COMMUNITY PARKING 
MANAGEMENT SCHEME IN THE SUNDERLAND ROYAL HOSPITAL AREA (BARNES, 
PALLION AND MILLFIELD WARDS) 
 
1.0 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To advise the Committee regarding two objections that have been received, by the Council, 

in respect of the proposed Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for Phase 4 of the Community 
Parking Management Scheme (CPMS) that is intended for the area of Sunderland Royal 
Hospital (SRH), and to request the Committee to not uphold those objections that cannot be 
resolved within the constraints of the scheme, as set out below. 

 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The Committee will be aware that the Council introduced a permit-based CPMS in the area 

of SRH, known as CPMS Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3 (CPMS1, CPMS3).  Following the 
success of CPMS1, 2 & 3, and in accordance with the Council’s commitment to the area, 
the Council intends to introduce CPMS Phase 4 (CPMS4).  CPMS4 has been designed 
following extensive consultation and partnership working with elected Members, a local 
residents association, businesses and other stakeholders including SRH management, in 
the Hospital area, and is intended to reduce the amount of commuter parking, principally by 
hospital staff and commuters, on the streets within the scheme. 

 
2.2 On 11th May 2017 the CPMS4 Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) was advertised both on site 

and in the local press. The 21-days advertisement period gives persons and organisations 
who may object to the scheme the opportunity to raise their objections formally with the 
Council. 

 
2.3 In response to the TRO advertisement the Council received three objections and three 

supporting statements.  The location of each objector is shown on a plan of the area in 
Appendix A, with a summary of the objections in Appendix B and copy of the full objections 
in Appendix C, with a copy of supporting statements in Appendix D. 

 
3.0 CONCLUSION 
 
3.1 The Council has a duty under Section 122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984; “to 

secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other traffic 
(including pedestrians) and the provision of suitable and adequate parking facilities on and 
off the highway” and “the desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access to 
premises” 

 
3.2 The indiscriminate and obstructive parking at junctions causes difficulty and reduces 

visibility for pedestrian and vehicular traffic attempting to negotiate the congested streets, 
thereby increasing danger for said road users to the detriment of highway safety. 

 



 

 

3.3  Access to premises is affected by commuter parking making it difficult for residents to park 
their vehicles in the vicinity of their homes, causing people to walk greater distances, often 
carrying goods and supervising children. Trading levels for local shops and services are 
considered to be adversely affected, because passing customers cannot easily park in the 
vicinity and are more likely to shop elsewhere. Commercial and to a lesser extent 
residential premises experience difficulty receiving deliveries or servicing the premises due 
to indiscriminate and obstructive parking. 
 

3.4 It is therefore considered necessary to introduce permit based parking areas, designed to 
deter long stay commuter parking whilst allowing residents and visitors to the area more 
opportunity to park within said areas.  It is also proposed to introduce a number of additional 
restrictions, including; limited waiting, no waiting at any time and no waiting no loading at 
any time. These restrictions are considered necessary in order to compliment the permit 
parking areas. 

 
 
4.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 It is RECOMMENDED that: 
 

 (i) The objections to the Traffic Regulation Order, for the proposed Phase 4 Community 
Parking Management Scheme in the area of Sunderland Royal Hospital not be upheld.   

 
 (ii) The Council continues to monitor the parking situation within vicinity of Sunderland Royal 

Hospital and seek to address displacement and any other identified issue within a future 
phase. 

 
 (iii) All objectors be advised accordingly of the decision. 
 
 (iv) The Head of Streetscene instruct the Head of Law and Governance to take all 

necessary steps to make and bring into effect the associated Traffic Regulation Order. 
 
 (v) The Head of Streetscene take all necessary action to implement the physical works 

associated with Sunderland Royal Hospital Community Parking Management Scheme 
Phase 4. 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

CPMS4 Proposals and Location of Objectors 
 





 

 

APPENDIX B – Objection Summary and Consideration of Objection 
 

 Objector Nature of Objection Consideration of Objection 
1. 

awarden Crescent 

 

1) The lady is strongly 
opposed to the inclusion of 
Hawarden Crescent, the 
street originally voted 
against inclusion in the 
‘official poll’ but the 
decision was later 
overturned due to a 
majority petition, even 
though the lead petitioner 
does not live in Hawarden 
Crescent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) It is claimed that the lead 
petitioner was bullying and 
coercing residents into 
signing the petition. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1) Hawarden Crescent did 
originally voted against 
inclusion (50.7% against 
based on a 67.4% return), 
however following the 
announcement of the 
results and on reflection, 
residents of Hawarden 
Crescent submitted a 
majority petition (58 of 113 
properties or 51.3% of all 
properties) wishing to 
overturn the original vote 
and have their street 
included.  The submission 
of this petition, and another 
from Ingleby Terrace, was 
discussed with Barnes 
Ward Councillors and later 
the Working Group, made 
up of elected ward 
members and 
representatives from the 
Barnes, Pallion and Millfield 
Residents Association, the 
decision was to uphold the 
petitions and extend the 
scheme to include 
Hawarden Crescent and 
Ingleby Terrace.  The lead 
petitioners address is Ewing 
Road, however their 
property has equal frontage 
onto Hawarden Crescent, 
accounting for this the 
petition would be 59 of 114 
properties or 51.8% of all 
properties. 
 

2) All 114 affected properties 
were written to, advising of 
the decision to uphold the 
petition.  Whilst the objector 
may have perceived the 
manner of the lead 
petitioner to be ‘bullying and 
coercing’ no other resident 
has made this claim.   

 
For clarity the objector’s 



 

 

 
 
 
3) The lady wouldn’t object to 

inclusion if free permits 
were house specific rather 
than vehicle specific.  It 
does not seem fair 
residents who are unable 
to drive, for sight reasons, 
are expected to pay 
£40.00 per annum to have 
visitors or trades 
appointments. 

 

signature is not contained 
within the petition  

 
3) The scheme is specifically 

designed to only target long 
stay commuter parking, 
whilst avoiding the most 
common visiting times for 
residents, requiring vehicles 
to display a permit 10am to 
11am and 2pm to 3pm, 
Monday to Friday, therefore 
visitors on a lunchtime, 
evenings or weekends 
would not need to display a 
permit.  Due to this many 
residents have found that 
the scratch card option (at 
£10 per book of 10) to be a 
more cost effective option. 

 
The annual charge of 
£40.00 per annum for a 
Visitors Permit, and this 
cost has remained the 
same since the introduction 
of the first scheme in 2009.  
Being non registration 
specific there is an 
increased value for this type 
of permit and therefore it is 
priced at twice that of a 
second vehicle registered at 
a residential address.  
Residents with a Blue 
Badge or a care 
requirements are however 
entitled to a free Visitors 
Permit.  There are also 
exemptions for certain 
construction activities within 
the permit area. 

 
4)   

2. 
rlington Street 

 
 

1) Residents of Arlington 
Street voted against the 
scheme. There is no logic 
to split the street up 
 
 
 
 
 

1) When assessing the voting 
results, particularly towards 
the edge of a scheme, we 
look at the voting patterns 
for particular streets as well 
as trying to achieve a logical 
boundary and where we can 
physically fit gateway signs.  
In this instance Fordland 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) Including this part of the 
street means that this part 
of the street would be 
Arlington Street in 
Fordland Place, would the 
gable ends of other streets 
name need changing? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Place voted in favour, with 
support dropping off at the 
northernmost properties, 
whilst the majority of 
Arlington Street voted 
against it was evident that 
the eastern half of the street 
was predominantly in favour 
of inclusion, the result being 
that we needed to locate 
gateway signs prior to the 
junction of Arlington 
Street/Fordland Place.   
 
In determining gateway 
locations we must take 
account of physical 
constraints; footway width, 
location of utilities etc. 
location of windows, as well 
as neighbouring 
trees/foliage that may block 
visibility of the signs.  When 
assessing this particular 
location it was observed that 
there were a number of 
utilities at the junction itself 
and relatively dense foliage 
along the northern 
boundary, it was therefore 
concluded that the boundary 
of 46 Fordland Place & 21 
Arlington Street / 48 
Fordland Place & 20 
Arlington Street was the 
most appropriate location for 
gateway signs. 
 

2) It is quite common for 
properties to have 
boundaries on multiple 
streets, in this instance the 
gables of Fordland Place are 
onto Arlington Street but the 
postal address remains 
Fordland Place.  There 
would be no need for a 
change of street name, 
simply that the relevant 
section of Arlington Street is 
properly referenced within 
the required legal Order.  To 
clarify; the frontage of the 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
3) As the street objected and 

you are boundary 
tampering we will take this 
further (ombudsman / MP/ 
Councillors etc.)   

 
 
 
 
 

gentleman’s property would 
not be within the permit 
area, but the gable of 
Fordland Place would be. 
 

3) See 1 & 2 above.  Subject to 
the resolution of committee, 
the next level of challenge 
would be to the High Court, 
challenges do however be 
made on matters of 
procedure and propriety i.e. 
that the Council has failed to 
follow proper procedure. 

3.  

est Mount 

 
The objection is 
accompanied by a 1024 
signature petition, as 
well as staff and 
patients surveys, and 
signatures from 26 
nearby residents 
opposed to the scheme. 

1) The plans seem to show 
that only two spaces have 
been made available for 
visitors to the dentists.  
This is not sufficient to 
allow the business to 
function, there are 5 
surgeries within the 
practice, serving 7,000 
patients. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) Residents in the street 
deliberately park their cars 
on street each morning, 

1) The proposals are intended 
to balance competing parking 
demands within a relatively 
small cul-de-sac.  A large 
proportion of the parking that 
currently occurs could not be 
accommodated in a formal 
manner. 
 
West Mount itself has a 
theoretical parking capacity 
(where vehicles are parked 
not causing an obstruction) 
for a maximum 10 cars.  At 
15.5metres in length the area 
designated as limited waiting 
is capable of accommodating 
2 to 3 cars, representing 30% 
of the overall capacity. 
Comparably the Dental 
Practice accounts for only 
7% of the street frontage and 
number of properties. 
 
The dentists would also be 
able to purchase Scratch 
Card Permits (£10 per book 
of 10, single day), which 
would enable their customers 
to park within the permit 
holders bays.  These permits 
are non-registration specific 
and could therefore be re-
used within the same day. 

 
2) Parking surveys would 

confirm that some residents 
do move their cars onto the 



 

 

moving them from private 
driveways to do so, 
reducing the capacity and 
exacerbating the parking 
issues.  Residents also 
place ‘illegal’ traffic cones 
on the highway to deter 
customer parking. 
 
It is anticipated that 
residents will continue 
their existing behaviour 
and park their vehicles in 
the permit bays, leaving no 
additional space for dental 
customers.  The proposed 
changes will make the 
situation worse. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3) The surgery has actively 
tried to resolve the parking 
issues, specifically 
regarding long stay staff 
parking.  Arrangements 
have been made to secure 
off street parking for 10 
staff vehicles from 
September 2017, at a cost 
of several thousand 
pounds per annum.  This 
off street solution 
alleviates the issue so the 
merits of the permit 
scheme are questioned. 
 
 
 

4) The practice has been 
established for over sixty 
years and respects the 
rights of the residents, 

street on a morning, which 
they freely admit to.  The 
residents state that moving 
their car onto the street is the 
only way they can ensure 
they can get off their 
driveway, as people regularly 
park in a manner that makes 
egress/access from/to a 
driveway impossible.  
Residents state that they 
would much prefer to park on 
their drive. 
 
The proposals are designed 
to regularise parking within 
the street, creating parking 
where it would not cause an 
obstruction (see 1 above), 
residents should be able to 
freely use their own drives. 
 
There is no evidence to 
suggest that residents will 
continue their existing 
parking behaviour, the 
majority of residents have 
clearly stated that they would 
prefer to park on their own 
drive. 
 

3) The proposed addition of off-
street parking for staff is 
welcomed.  Removal of 10 
vehicles from West Mount 
and nearby streets would 
without doubt help to 
alleviate the issues, but it 
would not fully address the 
balance within the street.   
 
It is suggested that the 
combination of off-street staff 
parking, with limited waiting 
and permit bays on street, 
would significantly improve 
the situation for residents and 
patients alike. 
 

4) For balance; residents have 
shared similar accounts of 
abuse from patients and 
staff.  The matter of anti-



 

 

parking has never proven 
an issue until recently.  
Several homeowners have 
been verbally abusive to 
staff and patients, which 
has been referred to the 
Police. 

 

social behaviour is not strictly 
a highway matter, however 
we understand that parking 
can be a highly emotive 
issue, particularly in 
situations such as this.   
 
The scheme itself is 
designed to try and better 
balance the competing 
highway needs within a very 
limited space. 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

Objections in Full 





1

From:
Sent: 30 May 2017 09:50
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Arlington Street - Royal Hospital Area CPMS4 Objection
Attachments: __Hospital CPMS4 Final TRO.pdf

 
 
Apologies, please see if the attached works.  If not you may need to download a PDF viewer onto the 
device that you are attempting to view the attachment.  Please also accept this email as formal receipt of 
your objection. 
 
In response to your objection I would offer the following comments: 
 
When assessing the voting results, particularly towards the edge of a scheme, we look at the voting 
patterns for particular streets as well as trying to achieve a logical boundary and where we can physically fit 
gateway signs.  In this instance Fordland Place voted in favour, with support dropping off at the 
northernmost properties, whilst the majority of Arlington Street voted against it was evident that the eastern 
half of the street was predominantly in favour of inclusion, the result being that we needed to locate 
gateway signs prior to the junction of Arlington Street/Fordland Place.   
 
In determining gateway locations we must take account of physical constraints; footway width, location of 
utilities etc. location of windows, as well as neighbouring trees/foliage that may block visibility of the 
signs.  When assessing this particular location it was observed that there were a number of utilities at the 
junction itself and relatively dense foliage along the northern boundary, it was therefore concluded that the 
boundary of 46 Fordland Place & 21 Arlington Street / 48 Fordland Place & 20 Arlington Street was the 
most appropriate location for gateway signs. 
 
It is quite common for properties to have boundaries on multiple streets, in this instance the gables of 
Fordland Place are onto Arlington Street but the postal address remains Fordland Place.  There would be 
no need for a change of street name, simply that the relevant section of Arlington Street is properly 
referenced within the required legal Order.  To clarify; the frontage of your property would not be within the 
permit area, but the gable of Fordland Place would be. 
 
With reference to your objection; I can advise that objections to the scheme are to be considered by 
Sunderland City Council’s Planning and Highways Committee on the evening of 13th June 2017, 
scheduled to be held at 17:30 in Committee Room 2, Civic Centre, Burdon Road, SR2 7DN.  Members of 
the public are permitted to attend committee, whilst as an objector you are entitled to address the 
committee to present your objection, should you so wish. 
 
In any instance you will be advised of the resolution of the committee in due course.  In the event that you 
intend to speak at committee I would be grateful if you could let me know, so that we can allow sufficient 
time within the agenda for the evening. 
 
Regards, 
 

 

Economy and Place Directorate 
Sunderland City Council 
www.sunderland.gov.uk 
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Tel: (0191) 561 
 
 
 
From:  
Sent: 29 May 2017 15:03 
To: 
Subject: Re: Arlington Street 
 
***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. 
Do not click on links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email 
‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 561 5000 ***  
I cant open attachments to your E‐mail. We wish to object to the Council (obviously to suit their own 
agenda)using Arlington Street for your street parking scheme. Especially as tennant's of Arlington Street 
voted against the scheme for their street. There seems to be no logic to split a street up and call it another 
name for 25metres(aprox). So the gable end of the western end of the eastern section of Arlington Street 
would become Arlington Street in Fordland Place and so every cross street would have a gable end in the 
other street and so would the name have to be changed as well ?? As our street has objected to the 
parking scheme and if you carry on with this boundary tampering we will take this further 
(ombudsman/MP/Councillors etc.)   
 

From: 
Sent: 25 May 2017 09:31 
To: 
Subject: Arlington Street  
  

 
  
As discussed, please find attached a copy of the scheme and site notice.  The address for objections is 
towards the bottom of the Notice. 
  
Regards, 
  

Economy and Place Directorate 
Sunderland City Council 
www.sunderland.gov.uk 

 

Sunderland City Council: Sunderland 
Home Page 

www.sunderland.gov.uk 

The Sunderland City Council website is for anyone living, 
working, visiting or wanting to invest in Sunderland - a 
great city by the sea with a balanced way of life ... 
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Subject: FW: Form submission from article 'Hospital parking management scheme' on 
www.sunderland.gov.uk

 
From:   
Sent: 17 May 2017 12:38 
To: 
Subject: Re: Form submission from article 'Hospital parking management scheme' on www.sunderland.gov.uk 
 

***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. 
Do not click on links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email 
‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 561 5000 ***  

Hi,  
 
I write in support of phase 4 of the hospital management scheme. 
 
I live in Howarth Street, Millfield and for years we have had hospital workers parking in this street, lately 
some of the contractors working at the hospital.  Since Sorley Street had the parking management scheme 
people from Sorley St  have been parking their 2nd and 3rd cars in our street. 
 
We live on the corner of Howarth Street and Clifford Street and there are usually cars parked at the side of 
my house.  I don't know if Clifford St is included in the scheme but I welcome this scheme. 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From:  
Date:17/05/2017 11:51 (GMT+00:00)  
To:   
Subject: RE: Form submission from article 'Hospital parking management scheme' on 
www.sunderland.gov.uk  

 
  
The principles of operation and a plan of Phase 4 can be found via the following link: CPMS4 
  
Should you wish to write an email of support I’d be grateful if you could reply to this email, stating your 
reasons for supporting the scheme and where you live. 
  
Regards, 
  

 

Economy and Place Directorate 
Sunderland City Council 
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Peter Graham

From: ]  
Sent: 07 June 2017 13:44 
To: Committees 
Subject: For attention of Ms E. Waugh 
 

***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. 
Do not click on links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email 
‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 561 5000 ***  

Dear Madam, 
 
I set out below a copy of a letter with regard to the forthcoming meeting of the Planning and Highways 
Committee which I would be obliged if you would give your urgent attention. The original will be sent by 
post today. 
 
Dear Madam,  

Re, The Planning and Highways Committee Meeting, 13th June 2017  

I write with regard to the above meeting and the agenda item relating to Phase 4 of the Royal Hospital CPM 

Scheme and the objection to the proposed Scheme relating to West Mount of which I am a resident.  

I appreciate that the time for making comments on the proposed Scheme has now expired. However it is 

only in the last few days when the agenda for the meeting has been published that I have become aware that 

the West Mount Dental practice has made an objection and the nature of it. There was no means before now 

for me to have known this or been aware of it and it therefore appears only right, fair and equitable in the 

circumstances that I, or any other resident, should be allowed to comment on the objection. I would 

therefore be obliged if you would confirm that the contents of this letter will be placed before the 

Committee when they consider the Scheme and the objection to West Mount being included in it.  

If the Committee wished I could reply in detail to each and every point and comment made by the objector. 

However by this letter I would simply wish the Committee to bear in mind the following main overriding 

point –  

The dental practice states that it has been established for over sixty years and that parking has never proven 

an issue until recently. That is correct but, it fails to acknowledge that the parking and traffic problems are 

solely due to the present proprietor of the practice. For 51 of those years there have never been problems or 

issues with parking or traffic in the street. The practice was a very small local practice with, at the most, one 

or two dentists and they and the residents of the street existed quite harmoniously together. Nine years ago 

the present proprietor Mr Quraishi purchased the practice and began considerably expanding it, increasing 

the dentists, staff and patients exponentially in what was a relatively quiet and predominately residential 
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area thereby causing the problems that both the residents and the practice alike are now suffering. It is 

therefore extremely ironic for the dentist to now object to the present reasonable proposals by the Council to 

help alleviate the situation which he alone has caused.  

Yours sincerely, 

 




