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Executive Summary

1.1

1.2

1.3

Proposals to introduce some No Waiting At Any Time and Loading 
Restrictions on part of Bury and Rochdale Old Road (B6222), have been 
advertised and one objection was received.

This report explains the background to the proposal and comments upon the 
points made in the objection to assist the Committee(s) in coming to a decision 
about the proposed Orders’ introduction.

Unusually the location of the proposed restrictions is situated in two wards 
(Norden and North Heywood) and in different townships, and this report is 
being considered by both of Rochdale North Township Delegated Sub 
Committee and Heywood Township Committee, at their meetings on 10 March 
2020.

Recommendation

2.1

2.2

2.3

The Committee/Committees should consider whether the proposed Traffic 
Regulation Orders

 Borough of Rochdale ((Civil Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions) 
(Various Streets) (Rochdale Township) Order 2008) (Amendment) 
(No.172) Order

and
 Borough of Rochdale ((Civil Enforcement of Traffic Contraventions) 

(Various Streets) (Heywood Township) Order 2008) (Amendment) 
(No.61) Order

be
 implemented as advertised, or
 referred for Cabinet to determine should the Committee/Committees not 

feel fully able to support the proposal in its entirety.

The proposed waiting restrictions to be introduced on Bury and Rochdale Old 
Road (B6222), Rochdale, are part of the Borough’s Strategic Road network. 

It should be noted that in considering the report, the proposed Orders relate to  
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2.4

highways of strategic importance and are processed in accordance with the 
Council’s constitution Part 3 Section 8.2.2 in that the Committees have 
delegated power to confirm the proposals and the Order. However, if the 
Committee/Committees wish not to confirm the proposals and the Order, the 
matter must be referred to Cabinet for decision.

It is the recommendation of Highways Officers that the Orders should be 
introduced as advertised to address the issues of

 parked cars impeding through traffic on Bury and Rochdale Old Road 
B6222

 reducing visibility at the junction with Elbut Lane
 improve visibility for both pedestrian users and drivers at the pedestrian 

refuge
 remove the possibility of larger vehicles having to travel on the wrong 

side of the carriageway past the pedestrian refuge island.

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

Copy of Statement of Reasons

Bury and Rochdale Old Road B6222 is one of Rochdale’s Strategic 
Highways linking Bury and Rochdale town centres and situated to the north 
of the parallel A58 route which passes through Heywood town centre.

It is served by frequent bus services (7 buses per hour in each direction) and 
used by traffic to and from Fairfield General Hospital situated to the west in 
Bury Council’s area.

Bury and Rochdale Old Road is not on the Key Route Network. It forms the 
boundary between Norden Ward (Rochdale North Township) and North 
Heywood Ward (Heywood Township).

Indiscriminate parking is causing difficulties for traffic in the vicinity of its 
junction with Elbut Lane.

Service requests from members of the public have described difficulties to 
the west of Elbut Lane where traffic (including emergency ambulances) is 
being obstructed by parked vehicles preventing safe passage past a 
centrally placed pedestrian refuge island.

Further observations have regularly shown in excess of 15 cars regularly 
parked on the south side footway causing inconvenience and potential 
safety issues for pedestrians.

The junction of Elbut Lane had No Waiting At Any Time restrictions 
introduced in 2017 to assist operation of its junction with Bury and Rochdale 
Old Road.

Introducing further restrictions would remove vehicles parking on the 
footway, clear obstruction from around the south side of the refuge island, 
and could be used to protect kerb side advisory cycle lanes situated to the 
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3.1.9

3.1.10

3.1.11

3.1.12

3.1.13

3.1.14

3.2

east of Elbut Lane on both sides of Bury and Rochdale Old Road.

There is no intention to alter parking arrangements within some unrestricted 
marked bays situated on the north side of Bury and Rochdale Old Road 
west of Elbut Lane to the borough boundary with Bury.

There have been no recorded injury accidents in the last three years in the 
area under consideration.

The Proposals:

No Waiting At Any Time restrictions are proposed for Bury and Rochdale 
Old Road

 On the north side to the east of Elbut Lane continuing from   
existing restrictions for some 250 metres up to the entrance to 
the former Melba Plastics factory 

 On the south side from opposite the junction with Elbut Lane in 
a westerly direction for some 125 metres to the Bury boundary 
to meet further established similar restrictions

 On the south side from opposite the junction with Elbut Lane in 
an easterly direction for some 265 metres to finish opposite the 
entrance to the former Melba Plastics factory

 The full extent of the bus only turning facility situated to the 
south of the road which has the agreement of Transport for 
Greater Manchester

Both sections of new restrictions situated to the east of Elbut Lane will assist 
the operation of established advisory cycle lanes situated at the edge of the 
carriageway where parked vehicles force vulnerable road users (cyclists) out 
from the protection of their dedicated lane into potentially 40 mph traffic.

Drivers of any vehicles so parked have no crossing point to reach the other 
side of the road.

During hours of darkness on a 40 mph limit road vehicles must display 
parking lights required by the Highway Code; a rule which is well known to 
be ignored.

Appendix A is the scheme plan showing the proposed restrictions.

Key Points for Consideration

4.1

4.2

When the Traffic Regulation Orders were advertised one objection was 
received to the proposals - see Appendix C.

Two Orders were advertised because the ward and township boundaries are 
situated along the centre of Bury and Rochdale Old Road and each 
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.5.1

4.5.2

4.5.3

4.5.4

4.5.5

4.5.6

4.5.7

4.5.8

township has its own Traffic Regulation Order for such static restrictions as 
the No Waiting At Any Time proposed.

Both Orders are considered to be inter-dependant and neither of them 
should be introduced in isolation.

Furthermore, the objection received applies equally to both sides of the road 
and therefore to both proposed Orders. 

Response to objection

As far as has been ascertained and also supported by comments made by 
nearby residents and highway users it is concluded that demand for parking 
on the section of Bury and Rochdale Old Road under consideration is 
generated by staff and visitors attending the nearby Fairfield General 
Hospital, where parking charges apply.

Highways situated closer to the hospital and within Bury Council’s area have 
a residents parking scheme which appears to further make the area under 
consideration attractive to park and at no cost.

The popularity of this parking demand is assumed to be because it is one of 
the closest locations to the hospital and most importantly free of parking 
charges.

The objector contends that parked cars do not obstruct the free flow of 
traffic; a statement which is not supported by observations together with 
unsolicited comments made by members of the public who have expressed 
concern about large vehicles including ambulances having to pass the 
central pedestrian refuge island close to Elbut Lane on the wrong side of the 
road thus creating a risk of meeting a vehicle ‘head-on’ travelling in the 
opposite direction.

The objector feels it acceptable to park partially on the pavement because 
there is sufficient remaining space for pedestrians. Footways should not be 
parked upon and this activity is an indication that the road is of insufficient 
width for parking to take place. 

Observations of pavement parking in this location show that aside from the 
risk of damage to lightly constructed footway surfaces, its width often 
becomes narrowed down too much even for solo pedestrians to walk in 
comfort, and clearly becomes a far greater inconvenience to groups of 
pedestrians (potentially including children), those adults with child buggies, 
and disabled persons who may be using wheel chairs or powered mobility 
scooters.

In the worst cases of footway obstruction, pedestrians may be unacceptably 
compelled to walk in the carriageway which must be regarded as an unsafe 
activity on this busy main road.

Furthermore any parking close to the pedestrian refuge island (situated 
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4.5.9

4.5.10

4.5.11

4.5.12

4.5.13

4.6

4.6.1

4.6.2

4.6.3

4.6.4

close to a bus stop where it can be reasonably expected to be well used) 
reduces pedestrian and driver visibility.

The objector, who does use Bury and Rochdale Old Road as a driver, pedal 
cyclist and to park on, describes the current cycle provision as not fit for 
purpose and dismisses the scheme aim of removing parked vehicles to 
reduce instances where cyclists are forced into the carriageway with other 
traffic.

It is true that cycle lane provision is not continuous due to available road 
width limitations. The scheme is situated in a section of Bury and Rochdale 
Old Road where a higher speed limit of 40 mph applies. On such a speed of 
road the cyclist may be regarded as a vulnerable road user and whilst not 
fully segregated is afforded some separation from vehicles where possible.

The objector’s view is that most of the parking which is the subject of these 
restrictions takes place in the daytime 0900-1700 period. Observations do 
largely support that view. Furthermore much of it takes place alongside a 
field rather than directly outside of residential properties to the annoyance 
their occupiers. Whilst this is true, the issues of obstructing through traffic 
and parking on footways remain unaddressed.

In terms of the motorists’ selecting where to park, there are potentially hard 
choices to make because of the supply, demand and cost of parking and the 
convenience of any parking locations. The centre of interest at Fairfield 
General Hospital is well served by buses from both of Bury and Rochdale 
town centres on an even headway of 6 buses per hour in each direction for 
13 hours each weekday which does provide an alternative to travel by car 
but of course would not be convenient for all persons.

Whilst it is true there were no recorded accidents in the last 3 years, this 
does not make the issues of obstructing carriageways, footways, and 
junction visibility acceptable. 

Equality Impact Assessment

An Equality Impact Assessment is included at Appendix D. It was written 
after the objection period closed and concluded there were no known 
instances of adverse effects upon Equality Act protected groups and 
therefore no changes have been made to the proposed scheme.

Built into this scheme which proposes No Waiting At Any Time restrictions 
are standard exemptions which routinely allow passengers to board or alight 
from a vehicle, and allow the standard ‘up to 3 hours’ disabled parking 
concession.

Loading and unloading is not to be restricted which would otherwise have 
prevented the disabled parking concession. 

The EIA identifies significant elements of the scheme which support some 
Equality Act protected groups.
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4.7

4.7.1

4.7.2

4.7.3

Alternatives Considered

The measures proposed are believed necessary to alleviate some identified 
parking problems affecting and obstructing traffic flow, pedestrians, and 
junction visibility along Bury and Rochdale Old Road.

Scaling down the proposals or not implementing them in the opinion of 
highways officers will not address the issues raised.

Similarly partial introduction of the scheme on just one side of Bury and 
Rochdale Old Road by introducing only one of the two proposed Traffic 
regulation Orders would not address the identified problem with immediate 
displacement onto the opposite side of the road. 

Costs and Budget Summary

5.1

5.2

The estimated cost of the proposed Traffic Regulation Orders is £4800 from 
capital funds approved by Rochdale Township Action and Resources 
Delegated Sub-Committee prior to being separated into separate north and 
south township areas.

The successor committee is Rochdale North Township Delegated Sub 
Committee.

Risk and Policy Implications

The Council has a statutory duty to ensure that its highways operate safely 
and efficiently for all traffic (including pedestrians) including maintaining the 
expeditious movement of traffic (Section 1(1)c Road Traffic Regulation Act 
1984 refers) and believes it is expedient to make the proposed Order.

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 
11th November 2019.

Notices of Intention were posted on site and published in the local 
newspapers on 13th and 14th November 2019 – See Appendix B.

The objection period ran until 5th December 2019.

Background Papers Place of Inspection

8.
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For Further Information Contact: Paul Wotton, 
paul.wotton@rochdale.gov.uk
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APPENDIX A – Scheme plan as advertised
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APPENDIX B – Combined Notice of Intention for both proposed TROs

TRO Ref No H60/1316
BOROUGH OF ROCHDALE

((CIVIL ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC CONTRAVENTIONS)
(VARIOUS STREETS) (ROCHDALE TOWNSHIP) ORDER 2008)

(AMENDMENT) (NO. 172) ORDER

BOROUGH OF ROCHDALE
((CIVIL ENFORCEMENT OF TRAFFIC CONTRAVENTIONS)

(VARIOUS STREETS) (HEYWOOD TOWNSHIP) ORDER 2008)
(AMENDMENT) (NO. 61) ORDER

Bury and Rochdale Old Road, 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:-

(1) 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

Bury and Rochdale Old Road, Norden Ward
n (iii) the north side from a point 15 metres east of its junction with Elbut Lane for a 

distance of 250 metres in an easterly direction

(2) 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

Bury and Rochdale Old Road, North Heywood Ward
n (iii) the south side from a point opposite the south west kerb line of Elbut Lane for a 

distance of 125 metres in westerly direction

n (iv) the south side from a point opposite the south west kerb line of Elbut Lane for a 
distance of 270 metres in an easterly direction

n (v) both sides of the bus only turning facility situated to the south of Bury and 
Rochdale Old Road and to the east of Elbut Lane

A copy of the proposed Orders and a map showing the lengths of road concerned, 
together with the Council’s Statement of Reasons for making the Order, may be 
inspected at the following locations:

 Customer Service Centre, Ground Floor, Number One Riverside, Smith Street, 
Rochdale, OL16 1XU

 Customer Service 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.
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Objections to the proposed Orders, 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 5th December 2019, quoting H60/1316.

Dated this 13th day of November 2019

David Wilcock
Assistant Director (Legal, Governance & Workforce)

Rochdale Borough Council

Number One Riverside
Smith Street
ROCHDALE
OL16 1XU
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APPENDIX C – Objection Received
            .                         .,    .       .                                       .                          .                                                                         

Details of objection
Objector’s comments written as received

Ref no: H60/1316

To whom it may concern,

I am writing with my objections with regards to the proposed Traffic Contraventions 
order TRO ref no: H60/1316

It is written within this notice that an area of no waiting be introduced at all times on the 
Bury and Rochdale Old Road, both east and west bound shortly before the Bury 
boundary. After having read the statement of reasons, the intentions of this notice 
identified the need to increase safety of the traffic flow and pedestrians pavements 
around the junction of Elbut Lane. There was particular concern about the number of 
cars parking in proximity to the centrally placed pedestrian refuge island and the 
obstruction of cycle lanes which would force the cyclists into the road. I would like to 
express my strict objections to this proposed order.  

I state my reasons for objection as follows:

The main problem with this whole area is Fairfield General Hospital and the surrounding 
residential areas. I work full time at the Hospital and have both a car and a bicycle. 
Unfortunately due to severe parking problems with both obtaining a staff car parking 
permit and actually finding a space to park on Hospital grounds due to lack of car 
parking spaces; a number of staff, including myself, have been forced to find alternative 
places to park. Bury council enforce a strict street resident parking permit system in the 
surrounding areas of the Hospital which is forcing staff, patients and visitors further 
away from the Hospital to find places to park. Most days I cycle to work so parking is 
not an issue for me; however there are occasions when I have to drive to work. On 
these occasions I have to park in the affected area as this is the nearest place to the 
Hospital available which is not affected by parking restrictions such as permits and 
double yellow lines. I can personally say having first-hand experience of parking in this 
area that the cars parked here do not obstruct the flow of traffic. Cars do not park in 
proximity to the pedestrian refuge island and always leave a large gap where this is 
located so that there is not an obstruction. The cars parked her do not obstruct the 
pavement. Yes the cars are parked on the pavement but there is always a more than 
significant space for pedestrians to pass; the pavement on the south side of Bury and 
Rochdale Old Road is extremely wide. With regards to the concerns expressed about 
cyclists being forced into the road; this is simply not the case. As a cyclist who actually 
uses this area frequently, the cycle lanes are not fit for purpose and split in 2 places just 
before the bus only turning facility so cyclists are forced into the road before Elbut Lane 
anyway. On most occasions there are too many cars for any cyclist to be forced into the 
road and most times as traffic is built up no excess speeds can be achieved. Most 
cyclists break the law anyway by riding on the pavement. I think that these concerns 
that have been expressed only arise between the hours of 9-5 Monday to Friday when 
the Hospital is at its busiest. The 15 or so cars that park on the south side of Bury and 
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Rochdale Old Road after the junction of Elbut Lane up to the Bury boundary are not 
obstructing any residents whom wish to park there as there is only a field that runs on 
that side of the road. If this order gets approval then you will just force more and more 
people to park further down the road. This could include vulnerable members of society 
who cannot get a parking spot at the Hospital. If these people are forced to park further 
away then accidents could happen when walking the further distance to their car; 
especially as more wintry conditions set in, pavements could be icy and people could 
slip. This might not have happened had they not been forced to walk further to their car. 
As a member of the public who occasionally parks in this area I honestly do not see any 
problems with allowing people to continue to park there. I draw particular attention to 
the paragraph within the statement of reasons which reads as follows: “There have 
been no recorded injury accidents in the last three years in the area under 
consideration” I would appreciate it if my objection could be taken into account. I would 
like to be kept informed with this case and receive any feedback from the outcome.

Thankyou

            .                         .
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 APPENDIX D

Equality Impact Assessment

What are you assessing?  Please tick the appropriate box below.

Function Strategy Policy Project          Other, please specify below

Objection to a 
proposed Traffic 
Regulation Order

Service:

Neighbourhoods, Place

Section:

Highways, Network Management

Responsible Officer:

Paul Wotton 01706 924593

(paul.wotton@rochdale.gov.uk)

Name of function/strategy/ policy/ project assessed:

Consideration of an objection to a proposed Traffic Regulation 
Order – Bury and Rochdale Old Road (Norden Ward and North 
Heywood Ward).

Date of Assessment:     20 January 2020

Officers Involved:     Paul Wotton (paul.wotton@rochdale.gov.uk)

1.What is the purpose of the function/strategy/policy/project assessed?

(Briefly describe the aims, objectives and purpose of the function/strategy/policy/project)

The purpose of the proposed Traffic Regulation Order is to introduce ‘no waiting at any time’ restrictions on 
parts of Bury and Rochdale Old Road.

The scheme proposals are intended to prevent parked vehicles obstructing the free passage of traffic, 
obstructing the junction with a side road, reduce instances of footway parking, improve junction visibility and 
highway safety.

2.Who are the key stakeholders?

Rochdale North Township Delegated Sub Committee as successors to Rochdale Township Action and Resources 
Delegated Sub Committee who had commissioned the proposed Traffic Regulation Order.

Heywood Township Committee in whose area part of the proposed TRO falls.
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3. What is the scope of this equality impact assessment? That is, what is included in this 
assessment.  

Strengthening restrictions in the area described in Section 1 above.

4.Which needs is this function/strategy/ policy/ project designed to meet?

To improve

 traffic flow
 traffic circulation at a junction
 the pedestrian’s ease of use of footways by reducing instances of vehicles which may presently park on 

footways
 the pedestrian’s ease of use of an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing situated close to a bus stop by reducing 

instances of vehicles which may presently park on footways, and improving intervisibility between such 
pedestrians and passing traffic

 access for all to public transport by reducing the scale of any footway parking
 reducing the number of instances where vehicles park in cycle lanes 
 highway safety by improving visibility at junctions for both pedestrians and drivers

To meet the aspirations of Rochdale Township Delegated Sub Committee.

5.Has a needs analysis been undertaken?

No.

6.Who is affected by this function/strategy/ policy/ project?

Vehicular users of the highway

Pedestrian users of the highway

7.Who has been involved in the review or development of this function/strategy/ policy/ project and 
who has been consulted?  State your consultation/involvement methodology.

Rochdale North Township Delegated Sub Committee as successors to the scheme promoter.

Traffic Management Unit’s members as statutory consultees.

Ward members in both of Norden Wards and North Heywood Ward.

The public in respect of the statutory process to advertise the traffic order proposal, one of whom has chosen to 
make the objection now being considered.

8.What data have you considered for this assessment and have any gaps in the data been identified.  
What action will be taken to close any data gaps?

Have followed usual required process much of which is statutory to promote a Traffic Regulation Order.

9.Are there any other documents or strategies which are linked to this assessment? If so, please 
include hyperlinks to these documents below, where available.

None.
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10.What impact will this function/strategy/policy/project have on all the protected groups?  This 
includes both positive and potentially negative impacts.

Race Equality 

None.

Disabled People

The objection does not mention disability issues.

Disabled and all other pedestrians may benefit from the ability to cross roads more easily by removal of 
some parked vehicles from the kerbside, and a reduction in possible instances of vehicles being parked on 
the footway restricting available widths.

Users of wheel chairs and similarly sized powered mobility aids at a disadvantage because of their 
comparatively low line of sight will be assisted by the removal of parked vehicles improving their visibility 
distances which is of particular importance when crossing roads to see traffic more clearly and also to be 
seen. 

Blue ‘disabled’ badge holders may park on the proposed restrictions for up to 3 hours. There are no 
proposals to restrict loading which would have prevented this.

There will be no restriction upon any motorist stopping on the proposed restrictions to allow a passenger to 
board or alight from a vehicle.

The restrictions are proposed to be installed either outside of properties with their own off street parking 
provision or alongside undeveloped land.

The writer is not aware if there are resident disabled badge holders directly affected by this proposal, and 
has no means of researching such details of individual residents for data privacy reasons.

The proposed restrictions would not prevent loading and unloading activity taking place.

Carers

See disabled people above.

Gender

None.

Age

The proposed restrictions could affect those with age related disabilities.

Disabled and all other pedestrians may benefit from the ability to cross roads more easily by removal of 
some parked vehicles from the kerbside, and a reduction in possible instances of vehicles being parked on 
the footway.

Blue ‘disabled’ badge holders may park on the proposed restrictions for up to 3 hours.

There will be no restriction upon any motorist stopping on the proposed restrictions to allow a passenger to 
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board or alight from a vehicle.

Armed Forces and Ex-Armed Forces Personnel

None.

Sexual Orientation

None.

Gender Reassignment

None.

Religion or Belief

None.

Pregnant Women or Those on Maternity Leave

None.

Marriage or Civil Partnership

None.

11.What are your main conclusions from this analysis?

Affected groups are disabled persons, and those persons with age related mobility issues.

12.What are your recommendations?

To mitigate the potential impact on disabled people in originally preparing this scheme loading was not 
restricted which would otherwise have prevented parking by disabled motorists and therefore disabled 
motorists are allowed to make use of their ‘up to 3 hours’ parking concession.

13.What actions are you going to take to address the findings of this assessment?  Please attach an 
action plan including details of designated officers responsible for completing these actions.

No further action is proposed.

Signed (Completing Officer):       Paul Wotton Date:   20th January 2020.

Signed (Head of Service):      _______________ Date:   _____________
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