Consideration of the results of the consultation of the proposed Marlborough Hill s106 works

March 2009

1. The footway widening is on the wrong side of the road.

The proposal to widen the footway on the southwestern side of Marlborough Hill was primarily intended to improve the provision for pedestrians who use this side of the road. The existing footway width is only 0.8m, below the minimum standard width for footways, so that it was considered more profitable to widen this side than the other, whose width is approximately 1.3m. The feasibility of widening both sides, but each side by half the amount so as to still retain a 3.0m running lane, was investigated but dropped due to the constriction of the left turning movement from the access below Cottage Place. In any case, such a scheme would have been more expensive and funding will be tight even with the current proposals. 

The footway widening is intended to serve a second purpose, that of constricting the carriageway and therefore improving the self enforcement of the proposed ‘no entry’ restriction. It is accepted that theoretically, a footway widening on the notheastern side of the road may have a bigger visual impact on motorists travelling downhill than that currently proposed. Given the narrow width of Marlborough Hill, however, motorists do not generally use the road width as they would a conventional road, that is driving on the left hand side, but tend to use the middle of the carriageway. Thus it is felt that in practice, the side on which the widening is constructed will make relatively little difference upon motorists’ behaviour.

It is proposed to erect an illuminated 750mm diameter red and white ‘no entry’ roundel on both sides of the ‘no entry’ restriction and also lay a ‘no entry’ text road marking on the carriageway. It would therefore be extremely difficult for a driver to unwittingly contravene the restriction and anyone who fully intended to violate it would probably do so in any case, whichever side the widening was on.

2. Much stronger measures will be needed to stop the illegal high speed dashes through the one-way section. Suggests the use of ‘alligator teeth’.

Unfortunately it is not permitted to use measures such as ‘alligator teeth’ on the public highway and so the extent of any self enforcement of the restrictions will be limited. The operation of the scheme will therefore rely upon the respect of motorists for the law and any enforcement action which may be able to be made by the Police. This is the case with any such traffic scheme, though attempts can be made to influence motorists either using physical measures or psychologically, and it is intended that the aspects of the design mentioned in (1) will have some such influence.

3. The possibility of a downhill cycle lane through the narrow section, signed with ‘priority for cyclists’.

The site constraints would mean that, were it desirable to permit access for cyclists through the proposed ‘no entry’ section, they would have to negotiate the restriction on the main carriageway, rather than through a separated cycle lane. Either that or the footway widening would have to be removed from the design to permit the installation of the cycle lane. Clearly the latter is not a feasible option when the self enforcement of the ‘no entry’ is important, as discussed in (1), so that any cycle provision would have to be through the 3.0m wide section.

It is generally accepted, and common courtesy, that downhill vehicles give way to uphill ones, especially where the hill is steep, such as here. Being realistic, motorists travelling up the hill, especially those in the larger vehicles, would tend to be attempting to make good progress up the hill and to force larger vehicles to stop and make a hill start would not be sensible. I would also be concerned about the safety implications of giving priority to downhill cyclists who would be negotiating the ‘no entry’ section on the main carriageway when, as mentioned above, the uphill vehicles may understandably be reluctant to stop half way up a steep hill to give way.

The directional restriction on the lower section of Marlborough Hill is not proposed to change as part of these works. The purpose of the scheme, and justification of the use of the s106 monies, was to mitigate the effect of the development’s impact; use of the monies to introduce a new bicycle contraflow down the lower part of Marlborough Hill (which is effectively what the permission of cyclists through the ‘no entry’ restriction would lead to) could not be justified in this light.

4. A weight limit should be included in the works.

The type of weight limit order which could be imposed on an area such as this, where no highway structure is at risk from the weight of the HGVs, would be one which of necessity contained an exemption for such vehicles to gain access to premises adjoining the roads affected by the order. This exemption is necessary, for example, when domestic removals take place and HGVs need to access the properties. Unfortunately, this does have the effect of making such a restriction rather difficult to enforce, the Police needing to not only physically follow an offending vehicle through the length of road, but also have it weighed before any enforcement action may be pursued.

I rather suspect that, given the nature of the hill and the tight bends at the bottom, heavy goods vehicle drivers are unlikely to choose to use this route unnecessarily anyway, so that the introduction of a weight limit would seem to be somewhat superfluous, given the above considerations.

5. A speed limit should be included in the works.

I am aware of the ‘cycle city’ proposals to introduce two 20mph zones in the city. I understand that these are, as yet, tentative proposals which are awaiting internal consideration and political approval, but Marlborough Hill does not in any case fall within the boundary of either of these zones. Should the introduction of the zones proceed, however, and the operation of them prove satisfactory, it may be possible to extend the boundaries to include the Kingsdown area. It is not intended to introduce a 20mph limit on Marlborough Hill until that time, and certainly not as part of these works.

6. The surface of the (Cottage Place) junction area should be raised and made of paviors or other material to show clearly that it is not just part of the carriageway, but also used by pedestrians crossing into Cottage Place.

The available funding would not permit this to be introduced.

7. Changing of priorities to force uphill motorists to give way to those turning right onto the hill from Marlborough Hill Place. 

As reasoned in (3), it would not be sensible or reasonable to force motorists who are driving larger vehicles up the hill to stop to give way to those accessing from a side road.

8. The proposed widened footway on the southwestern side of the hill should be extended down the hill as far as possible.

The proposed works are as extensive as the available funding will permit.

9. There is a need for a two way traffic sign in Eugene Street.

Agreed – this has been added to the design.

10. If the purpose of the scheme is to allow easy access then why isn’t Cottage Place restored to its original use.

The BRI development works necessitated the severance of the vehicular route between Alfred Hill and Cottage Place. There is therefore no possibility of restoring Cottage Place to its original use and the proposed removal of the uphill ‘one way’ restriction is a necessary proposal to mitigate the effect of the severance.

11. Suggestion to install a speed hump on Marlborough Hill.

The use of humps to reduce traffic speed would seem like a good idea. The regulations which cover the introduction of road humps, however, specify that road humps must not be introduced individually but only as part of a series of traffic management measures. Funding for a comprehensive traffic calming scheme at this location is not available, nor could it be justified in terms of accident reduction when there are many other sites in the city which currently experience much more severe accident problems. There are also issues relating to the introduction of humps specifically on hills due to the effect of the incline upon the hump ramps – the increased uphill approach ramp gradient being significantly increased.

12. The ‘no left turn sign’ to diagram 613 at the end of Marlborough Hill Place does not need to be illuminated.

Unfortunately the regulations which apply to highway signing specify that certain signs must be illuminated when erected on a road within 50m of any street light (that is most of the roads in the city). This is one of these signs which do need to be illuminated.

13. Concern about access out of Marlborough Hill Place being constricted, especially by the widened footway opposite the junction. Suggestion that the northeastern kerbline of the junction be dropped to permit vehicular overrun. 

The revised kerbline which the developer has introduced opposite the junction with Marlborough Hill Place has a very low upstand, rather than the standard 125mm. This will therefore not prove to constrict any manoeuvres to or from Marlborough Hill Place.

It would not be acceptable to deliberately drop the kerbs on the northeastern corner of the junction in order to facilitate the turns in and out. It is essential that this area of footway be preserved for pedestrian use so that they can walk safely to what is a blind corner (when walking downhill) and it be ensured that vehicles will not drive over the footway.

