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Recommendation: 
 

 That the Board endorses the introduction of new and amended restrictions as 
proposed by the draft traffic regulation order. 

 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 New and amended waiting restrictions were advertised during February and this 

report details the proposals and objections received. These included a revised 
version of the restriction previously considered at the October Board in respect 
of King George V Hill 

 
2. THE PROPOSALS 
 
2.1 To address issues which have arisen or been identified over the past few 

months, the following restrictions were proposed:- 
 

 Benhall Mill Road, TW – Double yellow lines (DYL) to prevent parking in 
an area used for bus turning. 

 Boyne Park, TW – DYL to remove an anomaly in existing restrictions 

 Forest Road, TW – DYL to correct an error in earlier traffic regulation 
order 

 John Street/Thomas Street/Standen Street/William Street, TW – DYL at 
corners and junctions to enable safe pedestrian crossing and improve 
visibility 

 King George V Hill, TW – DYL extension at each end of hill to improve 
visibility at junction and bend – this resulted from a meeting between the 
previous lead objector, Councillor Neve and TWBC’s parking engineer 
and was agreed by all as being appropriate and proportionate. 

 Penshurst Road/Mill Court, Bidborough – DYL to prevent parking near 
junction 



 St Johns Road, TW – DYL to remove an anomaly in existing restrictions 

 Tonbridge Road, Pembury – DYL between hospital and A21 junction to 
prevent parking on newly constructed cycle path. 

 Frant Road, TW – Single Yellow Line (SYL) to correct an error in existing 
restriction 

 Forest Road, TW – SYL to cover a section of road omitted from previous 
order. 

 
2.2 Drawings showing the location and extent of proposed restriction are included 

at Appendix A. 
 

3. THE RESPONSE 
 

Comments Received 
 
3.1 5 objections were received in response to the formal consultation, a summary of 

these being given below:-.  
 

Road/Area No. of Objections Reason(s) Given 

Benhall Mill Road, 
TW 

0  

Boyne Park, TW 0  

Forest Road, TW 0  

John Street, TW 0  

Standen Street, TW 0  

Thomas Street, TW 0  

William Street, TW 0  

King George V Hill, 
TW 

4 ( Incl,1 received 
after deadline) One 
person also 
responded twice on 
same subject 

Should not be losing more on-
street parking. Will move problems 
elsewhere. Parking should be 
controlled by other means such as 
bye-laws restricting parking by 
commercial vehicles 

Penshurst Road/Mill 
Court, Bidborough 

0  

St Johns Road, TW 0  

Tonbridge Road, 
Pembury 

0  

Frant Road, TW 0  

Forest Road, TW 0  

 
3.2 Current protocol requires that only those sites with more than 5 objections be 

brought before the JTB for consideration, but please see comments below.  
 
3.3 In addition to the above, a response was submitted by a local bus operator 

supporting some of the above but also requesting additional restrictions.  
 
 
 



 
 

Comment on Objections 
 
3.4 Double and single yellow lines are only promoted where highway safety and or 

congestion are issues and, as such, any objection needs to be soundly based 
on a reason why neither of those factors applies. 

 
3.5 In each and every case where a restriction has been promoted on this occasion, 

it is considered that the proposals are reasonable and proportionate. It is 
important to remember that a highway is provided solely for the purposes of 
movement.  

 
3.6 Parking is only tolerated where it does not cause a problem. As such, any 

objection on the basis that it will lose parking space or inconvenience people by 
preventing them from parking where they want is not valid.  

 
3.6 With the above in mind, and also considering the fact that discussions had 

taken place with the resident who had led previous objections, it is considered 
that the very minor additions to restrictions on King George V Hill are 
appropriate. It should also be noted that, with less than 5 objections, this matter 
need not have been brought before the Board. Since the October Board 
resolution was that a meeting be held with an objector and the results reported 
back to the Board, it was considered necessary and appropriate to report the 
whole consultation response and let the Board make a formal recommendation. 

 
3.7 In respect of the representations made by Nu Venture bus company, the 

request for further restrictions is noted but would these would require an 
amended traffic regulation order. It is, therefore, not proposed to take these 
suggestions forward at present but to take them into consideration as and when 
future orders are proposed.  

 
4. CONCLUSION 
 
4.1 Although objections have been raised, they are based on a perceived loss of 

roadside parking space. Restrictions have only been proposed where vehicles 
either have been parked in potentially hazardous locations or where it is 
anticipated that they might without these restrictions being in place. There is 
not, therefore, considered to be a sound basis for any of the objections 
submitted. 
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