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Executive Summary
1.1

A request was received from local ward members for the Highways and
Engineering Service of the Council to investigate the introduction of parking
restrictions along Rooley Moor Road to address reported issues of
indiscriminate parking. An approved commissioning form was subsequently
received from Rochdale Township for the Council to survey the location and
devise a scheme promoting new restrictions where appropriate. A proposal
was drafted and then discussed in detail with ward members. The extent of
the restrictions were relaxed at the request of ward members prior to the
scheme being advertised.

1.2

A scheme detailing new parking restrictions was drafted and approved by
ward members. The restrictions were formally promoted and during the
consultation period the Council received 2 letters of support and 40 letters of
objection to the proposal, 32 of which were identical.

1.3

In general, the objectors report that the restrictions will increase vehicle
speeds, have a negligible effect on traffic flows and are not necessary due to
the number of reported accidents. The objectors therefore believe that the
proposal will unnecessarily affect the parking arrangements of local
residents. A resident has also contested the way in which the traffic order
was drafted and advertised.

1.4

The report outlines the reason for the proposal, the supporting comments,
objections received and a response to the objections.
Recommendation

2.

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.173)

Order be implemented as advertised, be amended, or be abandoned in light
of the representations received, which are outlined in Appendix B of this
report. It is the recommendation of Officers that the objections be dismissed
and the proposal introduced as advertised.
Reason for Recommendation
3.

Copy of Statement of Reasons
A request was received from local ward members for the Highways and
Engineering Service of the Council to investigate the introduction of parking
restrictions along Rooley Moor Road to address reported issues of
indiscriminate parking. An approved commissioning form was subsequently
received from Rochdale Township for the Council to survey the location and
devise a scheme promoting new restrictions where appropriate. A proposal
was drafted and then discussed in detail with ward members prior to the
scheme being advertised.
Rooley Moor Road is an un-classified road extending from Edenfield Road to
Ings Lane. It is a local distributor road providing vehicular access to a
significant number of residential streets. Residential properties and several
shops and takeaways also front directly onto the road which generates onstreet parking activity. Parking is un-regulated along the majority of its length
except near the junctions of Edenfield Road, Ings Lane, Marlborough Street
and Balfour Road. The road also forms part of a bus route.
It is reported that parking occurs at various points along the route which causes
a number of issues:






obstruction to the free flow of traffic
reduction in forward visibility at various points along the route
reduced visibility at junctions
obstruction at bus stops
obstruction and damage to footways

Particular problem areas identified are around the bend to the north of Tenby
Street and in the vicinity of Churchill Street. The vertical and horizontal
alignment of the road at these locations combined with the on-street parking
activity reduces forward visibility, making these sections of the route awkward
to negotiate.
The proposal also includes the provision of new restrictions around each
junction along the route. This will increase visibility for motorists emerging from
each side road and maintain two-way traffic flow into and out of each side road,
thereby reducing the likelihood of shunt accidents along the main road.
Bus stop clearway restrictions will be promoted at each bus stop currently
unrestricted. This will enable buses to access each stop parallel to the kerb,
thereby enabling passengers to board and alight safely.

It is proposed to introduce limited waiting restrictions on the east of the island
location north of Bentinck Street where there is a demand for short term
parking near to local shops. This will assist each business.
It should be noted that some properties which front on to the road have parking
facilities at the rear. Numerous side streets also provide an on-street parking
alternative to Rooley Moor Road. As Highway Authority, the Council’s duties
are in respect of road safety and maintaining traffic flows, both of which must
take precedence over the provision of on-street parking places.
Although not all sections of the route have been the subject of complaints, it is
important to maintain a consistent approach to the introduction of any
restrictions along it, firstly to ensure that any restrictions introduced do not
displace parking into other areas and secondly to achieve economies of scale
in relation to the cost of any future traffic orders. It should be borne in mind
that Rochdale Township provided funding in 2016 for new restrictions at
Marlborough Street following complaints over visibility at the junction. The
scheme has been devised with both these factors in mind.
The Police Injury Accident Database shows 3 recorded injury accidents along
Rooley Moor Road over the past 5 years.
It is proposed to promote new prohibition of waiting restrictions, limited waiting
restrictions and bus stop clearway restrictions on Rooley Moor Road and
adjacent streets, as detailed on the accompanying plan.
The proposed restrictions will make improvements to traffic flow and increase
forward visibility in the vicinity of the bend, increase visibility at junctions and
maintain two-way traffic flow into and out of each side street. The restrictions
will also enable buses to access the stops parallel to the kerb to enable
passengers to board and alight safely. The restrictions will also protect crossing
points at each junction.

3.2

To address the issues reported, it is necessary to introduce the proposed
Order as originally advertised (see Appendix A).
Key Points for Consideration

4.

During the consultation period the Authority received 2 supporting letters
and 40 objection letters, 32 of which were identical. Similar to a petition,
identical letters are considered less influential compared to an individual
written letter. This is due to the ease in which signatures can often be
attained, difficulties in verifying signatories, how influential or persuasive a
lead petitioner may be and how influenced an individual may be.

4.1

To comply with the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England
and Wales) Regulations 1996 the Authority must consider all objections
submitted during the consultation period of 21 days before ‘Making’ a Traffic
Regulation Order.

4.2

It should be noted that in considering the report, the proposed Order is
deemed non-strategic in nature and should be dealt with in accordance with
Section 8.2-2 of the Scheme of Delegation to Township Committee.
Committee has delegated power to confirm or abandon the proposals and
the Order.

4.3

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 Council, acting in its capacity as Highway Authority, have 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.

4.4

The Objectors’ comments and the Director of Neighbourhoods response
are attached at Appendix B of this report.
Alternatives Considered

4.5

The Committee could consider recommending that the proposal be
amended or abandoned. An amended proposal would require additional
funding to re-advertise the proposal.

4.6

Should Committee decide not to introduce the restrictions proposed then the
issues with parked vehicles, which were reported to Rochdale Township
Committee, will not be addressed.
Costs and Budget Summary

5.

The cost of the proposed Traffic Regulation Order will be met by Rochdale
Township Fund. The estimated cost is £4500.
Risk and Policy Implications

6.

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

7.

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

7.1

The Emergency Services, Transport for Greater Manchester, The Freight
Transport Association and the Road Haulage Association were consulted on
19th August 2019.

7.2

Notices of intention were posted on site and published in the local

newspaper on 21st August 2019.
7.3

The objection period ran until 11th September 2019.
Background Papers

None

Place of Inspection

APPENDIX A – Notice of Intention and plans
BOROUGH OF ROCHDALE
((CIVIL ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC CONTRAVENTIONS)
(VARIOUS STREETS) (ROCHDALE TOWNSHIP) ORDER 2008)
(AMENDMENT) (NO. 173) ORDER
Rooley Moor Road Area, Rochdale
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:(i)

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

Schedule No. 1.1
No Waiting At Any Time
Rooley Moor Road, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(x)

the west side from its junction with Edenfield Road for a distance of 75 metres in
a northerly direction

n(xi)

the west side from a point 10 metres south of its junction with Preston Street to a
point 10 metres north of its junction with Preston Street

n(xii) the west side from a point 10 metres south of its junction with Edenfield Street to
a point 10 metres north of its junction with Edenfield Street
n(xiii) the west side from a point 10 metres south of its junction with Blenheim Street to
a point 10 metres north of its junction with Blenheim Street
n(xiv) the west side from a point 10 metres south of its junction with Woodstock Street
to a point 10 metres north of its junction with Woodstock Street
n(xv) the south-west side from a point 10 metres south-east of its junction with Tenby
Street for a distance of 62 metres in a north westerly direction
n(xvi) the south side from a point 48 metres east of its junction with Churchill Street to
a point 48 metres west of its junction with Churchill Street
n(xvii) the north side from its junction with Ings Lane to the southerly side of the island
located approximately 15 metres north of Tenby Street
n(xviii)the east side from a point 10 metres north of its junction with Bentinck Street to
a point 23 metres south of its junction with Beaufort Street
n(xix) the east side from a point 10 metres north of its junction with Patience Street to a
point 23 metres south of its junction with Patience Street
n(xx) the north-east side from a point 10 metres north-west of its junction with
Belgrave Street to a point 10 metres south-east of its junction with Belgrave
Street
n(xxi) the north-east side from a point 10 metres north-west of its junction with Blair

Street to a point 10 metres south-east of its junction with Blair Street
Preston Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a westerly direction

Blair Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
an easterly direction

Edenfield Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a westerly direction
Belgrave Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
an easterly direction

Blenheim Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a westerly direction

Patience Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
an easterly direction

Woodstock Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a westerly direction

Beaufort Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
an easterly direction

Bentinck Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
an easterly direction

Tenby Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a westerly direction

Churchill Street, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(ii)

both sides from its junction with Rooley Moor Road for a distance of 10 metres in
a southerly direction

Schedule No. 3.22
Waiting Limited Waiting Limited Mon-Fri 8am-6pm 30 Mins. No Return Within

30 Mins
Rooley Moor Road, Spotland and Falinge Ward
n(i)

the east side of the island located approximately 32 metres north of its junction
with Bentinck Street from a point 36 metres north of its junction with Bentinck
Street for a distance of 10 metres in a north westerly direction

(ii)

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

Schedule No. 2.3
No Waiting Mon-Fri 8am–5pm
Rooley Moor Road, Spotland and Falinge Ward
(i)

the north side from a point 15 metres east of its junction with Brotherod Hall
Road for a distance of 24 metres in an easterly direction

In addition to the provisions contained in the Borough of Rochdale ((Civil
Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions) (Various Streets) (Rochdale Township)
Order 2008) (Amendment) (No. 173) Order, a 24 hour Bus Stop Clearway will
be created on:Rooley Moor Road, Spotland and Falinge Ward
the west side from its junction with Blenheim Street for a distance of 27 metres in
a northerly direction
the west side from a point 25 metres south of its junction with Tenby Street for a
distance of 19 metres in a southerly direction
the south side from a point 10 metres west of its junction with Churchill Street for
a distance of 14.5 metres in a westerly direction
the east side from a point 23 metres south of its junction with Patience Street for
a distance of 21 metres in a southerly direction
the east side from a point 10 metres north of its junction with Bentinck Street for
a distance of 12 metres in a northerly direction
the north side from a point 14 metres east of a point opposite the easterly kerbline of Churchill Street for a distance of 21 metres in a westerly direction
A copy of the proposed Order and a map 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, Ground Floor, Number One Riverside, Smith
Street, Rochdale OL16 1XU during normal office hours, or viewed on the Council’s
website www.rochdale.gov.uk/roads, or by phoning Highways on 0300 303 8879.
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 11th September 2019, quoting H60/1289.

Dated this 21st day of August 2019

David Wilcock
Assistant Director (Legal, Governance & Workforce)
Resources Directorate
Rochdale Borough Council
Number One Riverside
Smith Street
ROCHDALE
OL16 1XU

APPENDIX B – Copy of supporting letters, objections and responses.
The response from the Director of Neighbourhoods is detailed under each of the main
points raised in the objections.
Supporting letter 1
(Please accept this as a formal support letter for the traffic scheme above.)
I wish to support all aspects of the traffic order above. The scheme addresses the problems
experienced by myself and others as frequent users of this road. We have discussed these
problems on several occasions. Travelling north from Spotland Bridge up Rooley Moor
Road, (on the west side) there are a few left leaning bends where cars are parked, blocking
the sight lines to on-coming traffic. This may not be a problem for drivers of tall vehicles with
an elevated seating position, but for most car users it is a dangerous situation. I have twice
cautiously moved out to overtake these lines of parked cars, only to be in a head on position
with a vehicle travelling south. I have also experienced blocked sight lines due these parked
cars, some of which are parked right on the junctions, when trying to turn right from side
streets.
I have no problem of sight lines on the opposite side of the road, going down towards
Spotland Bridge. They do cause some degree of obstruction in that vehicles have to wait
until northbound traffic has passed, but the bends on this east side are all right leaning, so
there are nor dangerous obstructions of sight lines.
The straight stretch of road on the east side going past the asian takeaway and the Fish and
Chip shop does not have any obstructions of sight lines, but there are often cars wholely
parked on the pavement in front of the houses, which have caused problems when I have
walked along this route. You have to either walk directly in front of someone's front door, or
step onto the road to pass.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. If this goes to a Committee of
Councillors, please let me know the date, time and location of the meeting so I may attend.
Supporting letter 2
I totally agree and support the proposal below. I live on Rupert Street and get the bus from
Churchill Street into Town. The number of near misses I have seen or buses having to
reverse back to allow traffic to pass because they have misjudged the situation is madness.
Additionally due to my health issues, I find it dangerous to have to step onto the main road
because cars are wholly parked on the pavement. I see this behaviour frequently on
Churchill Street also, where I and young mothers with prams have to cross into the main
road because people have parked irresponsibly. Considering the closeness of Meanwood
School and children returning home with parents/guardians, this cannot be right or
acceptable.

Objection 1 (Signed by 32 residents)

Highway’s Response to Objection 1
A recent vehicle speed survey carried out on Rooley Moor Road showed the average speed of
vehicles was around 26mph. There is no evidence to suggest that the introduction of waiting
restrictions cause people to speed. The removal of parked vehicles does not in itself promote
motorists travelling at excessive speed, but does increase forward visibility and remove the slow
down, give way, accelerate past obstructions in favour of the opportunity to make normal
unhindered progress. Speeding is one of the biggest concerns to the travelling public and residents,
only surpassed by complaints about indiscriminate parking. It is extremely difficult to judge speed
even for the trained eye so most complaints tend to be anecdotal in nature. Speeding is a matter for
the police as Rochdale BC does not have any enforcement powers. The surveys undertaken in 2017
suggest that there is not a particular problem with speeding on Rooley Moor Road but the Township
have recently approved funding for a vehicle activated sign.
Improving traffic flows along the route is only one of many benefits of the scheme. The main
purpose of the scheme is to improve visibility at junctions and bends along the route. The majority of
the scheme reflects the rules of the Highway Code.
Any displacement of parking into side roads is likely to be minimal. The junctions will become safer
to use as a result of the proposed restrictions.
There are residential properties on Rooley Moor Road so any environmental pollution will simply be
displaced and not eliminated.
The side roads are considered safer for on-street parking.

Officers do not consider that the scheme will force motorists to travel past the school. The
restrictions will however improve sight lines at junctions thereby improving safety for children
walking to and from school.
Objection 2
I am writing to comment on the above proposals.
The proposals are intended to address visibility and obstruction, and whilst they may well
solve that, I believe they will cause a number of other issues, and there might be better ways
of tackling the impact of the indiscriminate parking along Rooley Moor Road.
Issues







Cars parking on Rooley Moor Road will have to park elsewhere – this will only serve
to move the problem of parking to a different road, not actually solve it
Parked cars currently mean drivers have to regulate their speed. By opening up the
highway there will be a significant increase in the amount of speeding traffic on
Rooley Moor Road (it is already an issue, and a speed display sign has been erected
for some time near the Turner Brothers site entrance)
The consultation doesn’t appear to identify the exact location, cause, or severity of
the incidents reported and this should be clarified as part of the decision making
process
I expect the proposed changes will increase the volume and speed of traffic on this
section of Rooley Moor Road, which will exacerbate the already fairly serious issues
at the two roundabouts at the bottom - with Edenfield Road and Mellor Street. The
impact on those roundabouts needs factoring into and considering as part of these
proposals before a decision is made

I believe a better way to make the road safer would be to make part of this section of Rooley
Moor Road one way. In doing so I believe consideration will have to be given to football
traffic and coaches.
Alternative solutions should be considered as part of the process before a decision is
reached.
I look forward to hearing feedback on my comments.
Highway’s Response to Objection 2
The side roads are considered safer for on-street parking.
See previous speed related comments in Objection 1.
The incidents reported relate to general indiscriminate parking at several locations along the route
and the proposal aims to be consistent by treating each junction.
Rooley Moor Road provides an alternative route to Edenfield Road. Both roads lead to the same
junction and will therefore result in no change to the volumes of traffic passing through this junction
A one-way traffic order would increase speeds and pose an inconvenience to all the residents in the
area and those that use Rooley Moor Rd. It will increase traffic on Ings Lane / Edenfield Rd. It would
affect several bus routes and may reduce services.
There are no alternative solutions to address the issues reported.

Objection 3
I am writing to comment on the above proposals, to which I object.
The proposals were intended to address visibility and obstruction, and whilst they may well
solve that, I believe they will cause a number of other issues, and I believe there are better
ways of tackling the impact of the indiscriminate parking along Rooley Moor Road.
Issues
- Cars parking on Rooley Moor Road will have to park elsewhere – this will only serve
to move the problem to a different road, not actually solve it
- Parked cars currently mean that drivers have to regulate their speed. By opening up
the highway I am certain there will be a significant increase in the amount of
speeding traffic on Rooley Moor Road (it is already an issue, and a speed display
sign has been erected for some time near the Turner Brothers site entrance)
- The consultation doesn’t appear to identify the exact location, cause, or severity of
the incidents reported. If they were caused by driver error, speeding etc, this
proposal will not solve repeat incidents. This should be clarified as part of the
decision making process
- I expect these changes will increase the volume and speed of traffic on this section of
Rooley Moor Road, which will exacerbate the already fairly serious issues at the two
roundabouts at the bottom - with Edenfield Road and Mellor Street. The impact on
those roundabouts needs factoring into and considering as part of these proposals
before a decision is made
I believe a better way to make the road safer would be to make this section of Rooley Moor
Road one way – North to South only. Northbound traffic could travel via Edenfield Road and
Ings Lane. This would also make the Spotlands roundabouts safer, wouldn’t impact resident
parking, and would mitigate some of the potential speeding issues created by clearing the
road.
Alternative solutions should be considered as part of the process before a decision is
reached.
I look forward to hearing feedback on my comments.
Highway’s Response to Objection 3
See responses given above to Objection 2.
Objection 4
I write relating to the above proposed traffic restrictions. I have lived at 34 Rooley Moor Road
since 2001 and during this time, both ours and are neighbours vehicles have been damaged
on several occasions. Often the culpable drivers do not stop and therefore significant costs
are incurred in reparations to vehicles.
Whilst I completely understand the statement of reason, I do not believe that suitable
alternatives exist on side roads as stated in your proposals. I note that you do not propose to
place double yellow lines outside our property, but as you intend to put double yellow lines at
the junction of Preston street and Rooley moor road, we will have little alternative but to park
on the main road, risking damage from the drivers of cars who have little or no regard for
speed limits at most times of the day.

I wonder whether a one way system has been considered…the triangle of Edenfield Road,
Sandy Lane, Rooley Moor Road, would seem to present a perfect opportunity for such a
scheme and would allow on road parking with sufficient room for traffic flow?
Further, I wonder whether any further realistic alternative care parking arrangements could
be considered (especially on Rochdale FC match days), when parking for local residents is
challenging at best, and nearly impossible at worst. Perhaps some form of speed restriction
is also needed to protect the resulting on street parking...
Whilst, I do understand the need for safety and reduction of indiscriminate parking - much
more thought is needed in order to develop a sustainable parking solution.
Highway’s Response to Objection 4
Any damage to vehicles is likely due to the width of the carriageway being restricted due to parked
vehicles. This scheme will ease this issue.
The overall on-street parking capacity on side roads is adequate to cater for any displacement from
Rooley Moor Road as a result of the proposed restrictions. Therefore, there should be no
requirement for residents to use Rooley Moor Road.
See previous response on the introduction of a one-way traffic order in Objection 2.
Match-day parking is an issue un-related to this proposal.
Whilst the objectors agrees that there is an issue which needs to be addressed, the Council is not
responsible for the provision of on-street parking for residents.

Objection 5

Highway’s Response to Objection 5
As a consequence of the increase in traffic using the road, more motorists are parking in unsuitable
locations.
See previous speed related comments in Objection 1.
The Council is not responsible for the provision of on-street parking for residents. The restrictions

allow for loading/unloading.
The restrictions will improve sight lines at junctions thereby improving safety for children walking to
and from school.

Objection 6

Highway’s Response to Objection 6
The Council is responsible for the safety of road users. The proposal is a solution to address the
issues reported. The Council cannot control the behaviour of residents.
Objection 7

Highway’s Response to Objection 7
See previous speed and traffic flow related comments in Objection 1.
Higher traffic speeds are recorded on all roads. The national average is 6% of vehicles travelling over
40mph within a 30mph limit.
As with all traffic orders we promote, the Council followed The Local Authorities Traffic Orders
(Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 1996 in advertising the proposal, which involved
publishing a notice of intent in the local newspaper and posting copies of the same notice on site.
The proposals were also available to view on the Council’s website.
The Council do not generally consult with persons whom it believes may be affected by a proposal as
there may be supporters of the scheme whom would not be afforded the same opportunity to make
representations. Supporters of a scheme may be regular users of the highway and not necessarily
local residents or businesses. Further to this, it is not always clear which properties may be affected
or not, which can lead to further claims of inconsistency in the way in which the Council advertises a
new traffic order.

Objection 8
I object to this plan unless it is accompanied by a 20mph speed restriction along its full
length.
The traffic now holds up the speed of the idiots driving on it.
Highway’s Response to Objection 8
This is not the purpose of the scheme.
Objection 9
Due to the length of this objection, it has been broken up into sections with a
Highway’s response following each section.
Please accept this submission as an objection to the proposed Trafﬁc Regulation
OrderTRO H60/1289
The issues highlighted in this objection could have been avoided, if the whole process had
not been conducted in such a covert manner, which kept people in the dark until Highways
was statutorily compelled to notify people.
Although Rochdale Council has the authority to bring about TROs, that authority is subject
to TROs being made in accordance with the correct application of the relevant law. Any
local proceedings should also be conducted in a fair, transparent and balanced manner.
Response
As with all traffic orders we promote, the Council followed The Local Authorities Traffic Orders
(Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 1996 in advertising the proposal, which involved
publishing a notice of intent in the local newspaper and posting copies of the same notice on site.
The proposals were also available to view on the Council’s website.
The Council do not generally consult with persons whom it believes may be affected by a proposal as
there may be supporters of the scheme whom would not be afforded the same opportunity to make
representations. Supporters of a scheme may be regular users of the highway and not necessarily
local residents or businesses. Further to this, it is not always clear which properties may be affected
or not, which can lead to further claims of inconsistency in the way in which the Council advertises a
new traffic order.
This current proposal originates from Highways accepting, without question, an elected
councillor’s (Cilr X) request for a road traffic survey — without them having to provide any
veriﬁable evidence to support such a request. The only pre-condition of conducting the
survey was whether the costs of £4500 could be obtained via the committee of which the
requesting councillor was a member.
Once funding was secured, it set In motion an unfair and biased procedure, which then
looked for reasons to justify the £4500 expenditure. A sort of seIf-fulfilling funding
prophecy.

Response
The scheme originates from complaints over indiscriminate parking and the Committee, not an
individual ward member, approved funding for the scheme. Funding approved by Committee made
up of a number of Councilors and therefore not one person’s decision and is in accordance with the
Council’s Constitution.
The issue of speeding (50—60mph+) at the lower end of Rooley Moor Road was not a
matter considered despite the fact that this was repeatedly brought to the attention of ward
councillors over a number of years.
Response
This is a separate issue to the proposed TRO. However, a recent vehicle speed survey carried out on
Rooley Moor Road showed the average speed of vehicles was around 26mph. It is not unusual for
recorded speeds to be much higher than this on a road of this character. There is no evidence to
suggest that vehicle speeds would be higher at other locations along Rooley Moor Road or compared
to other roads in the Borough
Context:
The proposal for the TRO in question has to be considered within the evidential
context of ofﬁcial statistics and ﬂawed local procedures, which the Statement of
Reason has ignored.
This objection is primarily concerned with the proposals to introduce waiting
restrictions at all the junctions along Rooley Moor Road.
Response
The decision to promote restrictions in this case is not accident data led. The commission directed
officers to look at the route both to be proactive and to achieve economies of scale. Rochdale
Township recently funded a new TRO in isolation at Marlborough Street. This was as a result of
complaints made to the Council. To avoid the potential additional costs to treat other junctions
along the route in the same way in future, then it is sensible and pragmatic to look at each junction
along the route to avoid further costs.
Relevant facts:


Over the last seventeen years, there have been approximately 3 - 4 MILLION vehicle
movements along the relevant stretch of Rooley Moor Road (source: Casualty
Reduction
Team Rochdale Council May 2017)


During this time, there has been only two recorded accidents involving a vehicle
exiting or entering a side junction . One was at Beaufort Street and one at Bentinck
Street. (source: Greater ManchesterTranspartation Unit GMaxi system)



Over the same period, there have been no recorded accidents involving vehicles
entering or leaving any of the following side junctions:

Blair Street, Preston Street, Edenﬁeld Street, Beigrave Street, Marlborough Street,
Patience Street or Tenby Street. (source: Greater ManchesterTransportatlon
UnitGMaxi system)


There are no recorded accidents involving pedestrians crossing at any of the above
side road junctions. (source: Greater ManchesterTra nsportation Unit GMaxi system)



The latest available average speed on a section of Rooley Moor Road that lies within
the proposed scheme, was found to be 26mph in either direction. (source: Casualty
Reduction Team Rochdale Council May 2017)

Response
The scheme was not accident data led.
The time taken for the expeditious movement of trafﬁc along the 900 yards from
one end of the proposed TRO to the other end at average speed is:
26mph - 1m 11: How can anyone claim that this is not already an adequate, safe
and expeditious movement of trafﬁc within a 30mph zone.
Response
Improving traffic flows along the route is only one of many benefits of the scheme. The main
purpose of the scheme is to improve visibility at junctions and bends along the route. The majority of
the scheme reflects the rules of the Highway Code.
Objection to the TRO on the grounds of bias and unfairness
1) The flawed manner in which Rochdale Highways has concluded the preliminary
stage of the TRO has created procedural bias and is therefore unfair.
A request for a TRO can be made by any individual whether they are a councillor or
not. A councillor, when requesting a TRO has no more of a statutory standing or a
right to be involved in the preliminary consultation than any other non-statutory
individual or organisation.
Any non-statutory organisation or individual that is part of any preliminary
consultation is permitted at the discretion of Highways. it is therefore incumbent
upon them to ensure that this does not introduce procedural bias.
In exercising its discretion, Rochdale Highways speciﬁcally allowed the person who
initiated the TRO process to be involved in preliminary consultations. At the same
time, residents who would be directly affected by any TRO were deliberately
excluded.
Response
It would not be appropriate for the preliminary consultation and the design of the scheme to have
involved local residents. Where a TRO is promoted which may affect the parking arrangements of
local residents, generally the residents could not be relied upon to provide an unbiased impartial
view. Further to this, the supporters of the scheme would then not be afforded the same
opportunity to be involved, hence why TROs are advertised in the way that they are. This process
ensures parity to both supporters and objectors as neither party is treated differently and are
afforded the same opportunity to make representations during the consultation process.
It allowed councillors to act beyond the terms of reference relating to their subcommittee role, which ultimately has the responsible for conﬁrming, adjusting or
abandoning a TRO.
The timeline of events and occurrences detailed below illustrates this:
I) 10.01.2018 -. A commissioning form was completed by Highways with the purpose of
obtaining £4500 of funding, to enable it to investigate whether parking restrictions should

be introduced along a section of Rooley Moor Road.

This commissioning form was completed solely on the basis of a councillor (Cllr X) claiming
that they had received complaints about indiscriminate parking on Rooley Moor Road. No
objective evidence was produced in support of this claim.
ll) 13.03.2018 - At a meeting of Rochdale North Township Action & Resources Delegated
Sub Committee, the funding request of £4500 was approved, despite no verifiable evidence
being adduced. At the time, Cllr X was both a member and chair of this committee. The
councillor declared a personal interest and so did not vote. However, they did not step
down from chairing the meeting while the funding request was considered and passed .
The commissioning form stated: ”Following consultation with word members, a scheme
would be drafted to promote any restrlctlons proposed”. In other words, once wa rd
councillors (including Cllr X) agreed it was acceptable, the proposed TRO would then be
publicised to the general public.
Response
All three ward current members were involved in discussions on the scheme.
Residents, having been excluded from any constructive input, would not be consulted but
would only be able to register objections. As their councillor 'representatives' would have
already agreed to the proposed TRO, residents who had genuine objections would then be
in the ridiculous, no win position of having to ask their councillors to oppose something that
those same councillors had already agreed was acceptable.
Response
See previous comments.
Ill) 21.3.2018 - Highways were unable provide an answer to the following question:
" ...can you advise what knowledge you expect ward members to have and how would you
have expected them to have acquired it, for them to be in a position to have any useful input
into the consultation that will take place” (FOI request via email)
Response
Officers with knowledge of TROs discussed the scheme with ward members, who are the publics
elected representatives.
IV) 26.03.2018 - I contacted Cllr X and asked why they had not, at any time, discussed this
matter with any local residents who would be affected by any potential TRO .
Response
See previous comments.
I also asked for the speciﬁc locations giving rise to the complaints that justiﬁed £4500 being
spent on a survey without any evidence. (via email)
V) 09.04.2018 — Cllr X responded by stating that their actions were part of their elected
mandate as a councillor and that they would not be giving me any details. They also
incorrectly claimed it would be contrary to data protection laws to reveal the locations of
the areas of concern. They did not appear to be aware of the fact that councillors have no
statutory standing in any preliminary TRO matters. (via email)

Response
It is not usual for a scheme design to be placed in the public domain prior to advertising. This would
in effect result in the proposal being advertised twice, contrary to the legal process.
VI) 28.6.2018 - in response to a further enquiry, Highways informed me that residents
were not being consulted during the preliminary phase because, ” ...there is only one
solution to indiscriminate parking and that is to introduce waiting restrictions therefore
there is no need for Informal consultation... ”. (F0! request vIa email}
Response
The usual way to treat issues of indiscriminate parking is with waiting restrictions. As described
previously, it would not be sensible to undertake a consultation with local residents, some of whom
may be directly affected by a scheme.
I had provided them with examples of when residents had been informally consulted by
Highways. l was told that this occurred because unlike the Rooley Moor Road scheme, the
TROs (TC/07/16 & TC/04/15) involved physical calming.
However, on further research, it was quite clear that I had been deliberately misled.
Response
This is incorrect (See comments below)
TRO H60/1162 —- Is a TRO that concerns itself exclusively with waiting restrictions. An
assistant engineer actually attended the Norden Area Forum in December 2017 to discuss
proposals before the statutory legal process had even commenced.
Response
The TRO reference relates to a scheme in Littleborough not Norden. An officer did attend a forum in
Norden but this was an exception and was to discuss a range of issues and not specifically a TRO. No
proposed TROs were altered as a result of this meeting.
TRO H60/1307 — is another TRO that concerns itself exclusively with waiting restrictions.
The Highways report to the relevant sub-committee dated 10th July 2019 states:
’A scheme detailing new parking restrictions was drafted and advertised in May 2019, this
was following discussions on the scheme at several public forum meetings held in 2018... '
Response
The public forum meetings were for residents to discuss a range of highway issues in the area. A TRO
was not specifically discussed at these meetings. In fact the TRO referred to along Milkstone Road
was formed as a result of these meetings, to address concerns raised at that meeting.
VII)19.09.2018 On request, Highways provided me with information about complaints it
had received within the area to be surveyed. Of the four (4) complaints, two were logged
onto the system and two were unrecorded 'verbal’ complaints and so were not on the
system. None were speciﬁcally related to parking at side street junctions or concerned about
reported accidents. They were made between August 2016 and November 2017.
(source: FOI 17897)
Response
Where a proposed TRO includes restrictions on the main road to maintain a level of visibility at a
junction, it is usual to extend the restrictions into the side street as well. The Police generally do not
support restrictions which terminate at the side road.

It needs noting that nothing appeared on the system regarding excessive speeding along
Rooley Moor Road, despite this having being raised through councillors and brought to
Highways attention on previous occasions.
Response
The Council and Rochdale Township were aware of reports of speed concerns. As a result of this, two
speed surveys were carried out in 2017. The results of reported an average speed of around 25.5
MPH. This is around a 2mph reduction compared to surveys carried out in 2008.
VIII) 4.11.2018 - in an email to the Highways Dept, Cllr X claimed that the reason a
resident was asking for the dates of the proposed survey, was ..."so that they could move
their vehicles temporarily, then put them back after the survey is completed”. Not only
was this a wild, unsubstantiated insult designed to undermine the integrity of concerned
residents but it also demonstrated the deep bias, lack of judgment and personal prejudice
of Cllr X.
Response
This is not the view of the Council.
At this point it should have been obvious to Highways that this councillor was not a suitable
person to be involved in any preliminary consultations of the TRO that they personally
initiated - especially as Highways had deliberately excluded sensible and reasonable
residents with genuine concerns.
Objections concerning the Statement of Reason
1. It is clear from the content of the legally required Statement of Reason that
Highways has misdirected itself in the application of Section 122 of the 1984 Traffic
Regulation Act. This Act is the authority by which TROs can exist. At para 8 of the
Council’s Statement of Reason:
’As a Highway Authority; the Council‘s duties are in respect of road safety and maintaining
trafﬁc flows, both of which must take precedence over the provision of on-street parking
places.’
However what 5.122 of the Act actually states in relation to parking is that
when making TROs:
(1) It shall be the duty of every local authority upon whom
functions are conferred by or under this Act, so to exercise the
functions conferred on them by this Act as (so far as practicable
having regard to the matters specified in subsection (2) below) 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 or, in Scotland,
the road.
The above does not place an absolute requirement to provide parking but requires
Highways to take all its duties into consideration. It does not give any precedence to
trafﬁc flow. It requires a balanced approach which Highways have clearly failed to do
by misdirecting itself to give precedence to one aspect of its duties.
The selective wording used by Highways is also clearly designed to influence any
committee when it considers the Statement of Reason.
Response

The wording within Section 122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act has been misinterpreted by the
objector. The provision of suitable and adequate parking facilities on and off the highway is
mentioned in relation to parking bays and car parks and not unregulated on street parking areas.
Further to this, to maintain unregulated parking areas around junctions and near to other hazards
would certainly not be considered ‘suitable’. An unregulated section of highway is not a ‘parking
facility’. The majority of the restrictions in this proposal allows the enforcement of rules stated in the
Highway Code.
It is long established judicial opinion that a balanced approach has to be taken between
factors falling into (1) and (2) within section 122.
(See amongst others, Trail Riders Fellowship [2013] EWHC 3144 (Admin) at para 27)
”Thus the duty imposed by section 122 of the 1984 Act is a qualified duty. Against the duty
to secure the expeditious. convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other trafﬁc
(including pedestrians) is to be balanced the factors in section 122(2), such as the effect on
the amenities of the area and, in the context of making a trafﬁc regulation order, the
purposes for this identiﬁed in section 1(1). As a matter of law the duty of securing the
expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicle and other traffic (including
pedestrians) is not given a primacy”
Response
Again this has been misinterpreted by the objector. The availability of parking outside a private
household is not considered to be an amenity.
The objector has failed to quote the whole of Subsection (2). For example Subsection (2) (c) directs
the local authority when making a TRO to, so far as is practicable, having regard to ‘the importance
of facilitating the passage of public service vehicles and of securing the safety and convenience of
persons using or desiring to use such vehicles’. It should be borne in mind that the proposed scheme
includes the provision of bus stop clearways and restrictions to help maintain unobstructed access to
the bus stops and along the bus route itself. The scheme also proposes the introduction of a Limited
Waiting Bay which will benefit the businesses in the vicinity of the Royds Arms.
In using the phrase ’must take precedence’, Rochdale Highways have demonstrably
failed in their duty to balance all relevant factors before reaching a conclusion.
Response
The Council has balanced all relevant factors as explained above.
The Statement of Reason contradicts itself when it states at para 9 ”...ensure that
any restrictions introduced do not displace parking into other areas... "
But at para 8 it indicates exactly where it expects displaced cars will go..."Numerous
side streets also provide an on-street parking alternative to Rooley Moor Road.”
Response
Any displacement is expected to be minimal. Displacement onto side roads is not expected to result
in a complete obstruction of the carriageway for emergency service vehicles. Any displacement will
be on to minor roads and away from the main hazards and major traffic flows.
No consideration has been given to the knock-on effect of trafﬁc ﬂow, road safety
concerning vehicles/pedestrians (particularly children), environmental effects,
existing parking, amenities on the side roads and access and egress for emergency
services.

Response
The problems mentioned in this sentence are some of the concerns the scheme actually aims to
address.
The claim at para 12 that trafﬁc ﬂow will be improved is unsubstantiated and
unwarranted.
The average speed is a very respectable 86% of the 30mph speed limit. It is not a
congested route suffering from chronic, crawling trafﬁc jams. To try and justify a TRO
for reasons of increasing an already healthy free flowing trafﬁc rate, is an abuse of
process.
Response
It should be noted that the objector has stated that the average vehicle speeds are respectable but
at the same time also made complaints about vehicle speeds.
The amount of time that could possibly be saved while staying legal would be a
matter of seconds over the whole length of the proposed TRO. There is no evidence
that any of the proposals will even make this tiny difference.
Response
The original scheme included more extensive restrictions to aid the flow of traffic along the route.
The influence of traffic flows is only one of a number of benefits the scheme would achieve.
Any suggestion that there is a need to have 10 metre ’no waiting’ restrictions at
junctions to improve visibility and to reduce the likelihood of shunting is nonsense.
At streets which have terraced houses, all cars must be almost at the give way
junction to view oncoming trafﬁc. Any further back and all a driver can see is the
gable end of a house.
Response
This has been misunderstood by the objector and misquoted. The Statement of Reason does not
state that the reason for the side road restrictions are to improve visibility. The restrictions at each
junction along the main road are to improve visibility. The restrictions at each junction on the side
road itself are to improve the flow of two-way traffic. This reduces the likelihood of shunt accidents
on the main road. This is proven type of situation which can result in an accident where a motorists
is prevented from entering the side road due to a vehicle being stationary alongside a parked car at
the give way line, or approaching the give way line.
As ofﬁcial records show, there have been approximately 3-4 million vehicle
movements over 17 years, with one accident involving a car emerging from a
junction. There is no indication whether or not the junction was a factor or whether
it was simply driver error. Given that there has been one such accident in 17 years, it
is reasonable to assume it was driver error.
Response
As described above, vehicles parked on a side road near to the junction of a main road are a proven
hazard. It is not reasonable to assume that an accident was driver error purely by looking at the
number and frequency of accidents at a particular location. The restrictions also improve the intervisibility at junctions for both pedestrians and vehicles at junctions reducing the potential for
collisions.
One approach to justifying parking restrictions at junctions appears to be by
reference to the Highway Code. This section of the Code is not enforceable in law ~
like many other elements of the code. A person is not committing a criminal offence

by simply parking within 10 metres of a junction. A TRO is not a mechanism to
enforce non-criminal aspects of the Highway Code. That is why virtually all junctions
within the Borough do not and will not be subject to such parking restrictions
despite most of the roads having the same 30 mph speed limits.
Response
Rule 243 of the Highway Code is not enforced as with a TRO. It states that motorists DO NOT park
within 10 metres of a junction. There are proven benefits from keeping a junction clear of parked
vehicles which the objector has failed to acknowledge. Although failure to comply with the other
rules of the Code will not, in itself, cause a person to be prosecuted, The Highway Code may be used
in evidence in any court proceedings under the Traffic Acts to establish liability. This includes rules
which use advisory wording such as ‘should/should not’ or ‘do/do not’.
It is not true to say that not all junctions are treated with restrictions because this rule within the
Highway Code is unenforceable. Restrictions are usually introduced at junctions as a result of
complaints. Not all junctions are the subject of complaints and so this is the reason not all junctions
are restricted.
It is also not difﬁcult to find double yellow lines at junctions within the ward which are 5
metres or less. The shortest one I personally found was about one yard at the
junction to a main arterial road.
Response
There may be cases where restrictions have been introduced at a shorter length. This could be due
to a number of factors such as the street being subject to a one-way traffic order for example, where
the issue of visibility does not exist at the entry point. Another reason could be a relaxation of the
scheme at the objection stage, where the relevant township committee may have taken a decision
to reduce the length following objections. Any restrictions that are one yard in length are not likely
to be restrictions relating to the side road. Where a restriction along a main road intersects with a
side road junction, it is usual practice to extend the line around the radius to the back of the
highway. In most cases this is to a point in line with the back of the footway, hence the resultant
short length of restriction.
If there is a demonstrable, objective safety issue then that would be a different
matter. That has not been shown to be the case.
The claim that visibility needs to be improved at junctions while at the same time
attempting to increase trafﬁc speed on the main road, is contradictory and shows
that the potential effects of proposals have not been properly considered.
Response
The Council has not attempted to increase vehicle speeds on the main road and neither has it stated
this in any documents, internal or external. This is purely the view of the objector. A decision on
whether or not to introduce restrictions to treat an identified issue would not be influenced by
speeding concerns. There is no evidence to suggest that the introduction of waiting restrictions
cause people to speed. The removal of parked vehicles does not in itself promote motorists
travelling at excessive speed, but does increase forward visibility and remove the slow down, give
way, accelerate past obstructions in favour of the opportunity to make normal unhindered progress.
Speeding is one of the biggest concerns to the travelling public and residents, only surpassed by
complaints about indiscriminate parking. It is extremely difficult to judge speed even for the trained
eye so most complaints tend to be anecdotal in nature. The results of the survey have already been
referred to previously.
Speeding is a matter for the police as Rochdale BC does not have any enforcement powers. to The

surveys undertaken in 2017 suggest that there is not a particular problem with speeding on Rooley
Moor Road but the Township have recently approved funding for a vehicle activated sign.
Conclusion
Notwithstanding all the previous points, Rochdale Highways has:
1) Failed to demonstrate with any degree of certainty that the proposals will
maintain the expeditious and safe ﬂow of vehicles over and above what already
exists.
2) Failed to demonstrate with any reasonable degree of certainty that waiting
restrictions at junctions will reduce the likelihood of the non-existence problem
of shunting at junctions.
3) Failed to avail itself of all pertinent information relating to the proper
consideration of safety issues as did not undertake a speed survey on the fasted section of
Rooley Moor Road, despite funding for one being made available.
4) Failed to utilise all information that was available so as to reach reasonably
certain conclusions.
5) Failed to ensure that the statutory process was conducted in a fair and equitable
manner, free from bias.
6) Failed to consider the safety aspect of what an increase in speed would have on
safety at junctions.
7) Failed to balance the elements of 5.122 of the Road Traffic Act as required.
8) Failed to provide or request a reasonable level of evidence that would support
the aims of Statement of Reason.
For all the reasons above the proposed TRO is flawed and should be rejected.
Response
Each of the 8 points above have been answered within the main part of the objection.

