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1 Purpose of the report 
 

1.1       To report the findings of the recent survey into providing a controlled crossing location 
on Norden Road, Rochdale.  
 
 

2 Recommendations 
 

Members are requested to:  
 
2.1  Note the content of the report. 
 
2.2 Support the recommendation of the Highway Authority not to proceed with the 

introduction of a pedestrian crossing on Norden Road, Rochdale. 
 

 
 

3 Background 
 
3.1  Rochdale Action & Resources Committee instructed Highways Service to investigate 

the introduction of a pedestrian crossing, to undertake surveys to determine pedestrian 
and vehicular flows as to whether the area meets the national standards for the 
introduction of a controlled crossing point. 

 
3.2 The survey recorded the number of vehicles travelling in each direction and also the 

number of pedestrians who crossed the road within a 100m length of carriageway.  
From this data a pedestrian crossing analysis can take place in line with Department 
for Transport guidelines to determine whether or not a controlled crossing is justifiable 
on the basis of desire lines and conflict between vehicles and pedestrians wishing to 
cross. 

 

 



 
 

 3.3 The full results of the automatic traffic count and pedestrian survey can be found in 
appendices A and B.  
The data was recorded in three periods between the hours of 07:30 and 18:00 in 15 
minute intervals, this being the recommended time frame for such a survey. Pedestrian 
and vehicle surveys were undertaken on Wednesday 1st October 2014, the area was 
split into two 50m sections with counts being undertaken in both, see appendix C for 
location of Zones A and B. 

 
3.4 The process for calculating the necessity of a pedestrian crossing is commonly called 

PV² analysis.  This is where, for an average one hour period, for a given length of 
highway, the number of pedestrians crossing the road is multiplied by the number of 
vehicles travelling along that road squared. 

The resultant number must then be divided by 100,000,000 to give a more easily 
workable figure. 

The Department for Transport general guidelines state that to justify the installation of 
a pedestrian controlled crossing the final figure should be equal to at least 1.0. 

The average figures are calculated by using the four highest hourly periods and 
dividing the total by four. 

 

3.5 Survey Results 

The average vehicle flow along Norden Road at the four highest hourly periods was 
725.08 vehicles. 

The average number of pedestrians crossing within this 100 metre survey zone during 
the four highest hourly periods was 6.8. 

The PV² value, calculated as described above is 0.04.  This is 4% of the 
recommended value that would justify the introduction of a pedestrian controlled 
crossing. 

Zone A had the highest number of pedestrians crossing during the survey period with 
24, the busiest period was between the hours of 13.00-14.00 with 10 pedestrians 
being recorded. 

 

3.6 Based on the average vehicular traffic flow during the four highest hourly periods of 
725.08 vehicles at this location, 72 pedestrians crossing this stretch of road would be 
required to achieve an adequate level to require a pedestrian controlled crossing. 

The recorded average value of 6.8 pedestrians is not sufficient to justify the 
introduction of a pedestrian controlled crossing based on the average number of 
vehicles using this section of Norden Road. 

 

3.7 This assessment is standard practice and ensures a consistent way of justifying the 
introduction of signal controlled crossings throughout the country; the approach 
safeguards the duty as Highway Authority under the Traffic and Road Safety Act 2004 
to make best use of existing road space for the benefit of all road users. 

 

3.8 In applying this analysis consistently and reacting to its results we are demonstrating 
that as a Highway Authority, the Council are making informed decisions based on fact 
which contributes to the more efficient use of the Highway Network to reduce 
congestion or disruption. 

 



 
 

3.9 The scrutiny of this guidance does allow for certain exemptions and suggests that 
where the values are not achieved a crossing may still be justified if there is substantial 
community severance, at sites adjacent to community centres, homes for the elderly, 
infirm or blind, hospitals or clinics, outside school entrances or where there are 
significant numbers of heavy vehicles. 

 
3.10 There have been no recorded personal injury accidents in the last three years within 

the study area. 

 

3.11 The Highways Service fully supports any actions to improve the safety of the network; 
however, in this instance we do not believe it to be financially justifiable to introduce a 
signalised facility due to the analysis and low demand for its introduction. 

 

3.12 Site observations would suggest that it would be required to re-locate the existing car 
park pedestrian access and remove a mature tree (both within the privately owned car 
park) to accommodate  the required sight lines and footway widths.  

 
Alternatives considered 
 

3.13 Other crossing facilities have been considered, such as a zebra crossing. As with a 
Puffin crossing the values for installing such a facility fall short of the required 
justification values and a facility may potentially have a detrimental effect on the 
Council’s accident reduction targets, as it introduces a potential accident spot at a 
location where few accidents existed previously.  

 
4 Financial Implications 
 
4.1  The cost of introducing a Puffin Crossing and carrying out accommodation works 

would be in the region of £52,000.00.  Funding would need to be identified by 
Rochdale Township.     

 
5 Legal Implications 
 
5.1 The Council has a statutory duty to ensure that its highways operate safely for the safe 

passage of all traffic including pedestrians. 
 
5.2 In choosing to install a signal controlled facility that is not statistically justified, 

Rochdale Highways Department could be accused of failing properly to perform its 
Network Management Duty under the Traffic Management Act 2004. 

 
5.3 If an authority is failing to properly perform its network management duty then the 

Traffic Management Act provides legislation for the Secretary of State to appoint a 
Traffic Director to ensure duty or duties are properly performed. 

 
6 Personnel Implications 
 
6.1  None 
 
7 Corporate Priorities 
 

7.1 The Rochdale Township Plan has set targets for the township in the coming year. 
 
7.2  Rochdale Township promotes safety and community engagement through various 

groups, this helps to deliver schemes that meet local needs. 



 
 

 
8. Risk Assessment Implications  
 
8.1  Any proposal to facilitate pedestrian movement into a carriageway has risk, this risk 

has been considered as part of the recommendation. 
 
9. Equalities Impacts 
 
9.1 There are no (significant) equality/community issues arising from following the 

recommendation of this report, survey data and accident statistics has evidenced 
pedestrian movements across Norden Road are currently taking place safely. 
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