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Objections to Traffic Order - Rochdale Road East, Heywood

Executive Summary

1.1

1.2

Proposed extensions of existing No Waiting At Any Time restrictions on the 
north side of Rochdale Road East (A58) and to introduce waiting restrictions 
on the south side of Rochdale Road East at its junction with Harefield Drive 
have been advertised and four objections were received.

This report explains the background to the proposal and comments upon the 
points made by the objectors to assist the Committee in coming to a decision 
whether to implement, and to what extent the Order may be introduced.

Recommendation

2.1

2.2

2.3

The Committee should consider whether the proposed Traffic Regulation
Order, Borough of Rochdale ((Civil Enforcement of Traffic contraventions)
(Various Streets) (Rochdale Township) Order 2008) (Amendment) (No.126)
Order be

-  implemented as advertised, or
-  referred for Cabinet to determine should the Committee not feel fully

able to support the proposal.

It is the recommendation of Highways Officers that the Order should be
introduced as advertised to address the issue of indiscriminately and 
dangerously parked vehicles which cause difficulty for motorists by reducing 
available road width along Rochdale Road East.

It is further recommended by Highways Officers that the Order should be 
introduced to cover the short section of Rochdale Road East at its junction 
with Harefield Drive which is part of the same proposed Order to address 
indiscriminate parking issues which obstructs visibility at the junction.

Reason for Recommendation



3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.1.4

3.1.5

3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

3.1.9

Copy of Statement of Reasons:

Rochdale Road East – This road is part of the strategic highway network 
situated to the east of Heywood town centre in North Heywood Ward.

Rochdale Road East (A58) – North Side - There are currently existing No 
Waiting At Any Time restrictions in place along Rochdale Road East to 
protect its junctions, with Gorton Street, Orchard Street and Barley Hall 
Street. 
 
Indiscriminate and dangerous parking to the north side of this road causes 
difficulty for motorists by restricting available road width.  The present 
restrictions also only extend for 15 metres from its junction with Orchard 
Street, beyond which vehicles are often parked on the footpath and road, 
hindering traffic flow and causing an obstruction and danger to pedestrians 
and to the School Crossing Patrol operating in this area. 
 
It is therefore the intention to extend No Waiting At Any Time restrictions from 
Gorton Street to its junction with an un-named access, situated some 104 
metres northeast of the junction with Barley Hall Street. 

Rochdale Road East (A58) – South Side – Indiscriminate parking to the 
south side of this road, at its junction with Harefield Drive, causes reduced 
side visibility for motorists when exiting Harefield Drive onto Rochdale Road 
East.  There are currently no restrictions in place at this location. 
 
It is the intention to introduce No Waiting At Any Time restrictions on 
Rochdale Road East, at its junction with Harefield Drive, to keep the junction 
clear of parked vehicles.  This will in turn allow for clearer sightlines and safer 
movement for vehicles exiting from Harefield Drive onto Rochdale Road East.

Rochdale Road East (A58) Proposals:

North Side - Extend the No Waiting At Any Time restrictions from Gorton 
Street to its junction with an un-named access, situated some 104 metres 
northeast of the junction with Barley Hall Street.

South Side - Introduce No Waiting At Any Time restrictions from a point 10 
metres west of its junction with Harefield Drive to a point 10 metres east of its 
junction with Harefield Drive.

Key Points for Consideration

4.1

4.2

Rochdale Road East (A58) forms part of the National Primary Route Network 
and is therefore a route of national significance and carries approximately 
17,000 vehicles, on average each day.

These proposals received four objections, which are from persons whose 



4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

parking preferences are affected by the proposals.

The Council in its role as Highway Authority, has a duty of care to ensure the
safety of the travelling public and a duty under the Traffic Management Act
2004 to maintain the expeditious movement of traffic.

The plan in Appendix A, shows the proposed increases in restrictions to the 
north side and the new proposed restrictions to the south side of Rochdale 
Road East. 

The increase of the restrictions to the north side is felt necessary to keep 
Rochdale Road East clear of indiscriminately parked vehicles and allow the 
Network to operate more efficiently.

It is clear from observations that motorists parking on the northerly side of 
Rochdale Road East are conscious that they are hindering the flow of traffic, 
as they mount the footway to park their vehicle often obstructing the footway 
for pedestrians, some of whom will be Children and parents heading to the 
nearby All Souls C of E Primary School.

A School Crossing Patrol operates at this location and concerns have been 
raised regarding parked vehicles hindering the safe operation of the crossing 
patrol. 

All four objectors make reference to their perceived loss of customary parking 
close to or directly outside their home or business.

In considering the objections the Committee should be mindful that the only
right the general public has on the highway is a right of passage along it.

The objection regarding the proposals along the South side of Rochdale Road 
East does not acknowledge that there are junction visibility or safety issues 
present at this location for either drivers or pedestrians.

By removing some parked vehicles from the junction with Harefield Drive it will 
give clearer visibility of and for drivers exiting onto Rochdale Road East in a 
safer manner.

Two of the four objections highlight the need to load/unload at a business 
situated on the north side of Rochdale Road East and concerns regarding the 
ability to continue to do if the proposals are implemented.

The No Waiting At Any Time restrictions proposed for both the north and south 
side of Rochdale Road East (A58) will not prohibit any of

 Stopping to load/unload 
 Allowing a passenger to board/alight 
 The disabled blue badge ‘3 hours parking concession’

Alternatives Considered

The measures proposed are the minimum believed necessary to alleviate 



4.16

4.17

4.18

identified safety and visibility issues at the junction of Rochdale Road East and 
Harefield Drive.  

The measures proposed to extend the existing restrictions along the north side 
of Rochdale Road East are the minimum believed necessary to alleviate the 
issue of indiscriminate parking which currently reduces available road width 
and causes an obstruction and danger to pedestrians and to the School 
Crossing Patrol in this area.

Officers from Highways are of the opinion that by reducing the proposals or 
not implementing will not address the safety concerns they aim to address.

Appendix D – Is the response to objections received regarding the proposals 
and covers concerns raised.  

Costs and Budget Summary

5.1 The cost of the proposed Traffic Regulation Order is estimated to be £5000 
and will be met by the Heywood Township Capital fund.

Risk and Policy Implications

The Council has a statutory duty to ensure that its highways operate safely 
and efficiently, for all traffic including pedestrians.

6.1

Consultation

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Consultation required by the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders, (Procedure) 
(England and Wales) Regulations 1996 has taken place.

The Emergency Services, Transport for Greater Manchester, The Freight 
Transport Association and the Road Haulage Association were consulted on 

21st February 2019.

Notices of intention were posted on site and published in the local newspaper 
on 9th May 2019 – See Appendix B.

The objection period ran until 30th May 2019.

Background Papers Place of Inspection

8.

For Further Information Contact: David Godley, 
david.godley@rochdale.gov.uk



APPENDIX A – Rochdale Road East (A58) 

Scheme plan as advertised



TRO Ref No H60/1292 APPENDIX B – Notice of Intention

BOROUGH OF ROCHDALE
((CIVIL ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC CONTRAVENTIONS)

(VARIOUS STREETS) (HEYWOOD TOWNSHIP) ORDER 2008)
(AMENDMENT) (NO.57) ORDER

ROCHDALE ROAD EAST, HEYWOOD

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Rochdale Borough Council, in exercise of its 
powers under Sections 1(1), 2 and 4 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, intend to 
make an Order, the effect of which would be to:-

(1) Amend the Borough of Rochdale (Civil Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions) 
(Various Streets) (Heywood Township) Order 2008 by inserting the following:-

Schedule No. 1.1
No Waiting at Any Time

Rochdale Road East, North Heywood Ward

n(i) the north side from its junction with Gorton Street to a point 104 metres 
northeast of its junction with Barley Hall Street

n(ii) the south side from a point 10 metres west of its junction with Harefield Drive to 
a point 10 metres east of its junction with Harefield Drive

(2) Revoke those parts of the Borough of Rochdale (Civil Enforcement of Traffic 
Contraventions) (Various Streets) (Heywood Township) Order 2008, as follows:-

Schedule No. 1.1
No Waiting at Any Time

Rochdale Road East, North Heywood Ward
(ii) the north side from its junction with Gorton Street to a point 79 metres east of its 

junction with Gorton Street

(iii) the north side from its junction with Orchard Street to a point 15 metres west of 
its junction with Orchard Street

(iv) the north side from its junction with Orchard Street to a point 15 metres east of 
its junction with Orchard Street

(vi) the north side from its junction with Barley Hall Street for a distance of 15 metres 
in a westerly direction

(vii) the northern side from its junction with Barley Hall Street for a distance of 15 
metres in an easterly direction

A copy of the proposed Order and maps showing the lengths of roads concerned, 
together with the Council’s Statement of Reasons for making the Order, may be 
inspected at the Customer Services Centre, Heywood Library, L/Cpl Stephen Shaw M.C. 
Way, Heywood, OL10 1LL during normal office hours, or viewed on the Council’s website 
www.rochdale.gov.uk/roads, or by phoning Highways on 0300 303 8879.

http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/roads


Objections to the proposed Order, stating the grounds on which they are made, must be 
made in writing and forwarded to trafficorders@rochdale.gov.uk or, alternatively, to 
Network Management, Floor 2, Number One Riverside, Smith Street, Rochdale, OL16 
1XU to reach the Council on or before 30th May 2019, quoting H60/1292.

Dated this 9th day of May 2019

David Wilcock
Assistant Director (Legal, Governance & Workforce).

Corporate Services,
Rochdale Borough Council

Number One Riverside
Smith Street
ROCHDALE
OL16 1XU

mailto:trafficorders@rochdale.gov.uk


APPENDIX C – Objections Received

Objector 1                 . 
   . Rochdale Road East, Heywood. OL10     .

Details of objection

Objector’s comments written as received

Subject: In regards to Ref No H60/1292
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am writing in concern of     . Rochdale Road East, Heywood, Lancs, OL10     . and the 
shop I run there named Wallers bathroom supplies 

I came to find out about the proposed addition of double yellow lines out side my shop by 
a recent customer who lives around the corner who saw the notice down the street attached 
to a post out of view ,as he passed with his dog and stated to me (it will effect my 
business) so I went to have a look and saw the notice so I called the number straight away 
to find out what was going on as I had not been informed about something that would 
massively effect my business . I had waited 2 weeks for a return phone call of somebody to 
find out what was going on and if some sort of permit / notice to put in vehicles windows 
could be looked into,

as I only need 25-30 mins loading to be allowed . The phone call never got returned even 
tho the office said it would take 2-3 days to get back to me by email or phone. 

It was only on the 28th may 2019 I rang up to chase up what was going on and I was 
finally passed to somebody in a different department who stated they had no information 
of me ringing up and they hadn’t been passed the information on from the office which is 
very poor service and where have my details been passed to with data protection ?

Only on this phone call I was told that I had to email in or write in and nobody could help 
over the phone with my issue , by this time there was only 2 days left so no time to get my 
solicitor to do a professional letter (the reason why this email is very rushed) being told the 
notice was on street furniture and in local paper which I do not read and I don’t walk any 
we’re near the post it is on and not my duty to check posts weekly for notices which could 
close my business. Very poor service towards a small busines which is going to be effected 
, no decency of speaking to me regards what was being issued and why.

I open by appointment for customers I do not open 9-5, so the parking is not an issue all 
the time, it would only be needed when customers are filling there cars or vans with heavy 
items from the shop Which is not a 5 minute job this does not include light ones as they 
can be carried . Or when I get a large delivery of 30+ items which are placed around the 
shop upon delivery due to being large items and a 2 person job and only me being there as 
the only staff and help off the delivery drivers . some items into the basement and again 
isn’t a 5 min job to simply unload due to easily getting damaged. It is impossible to 
continually load as the items are in different places and there’s not enough room in the 
shop to get the full van emptied . Items as ready as possible before loading and unloading 
but due to being 2 person job most of them this is a 25-30min job normally . It is not safe 



from Health and safety side to carry items down the street or across the road. Where there 
is very often no parking . as all taken by people who live there and impossible to cross 
with the heavy items when traffic flys down the road at speed which is already very 
dangerous . Even when my customers are parked outside loading there is still more than 
enough room for 2 vehicles to pass easily . no crashes have happened when parked cars 
only when the road is clear and people speed, so this is not solving a problem it is creating 
a bigger problem . And could easily cause a death if clearing the road all the way down. 

In the 2 years I have been in the shop the police have had footage of 14 crashes / accidents 
on that road due to people speeding down when the road is clear , vehicles being damaged 
/ written off , My cameras on the shop always see this speeding every day and people’s 
cars on the street who live there get damaged and very dangerous as there’s a school down 
the next street, so to opening the road clear so people can speed down is more dangerous 
accidents waiting to happen and very silly for the council to do , as much as the cars 
maybe a nuisance every few days or so stopping for a short period of time ,the slowing 
down of traffic is a positive effect and also when my van was parked across the road 
earlier this year where the parking is allowed and still is going to be allowed it got crashed 
into when the road was quite due to a vehicle speeding. People living on the side where 
parking is being allowed ,park on the opposite side due to Insufficient parking spaces and 
to slow the traffic down also . 

I ask that the double yellow lines along this short distance to be re thought as the danger it 
will cause . And closure of my shop and loss of income to my landlord who relies on it for 
his retirement , and having the occasional vehicle parked along this stretch benefits local 
residents in a way of reducing speeding. If cars are there it restricts dangerous driving. 
This can be an unsafe part of the road at the best of times.

There is a post box along this pavement and a litter bin which Both require emptying so 
will stop people being able to use these or even empty them or does it not count for the 
council ect to get a ticket ?

There is no benefits of a 'No waiting at any time' being imposed along this stretch. If 
anything, it is likely the encourage speeding, making it a much more dangerous stretch of 
road. Especially with a primary school just a couple of hundred metres down Barley Hall 
street. - There is a lollipop lady but only there at key school times who already struggles 
due to people speeding down the road !

A permit would help me ,to put in customers cars for the time they are stopped or a small 1 
space zone out side the shop where people could stop for less than 30 mins to load ? 

Even when a vehicle is parked slightly on the kerb a pram  or automated wheel chair can 
still easily pass which I always make sure of. Also when a vehicle is loading ,2 vehicles on 
the road can easily pass . Also telling a parking warden that the vehicle is loading doesn’t 
happen, as they do not listen and are not fair especially when getting the next item to load 
into the vehicle from the shop where they are stored . Items are as ready as possible but not 
able to be all stored at door for fire safety and not able to pile all on kerb either .

Thank you for reading my email and look forward to the reply 

Yours Faithfully, 
                . 



Objector 2
                . 

   . Rochdale Road East, Heywood. OL10     .

Details of objection
Objector’s comments written as received

Subject:, TRO Ref No H60/1292

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I write on behalf or my father, Mr    ., the owner of    .  Rochdale Road East, Heywood, 
Lancs, OL10    .  and his loyal tenant, of the same address, Mr    ..

   .  has run 'Waller's Bathroom Supplies',  a growing and successful business, from these 
premise for a number of years now and relies on the ability to park outside of the property 
to load and unload bathroom furniture. He also has customers viewing by appointment 
who need to be able to load their vehicles outside of the shop as many of the items sold are 
bulky and/or heavy.

Putting double yellow lines along the stretch of road between Orchard Street and (running 
East) Barley Hall Street is likely to severely affect    .  business and, in turn, my fathers 
rental income. 

We ask that the double yellow lines along this short distance be reconsidered. 

We strongly believe that having the occasional vehicle parked along this stretch benefits 
local residents in a way of reducing speeding. If cars are there it restricts dangerous 
driving. This can be an unsafe part of the road at the best of times.

There is also the matter of other local amenities such as the post box along this pavement 
and the litter bin used. Both of these require emptying and maintenance. 

We can not see a benefit of a 'No waiting at any time' being imposed along this stretch. If 
anything, it is likely the encourage speeding, making it a much more dangerous stretch of 
road. Especially with a primary school just a couple of hundred metres down Barley Hall 
street. - There is a lollipop attendee but only there at key school times and not for before 
and after school clubs.

Thank you for taking the time to read this email, we look forward to hearing back from 
you in due course. 

Yours Faithfully,

   .
   .
   .



Objector 3
                . 

   . Rochdale Road East, Heywood. OL10     ..

Details of objection
Objector’s comments written as received

Subject: Disagree TRO Ref No H60/1292

Dear officers:

My name is    ., I have lived in    . Rochdale road east, heywood OL10    . with my two young 
daughters over four years. I have read notice Ref No H60/1292 from Rochdale Council which 
mean we cannot park outside of our door. We are so sad to hear this and disagree it. 

We don't have any car park base  in my garden. I had tried to park my car at opposite the road but I 
had received a hand writing paper from my opposite neighbour. They said that is outside of their 
house so there are belong to them. Also I had tried to park  next street which name is Barley Hall 
ST but the owner of shop said there is his loading area.

I have two young children who need go to different schools on every morning. If I park  my car too 
far, I worried they will go to school late also the roads are very busy on the morning which isn't 
safety for my children.

We appeal  to  stop Ref No H60/1292, We need a little area for our car.

Yours sincerely 
   .   .

                                   
            



Objector 4
                . 

   . Rochdale Road East, Heywood. OL10     ..

Details of objection
Objector’s comments written as received

REF: TRO H60/1292

BOROUGH OF ROCHDALE 
(CIVIL ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC CONTRAVENTIONS)

HEYWOOD TOWNSHIP) ORDER 2008
AMENDMENT (NO.57) ORDER

ROCHDALE ROAD EAST HEYWOOD

Dear Counsellors,

We are writing to object to the proposal schedule 1.1 – no waiting time, Rochdale Road 
East n(ii) the south side from a point 10 metres west of its junction with Harefield Drive to 
a point 10 metres east of its junction with Harefield Drive.

We reside at number    .  Rochdale Road East in a row of houses starting from the bottom 
of Chadwick Lane to Harefield Drive.  In the row are 8 houses, then 2 semi-detached 
houses and the lodge at the bottom of Harefield Drive.  Three of the row of houses have 
double yellow lines at the front of the property (bottom of Chadwick Lane).  We are 
objecting to the proposal on account that if this is passed there is absolutely nowhere to 
park.

If you take a walk around the area at night you will witness that parking along Rochdale 
Road East is at a premium.  Residents on the road are unable to park on Barley Hall 
Street and Chadwick Lane (this has been compounded by the erection of the alley gates 
on Chadwick Land as the residents now park on the road rather than park in their 
garage’s/ parking space at the back of the houses).  

The residents in these houses affected on Rochdale Road East are considerate to each 
other when parking, but visitors of the residential home and now the church often park 
where ever there is a space available.

We understand the Harefield Drive residents requesting double yellow lines but your 
policy will squeeze our ability to park on the main road therefore causing potential conflict 
with residents on Chadwick Lane and Barley Hall Street.

The planning officers have cited a number of reasons why the proposal should be 
approved - Indiscriminate parking to the south side of the road at its junction with 
Harefield Drive.  I dispute this as residents of Rochdale Road East endeavour to park 
safely.  If there has been the occasion that someone has parked on the junction of 
Harefield Drive then these are visitors to the area.  When this occurs then surely this is a 
Police issue not a traffic enforcement issue.

We have been advised by an officer of the Council that they have to enforce Rule 243 of 
the Highway Code which states no parking opposite or within 10 metres (32 feet) of a 
junction, except in an authorised parking space.  This is advisory only and I go back to the 
point that if there is inappropriate parking then this should be a Police matter.

Further reasons given is that there has been one recorded injury accident in the last three 
years at this location stating that the accident occurred in 2017 on Rochdale Road East at 
its junction with Chadwick Lane and was the result of a vehicle exiting Chadwick Lane and 



colliding with a vehicle travelling along Rochdale Road East.  I just need too point out that 
the double yellow lines were already in place at the bottom of Chadwick Lane when this 
accident happened.  

Rather than making the road more dangerous for the residents of Rochdale Road East 
there are other measures that you can consider.  We have asked for a speed camera in 
the areas but this has been rejected. You could also look at other traffic calming 
measures rather than continually penalising the residents of Rochdale Road East. Or if 
someone is parked and causing an obstruction then the Police should ask for that vehicle 
to be fined or removed.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue with the decision makers 
therefore please could you advise me of when this will be considered under council 
business.  

Yours faithfully 

             .          .           .    



APPENDIX D – Response to Objections

There are competing demands for on-street parking spaces in this area given its 
location adjacent to residential properties and businesses.  The Council appreciate 
that the availability of parking in areas such as this is important and will always try to 
maintain parking where possible. However, concerns have been raised regarding the 
areas of highway that the objectors wish to remain un-restricted in relation to parked 
vehicles hindering visibility of drivers, hindering the safe operation of the crossing 
patrol, reducing available road width and causing an obstruction and danger to 
pedestrians and to the School Crossing Patrol operating in this area.   

Although residents and some businesses may be affected by a proposal in terms of 
their parking arrangements, it should also be borne in mind that the only right the 
general public has on the highway is the right of passage along it. The Council is not 
responsible for creating or maintaining on-street parking places for residents or 
businesses. The Council, acting in its capacity as Highway Authority, have a duty of 
care to ensure the safety of the travelling public and to maintain the expeditious 
movement of traffic, which has to take precedence over the provision of on-street 
parking places.

The desire to park directly outside of residential properties conflicts with Rochdale 
Road East’s status as a classified road and strategic route.

Half of all objections received relate to Wallers Bathroom Supplies.  They believe 
that the proposed restrictions will severely affect the business in terms of the 
availability for the business and customers to load and unload accordingly. 

The proposed No Waiting At Any Time restrictions will not prohibit any of - Stopping 
to load/unload, Allowing a passenger to board/alight, The disabled blue badge ‘3 
hours parking concession’

At present vehicles are prevented from travelling past occasional obstructions 
caused by indiscriminately parked vehicles which mean vehicles in opposing 
directions have on occasion to give way, particularly if one or both vehicles is large 
such as a bus or goods vehicle.

Removal of parked vehicles does not in itself promote motorists travelling at 
excessive speed, but does remove the slow down, give way, accelerate past 
obstructions in favour of the opportunity to make normal unhindered progress.

In considering the scheme attention should be given to the road safety benefits of 
the restrictions around the junctions, which improve visibility for motorists negotiating 
them.

In summary, the Council believe that the restrictions are justified to support and 
protect access rights along the highway, at its junctions and to remove parked 
vehicles from the footway.


