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Contact Officer: Jenny Bryce-Chan 

KIRKLEES COUNCIL

CABINET COMMITTEE - LOCAL ISSUES

Thursday 2nd August 2018

Present: Councillor Peter McBride
Councillor Naheed Mather
Councillor Graham Turner

Attendees: Elizabeth Twitchett, Presenting Officer
Karen North, Presenting Officer
Richard Hobman, Observing
David Hoyle, Local Resident

1 Appointment of Chair
That Cllr Peter McBride be appointed Chair for the 2018/19 municipal year.

2 Membership of the Committee
There were no substitutions.

3 Minutes of Previous Meeting
That the Minutes of the meeting held on the 28 March 2018, be approved as a 
correct record.

4 Interests
No interests were declared.

5 Admission of the Public
That all agenda items be considered in public session.

6 Deputations/Petitions
Cabinet Committee Local Issues received a deputation from David Hoyle, local 
resident supporting the proposed scheme on Lydgate Road.

7 Public Question Time
No questions were asked.

8 Member Question Time
No questions were asked.

9 Traffic Regulation (No 12) Order 2017 - Proposed Waiting Restrictions, 
Lydgate and York Rd, Batley
The Committee was presented with a report which outlined objections received in 
response to the public advertisement of parking restrictions on two of the roads 
proposed in Kirklees (TR) (NO 12) Order 2017. The objections were with regard to 
obstructive parking and access issues at school opening and closing time on both 
York Road and Lydgate Road Batley.
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Cabinet Committee - Local Issues -  2 August 2018

2

Site visits highlighted that parking in these locations had resulted in access issues 
for drivers and road safety issues for both local residents and pedestrians.

Mr David Hoyle,  local resident attended the meeting and made representation 
advising that local residents had got together to ask that measures be put in place to 
resolve the issues.

RESOLVED - That approval be given to the implementation of (TR) (No 12) Order 
2017, in line with officer recommendations to alleviate congestion, maintain access 
and improve road safety on both York Road and Lydgate Road, Batley.
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Name of meeting:    Cabinet Committee - Local Issues
Date:   11 February 2019

Title of report:   Deputation to raise concerns of traffic issues,
  Armitage Road, Armitage Bridge

Is it likely to result in spending or 
saving £250k or more, or to have a 
significant effect on two or more 
electoral wards?

No 

Is it in the Council’s Forward Plan? No 

Is it eligible for “call in” by 
Scrutiny?

Yes

Date signed off by Strategic 
Director & name

Is it signed off by the Service 
Director Finance?

Is it signed off by the Service 
Director - Legal, Governance and 
Commissioning?

Karl Battersby - 29.01.2019

Eamonn Croston - 31.01.2019

Julie Muscroft - 31.01.2019

Cabinet member portfolio Place (Investment and Housing)

Electoral wards affected: Newsome

Ward councillors consulted: No

Public or private: Public

1. Purpose of report
A deputation was received at Council, from Armitage Bridge Village 
Association, requesting action to deal with the traffic issues through their 
village, and the Group presented a traffic survey they had undertaken as 
evidence. A subsequent meeting made a request for traffic calming with a 20 
mph speed limit, install a pedestrian zone with 10mph speed limit, traffic 
signals on Armitage Bridge, a pedestrian refuge, parking bays with associated 
kerbing works, HGV signing, and measures to prevent vehicle conflicts at the 
junction of Armitage Road and B6108 Meltham Road. Councillor Mather 
committed officers to investigate the issues raised and present the findings to 
Cabinet Committee Local Issues, for consideration. 
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2. Key points
Armitage Bridge Village Association raised concerns over the number of 
HGVs currently breaking the 7.5 tonne weight restriction and the amount of 
traffic using Armitage Bridge as a through route. The combination of these two 
factors, and on street parking by residents in the village, who have nowhere 
else to park their vehicles off street, are leading to a number of conflicts where 
vehicles are forced to mount the footway to pass each other, or reverse to let 
another vehicle pass. To resolve their concerns they have requested that 
unsuitable for HGV signs are erected and a refuge is installed to deter HGV 
movements through Armitage Bridge. 

Other requests include traffic calming, signalising of the bridge, a pedestrian 
zone and other minor measures such as kerbing works and parking bays in an 
effort to make the road through Armitage Bridge appear unattractive as a 
through route.   

In response - 
 Pedestrian Zone with 10mph speed limit – There is currently no 

legislation that allows the making of or enforcement of a 10mph speed 
limit. Pedestrian zones are design to create a space which is free of 
vehicle movements. To introduce such as zone in the centre of 
Armitage Bridge would require restriction on vehicle movements for 
both through traffic and residents to remove the issue of pedestrians 
conflicting with moving traffic.

 Traffic calming features with 20mph zone - There is little evidence to 
suggest that traffic calming reduces levels of through traffic especially if 
alternative routes are perceived to be more onerous. Information 
supplied by ABVA does not include any speed data so it is not possible 
to comment if there would be a marked reduction in vehicle speeds.

 Traffic signals and footway on bridge - There are no recorded injury 
traffic collisions involving vehicles turning from Stockwell Vale. During a 
visit to site it was noted that visibility could be improved by carrying out 
forestry works alongside the river on both banks.
The installation of signals to control traffic passing over the bridge 
would allow for shuttle working which would free up carriageway space 
to use as footway. However the construction of a footway on one side 
of the carriageway to the minimum standard of 1.2m and allowing 0.5m 
clearance of the bridge walls would reduce the available carriageway 
width to the point where refuse vehicle or similar size HGVs would 
have to mount the new footway to avoid striking the bridge parapet.

 Parking bays with associated kerbing - Any reduction in carriageway 
width can contribute to reduction in vehicle speeds. However without 
speed data it is not possible to determine how effective this would be 
as vehicle speeds maybe already be at the point where any measures 
would not give any further reductions. In addition introducing parking 
bays in this area would require discussion with the tenants of Brookes 
Mill as it appears that some of the units take access from this section of 
Armitage Road.
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 Unsuitable for HGV signs - The road is subject to a 7.5t tonne weight 
limit backed up by a traffic regulation order which came in to force 
November 2015. The weight restriction is currently signed at each of 
the junctions mentioned above and also has advance signing on the 
approaches to these junctions also. 
The unsuitable for HGV signs are purely advisory and carry no 
additional enforcement power and are designed for use where it is not 
appropriate or possible to introduce an enforceable restriction such as 
weight, width, length, or height.

 Pedestrian Refuge - The issue in using the refuge to prevent HGVs is 
that a minimum width needs to be retained to allow access for service 
vehicles (e.g. refuse lorry, construction traffic, removal vehicles, etc.) 
so only the largest HGVs would be stopped. However the issue of 
larger HGVs becoming trapped at the refuge with nowhere suitable to 
turn around will lead to them having to reverse a considerable distance 
along a live two way carriageway.

 Measure to prevent vehicle conflicts at the junction with B6108 
Meltham Road - This issue appears to be caused by vehicles parking 
too close to the junction. Current guidance in the Highway Code states 
DO NOT stop or park opposite or within 10 metres (32 feet) of a 
junction except in an authorised parking space. 
If the above was adhered to vehicles would be able to turn into 
Armitage Road from B6108 Meltham Road unimpeded and have space 
available to wait should they be opposed by a vehicle travelling up 
Armitage Road pass parked cars. The introduction of parking 
restrictions could be used to achieve this, however it would displace the 
parking to further down Armitage Road towards Armitage Bridge.

In this case if drivers did not use Armitage Bridge as a through route the 
length of journey increases from ½ mile to 2.2 miles and involves passing 
through the traffic signals at Lockwood. 
Access still needs to be maintained to allow HGVs such as refuse vehicles, 
construction vehicles, and delivery vehicles. Therefore any measure 
implemented to control HGV access would have to take into account these 
larger vehicles.
Whilst parking remains in the narrower sections of Armitage Road there is still 
the potential for vehicle conflicts. Even if measures are successful in removing 
all lorries over 7.5 tonnes there are still commercial vehicles that fall below the 
weight but have a width approaching that of a HGV. Examples include the 
current Iveco Eurocargo Urban models used by companies such as TNT can 
have a gross weight of between 6 and 8 tonnes and wide bodied van derived 
3.5 tonne vehicles such as those used by Ocado/Morrisons for home 
deliveries.
Officers recognise the commitment of the Armitage Bridge Village Association 
to the safety of residents in this local area, and commend them on the surveys 
they have undertaken and the time spent preparing details plans of what they 
would like to achieve, but within the constraints of the Councils budgets,  
considering the wider expectations for traffic movements and the current 
safety record at this location, Officers are unable to meet their expectations.   
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3. Implications for the Council 
That road safety concerns of residents will remain if no further action is 
taken.

4.   Consultees and their opinions
      None 

5.   Next steps 
 To request enforcement of the 7.5 tonne weight restriction by the 

police
 To audit the signing at the traffic signals at Lockwood to ensure 

HGVs are choosing the correct route.
 To contact the relevant bodies to allow the forestry work to be 

carried out near Stockwell Vale
 To consult on parking restriction at the junction of Armitage Road 

and B6108 Meltham Road. 

6.   Officer recommendations and reasons
That the Armitage Bridge Village Association are

 Commended for their commitment to their local area and thanked for 
the work they have undertaken to highlight the issues that occur in the 
area

 Informed that there are already measures is place to control HGV traffic 
through Armitage Bridge and that any physical restriction would be 
diluted due to access required for specific types of HGVs. This coupled 
with the fact that the primary function of traffic calming is to manage 
driver behaviour that leads to road traffic collisions, not to deter through 
traffic, it is recommended that the scheme is not to be progressed: as it 
would not deliver the outcome that the residents desire. 

 Assured that the safety record through the village is good, and on that 
basis there is no justification for expenditure, over and above that 
which is highlighted above (next steps), from mainstream budgets. 
Officers will continue to monitor the situation and, should it change, the 
issues will be revisited.

7.   Cabinet portfolio holder recommendation 
Portfolio holder praised the work that had been done by the Village 
Association, confirmed approval of the approach being proposed by officers, 
the next steps and officer recommendations, as written in the report

8.  Contact officer and relevant papers
Contact Officer: Andrew Perry
andrew.perry@kirklees.gov.uk
(01484) 221000

9.  Service Director responsible
Joanne Bartholomew
Service Director- Commercial, Regulatory and Operational 
joanne.bartholomew@kirklees.gov.uk
(01484) 221000 Page 8
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Thursday 4th October 2018

MEETING OF ARMITAGE BRIDGE VILLAGE ASSOCIATION & KIRKLEES 
COUNCIL

Present: Cllr. Mather and Liz Twitchett Highways Operations Manager & civil engineer.

Village Association: Johnny Shaw, Margaret Winter, Brian Cross, Andrew Stead, Ann Thornton, 
John Lockwood.

Met at the Mill car park and walked through village up to Meltham Road discussing 
diagrammatic plan of potential actions that could be taken to deter through traffic.

Note of subjects discussed and comments made by Highways Officer.

Traffic lights at the Bridge It was explained that cars leaving Stockwell Vale cannot turn 
right safely as there is no sightline for traffic coming from Berry Brow. It would also allow a 
full width pavement for pedestrians to be created. 

Pedestrian refuge in middle of road at mill entrance. It was explained this would slow 
vehicles down and if combined with HGV advance warning signs would provide a physical 
barrier to large HGVs deterring them from proceed further.  

Parking bays on the front of the mill with pavement to improve sight lines. 

10 mph speed limit.  This is not possible because there is no legislation that allows it.

Pedestrian priority zone.  The cost would be high and there is no budget. The main problem is 
the safety of pedestrians caused by parked cars. It was pointed out that if the cars are removed 
this would be counter productive.  The rat run would be made much more attractive, it would 
increase car numbers and vehicles would still mount the pavement to get past each other 
because of the narrow road.

Meltham Road junction. Yellow lines would improve junction safety and a further section with 
yellow lines lower down would aid movement up and down.

HGV signage. It was pointed out that the 7.5 ton restriction does not work and is not 
enforced. There is an issue with what the police will allow and the unsuitable for HGV sign 
(which was pioneered in Kirklees) is unenforceable. The satnav warning sign (from Google) is not 
something that has been used locally.  

Conclusion.

Q: What do you want to achieve?  

1. A safe place to live and a reduction in the number of vehicles passing through the 
village.

2. The Council to accept that Armitage Road is unsuitable for HGVs.

3. We accept the Council has to work within existing regulations. However we believe 
that good design, using chicanes and signage, will be more effective than regulation 
signage which we all accept does not work. Good design could be used to deter HGV 
drivers from even attempting to pass through the village.

4. The creation of a pedestrian priority zone could be achieved with signage at short 
lengths of specially paved speed tables at Willow Tree Corner and at the other end of 
the straight narrow section of Armitage Road.  The whole length would not require 
repaving and the cost would be low.  It could be implemented quickly as an 
experimental first phase.  If successful the paving could be extended, if and when, 
funding becomes available in future.

5. The Council to contact Ordnance Survey and satnav mapping companies to request the 
updating of their data bases to show that Armitage Road is unsuitable for HGV’s due to sharp 
bends and inadequate width of carriageway. 
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This survey was conducted by the community 
in July 2018 in response to residents’ concern 
over road safety and the increasing volume of 
traffic through Armitage Bridge.  Apart from the 
serious congestion that often leads to gridlock, 
there’s a growing number of incidents including 
damage to cars, walls, gateposts, kerbs, gas 
pipes, electrical wiring and satellite dishes along 
the narrow section of Armitage Road, the only 
route through our semi-rural village. 

Armitage Bridge
Village Association
TRAFFIC SURVEY

JULY 2018

t

Over 14,500 vehicles 
pass through the village 

every week.

At peak times, a vehicle 
drives through every 12 

seconds.

On average, a large 
vehicle blocks the road 
entirely once an hour.

A single incident took 
seven minutes

to clear.
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THE SURVEY

1. This survey was sponsored by the Armitage 
Bridge Village Association and was conducted by 
the community in July, 2018. In all, 19 volunteers 
generated the data in the tables. 

2. It was conducted in response to residents’ 
increasing alarm over a spectrum of road safety 
issues and corresponds with the increasing volume 
of traffic through the village in recent years. This in 
turn corresponds with an increase in the number of 
(thankfully mostly minor, 
so far) incidents including 
accidental damage to 
cars, walls, gateposts, 
kerbs, gas pipes, electrical 
and satellite dish along 
the narrow section of 
Armitage Road. See 
detailed description below.

3. The survey broke 
traffic throughput into 
five categories – cars, 
vans, lorries/buses, two-
wheelers and pedestrians. 
Only those vehicles using 
Armitage Road were 
counted. The survey also 
noted the number of standoffs (see Definitions 
Of Terms Used below). Cars included SUVs, quad 
bikes, saloons, estates etc. Vans included four-
wheeled commercial, load-carrying, trailered and 
high-sided vehicles. Lorries and buses included all 
vehicles with six wheels or more, low-loaders and 
articulated. Cycles included pushbikes, scooters 
and motorcycles. Pedestrians included adults and 
pushchair occupants, schoolchildren and horse-
riders, but not dog-walkers’ or horse-riders’ 
animals.

4. The survey period was from 7am to 7pm and 
covers a typical week. The vast majority of the 
research was conducted from the vantage point 
on the B6110, Armitage Road, at 53.620219N, 
-1.802248E, known locally as ‘Willow Tree Corner’.  
This spot, at the junction of Dean Brook Road and 
Armitage Road, affords a view of parked cars and 
traffic stand-offs along the length of the chicane (see 
Definition below) and of vehicles moving into and 
out of the village in both directions. The number of 
vehicles parked in the chicane varies between 14 

and 3, and the number of ‘incidents’ and ‘stand-offs’ 
increases markedly the more vehicles are parked, as 
one would expect.

5. Perhaps the most significant findings were that 
more than 14,500 vehicles pass through the village 
every week; at peak times, a vehicle passes through 
every 12 seconds; and on average, a large vehicle 
blocks the road entirely once an hour and must 
reverse to let other traffic pass.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

14,567 vehicles travelled through Armitage Bridge between 7am and 7pm over a week. This includes 170 
lorries and buses between Monday and Friday which means 34 lorries and buses every weekday.
 

2
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DEFINITIONS  

6. ARMITAGE ROAD narrows 
from 7.15 metres outside No 26 
to 4.52 metres next door, outside 
No 28. (grid reference 53.620219N, 
-1.802248E). The pavement here is 
1.08 metres wide. This narrowing 
occurs immediately after the 
Armitage Road/ Dean Brook Road 
junction on an 80deg bend. In the 
middle of the chicane (for example, 
outside No 44) the road is 4.87 
metres wide, and the pavement 
is 1.36 metres wide.  At the end, 
outside No 71/Last Cottage, grid 
reference 53.619499N, -1.800773E) 
Armitage Road is 4.58 metres wide and the 
pavement is 1.27 metres wide. Immediately after 
that, the road suddenly widens to 9.20 metres on a 
20deg bend, with a 1.9 metre wide footpath.

7.  ‘STANDOFF’:  A standoff we defined as an 
occasion when two or more vehicles meet on 
Armitage Road, and one must mount the pavement 
to let the other(s) pass. The observation point 
allows the full length of the chicane (see definition 
above) to be monitored. The number of vehicles 
halting to allow others through, but not mounting 
the kerb, is not something we felt we 
should count, since it applies on far too 
many occasions. However, Surveyor ‘SM’ 
chose on three occasions to record 
every incident in which vehicles were 
obliged to stop along the chicane to let 
another pass, whether or not a vehicle 
mounted the pavement. This inclusion 
on average doubled the number of 
‘incidents’ On one 5-6pm survey, one 
in three vehicles stopped (44 incidents, 
249 vehicles; at least two vehicles 
involved in each incident); one incident 

took seven minutes to clear. Thursday 9-10am, 
42 incidents with 171 vehicles; Thursday 5-6pm, 
46 incidents with 242 vehicles.)  This means that 
at peak times,  Armitage Road traffic comes to a 
standstill once every one minute and ten seconds!

8. ‘CHICANE’: The 280-metre section of 
Armitage Road from its junction with 
Dean Brook Road to 71 Armitage Road/
Last Cottage. As many as 14 vehicles park 
simultaneously on the north-west side, 
the pavemented section, and without 
exception all have two wheels on the 
pavement. During the survey the chicane 
was never completely free of parked 
vehicles.

THANKS
              
A huge thank-you to all our volunteers 

from Pip and myself. By initials only: CD, DS, SM, CO, 
JN, AT, ST, KS, AN, JS, GC, JD, AS, CW, KE, RB and 
HW. 

John Avison
Chairman
Armitage Bridge Village Association                                                                                        

3
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MONDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES    2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am    90  17  2  1  (nr)  4  
8-9am  188  30  2  0  (nr)  10
9-10am  132  28  1  0  13    7
10-11am  113  23  4  3  30    7
11-12noon 107  37  1  3  10    6
12-1pm  144  33  2  4  16    5
1-2pm  116  29  2  4  21    3
2-3pm  120  25  1  5    8  20
3-4pm  170  25  1  4    9  15
4-5pm  177  41  2  4  19  28
5-6pm  254  22  1  4  14  57(*)
6-7pm  163  12  3  3  16  14
(* SM’s ‘all disruptive incidents’ log)

TUESDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am  151  31  4  6  17  34
8-9am  238  23  3  3  21  10 
9-10am  125  32  12  5  12  1
10-11am                 95  24  7  3  13  11
11-12noon 125  23  6  0  11  15
12-1pm  120  19  5  4  17    6
1-2pm  145  28  4  5  15  (nr)
2-3pm  159  38  2  4  11    9
3-4pm  187  32  3  2  14  18
4-5pm  218  46  1  4  12  18
5-6pm  243  36  1  7  19  15
6-7pm  173  23  3  0  12  22

WEDNESDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am  148  27  1  4  13  18
8-9am  219  21  5  6  22    9
9-10am  145  28  3  1  22    4
10-11am  116  23  6  8    4    5
11-12noon 130  27  4  8  17    7
12-1pm  120  16  7  3    9  11
1-2pm  149  20  0  4  13  (nr)
2-3pm  134  29  6  3  10      1 (bins)
3-4pm  164  30  3  9  18    6
4-5pm  190  28  9  5  16  14 
5-6pm  228  20  1  8  10  44(*)
6-7pm  155  10  3  0  12  17
(* SM’s ‘all disruptive incidents’ log)

THURSDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am  165  32  3  7  22  15
8-9am  227  29  0  4  12  12
9-10am  135  24  4  5  7  (42) -bins
10-11am    97  23  3  2  16    8
11-12noon 123  27  2  0  21    7
12-1pm  127  17  3  3  8    9
1-2pm  142  22  3  6  23    8
2-3pm  127  36  0  3  3  24
3-4pm  181  42  1  7  16    4
4-5pm  178  37  3 (2 buses) 3  12               (nr) 
5-6pm  220  18  0  4  17  46(*)
6-7pm  165  14  0  4  54(**)  22
(* SM’s ‘all disruptive incidents’ log)
(** included 40 John Smith Stadium runners)

4
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FRIDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am  163  35  1  7  20  24
8-9am  202  23  3  3  35   (1)
9-10am  152  40  2  4  26    8
10-11am  152  25  0  0  29    9
11-12noon 153  31  1  4  16  13
12-1pm  112  22  3  6  26  14
1-2pm  142  40  7  2    7  22
2-3pm  177  31  2  9  13  (nr)
3-4pm  219  28  3  8  18  (nr)
4-5pm  189  34  2  3  11  17
5-6pm  225  36  3  7  41  (nr)
6-7pm  191  15  0  4  45 (cricket match) 11

SATURDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am    40  11  2    1  12    1
8-9am    73    4  1    0  10    4 
9-10am  120  18  1    9 (4 horses) 22    9
10-11am  144  25  2  24 (*)  29  21 
11-12noon 163    5  2    4  16  19
12-1pm  162  15  1 (crane)    2  29  16
1-2pm  121    4  2    2  23  16
2-3pm  108    4  0    2  19  20
3-4pm  115  14  0    5  27  (nr)
4-5pm  111  11  1 (bus)    1  23  20 
5-6pm  134    4  2    8  12  14
6-7pm  136    3  0    3  30  23 (11 pcs) 
* cycling club (12 members)

SUNDAY

TIME  CARS  VANS   LORRIES/BUSES   2-WHEELERS PEDESTRIANS STANDOFFS
7-8am    21    1  0    0    9    1
8-9am    43    6  0    6  11    3
9-10am    85    8  0    3    8  12
10-11am  125  13  2    4  32  20
11-12noon 133    6  1    3  16  27
12-1pm  151    6  0  10  19  37
1-2pm  136  10  0    5  33  32
2-3pm    72  10  0    5  17  14
3-4pm  100  13  0    1  27    9
4-5pm  115    6  0    1  29  15
5-6pm    89    8  1    4  15  17
6-7pm    76    2  0    2  13  15

5
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Name of meeting:  Cabinet Committee - Local Issues
Date: 11 February 2019 

Title of report: Deputation to raise concerns of traffic issues, Mill 
Lane, Batley

Is it likely to result in spending or 
saving £250k or more, or to have a 
significant effect on two or more 
electoral wards?

No 

Is it in the Council’s Forward Plan? No 

Is it eligible for “call in” by Scrutiny? Yes

Date signed off by Strategic Director 
& name

Is it signed off by Service Director 
(Finance)?

Is it signed off by the Service 
Director - Legal, Governance and 
Commissioning?

Karl Battersby - 21.01.19

Eamonn Croston - 31.01.19

Julie Muscroft - 18.01.2019

Cabinet member portfolio Place (Investment and Housing)

Electoral wards affected: Batley East
Ward councillors consulted: No

Public or private: Public

1. Purpose of report
A deputation was received at Council, from the Friends of Mill Lane parent’s 
group, concerning a request to reduce the speed limit to 20 mph, install a 
zebra crossing and railings at the side of the pavement and the installation of 
a School Crossing Patrol outside Mill Lane Primary on Mill Lane, Batley. 
Councillor Mather committed officer to investigate the issues and report the 
finding to Cabinet Committee Local Issues for consideration.

2. Key points
The friends of Mill Lane parent’s group raised concerns of speeding traffic 
outside Mill Lane Primary School especially at school opening and closing 
times. To resolve their concerns they have requested traffic calming measures 
in the form of a 20 mph speed limit with the introduction of a zebra crossing 
and pedestrian barriers at the sides of the road to improve road safety here. 
The deputation also raised concerns that the long term absence of a school 
crossing patrol outside the school at the junction of Mill Lane and Wood Lane, 
Batley was making it unsafe and dangerous for children to cross the road and Page 19
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they have asked for the immediate employment of a School Crossing Patrol at 
this location.   

In response - 
 Highway Safety, would like to be as pro-active as possible to try to stop 

traffic collisions from occurring. However with limited resources, priority 
must be given to where personal traffic injury collisions have occurred.  
In the last 5 years (up to 31-08-2018) there are no recorded personal 
traffic injury accidents on the length of Mill Lane/High Street between 
Newgate Street and Bromley Road. The request for action to introduce 
a 20 mph zone at this location was scored using the approved matrix 
and a score of +2 was achieved. A score of +4 is needed to justify 
further action or investigation. So the introduction of a 20 mph zone 
cannot be justified at this location at this time. It is however accepted 
that there is no recent speed data available in this vicinity. So to try to 
help some speed counts are to be arranged and any patterns of 
speeding traffic  will be passed to the police to ask if they can 
undertake some targeted enforcement as their resources permit 

 Unfortunately the road layout at this location means that there is no 
feasible location here for a zebra crossing that meets the correct 
visibility requirements (set out in Ltn-2-95 pedestrian crossings) for a 
formal crossing.

 The site is be visited to assess the feasibility of guardrail near the 
school entrance. An initial officer assessment suggests that there may 
be some suitable locations but these will need to be assessed on 
whether installing the guardrail would impact on the positioning of the 
current crossing points where the school crossing patrol operates.

 The position of School Crossing Patrol, situated at the junction of Mill 
Lane and Wood Lane, is vacant and currently being advertised on the 
Kirklees website: https://jobs.kirklees.gov.uk/working-with-communities-
economy-and-infrastructure-school-crossing-patrol-numerous-
jobs/22733.job
Mill Lane school have received a vacancy pack, including posters, to 
help publicise the vacancy and engage the local community. 

3. Implications for the Council 
That road safety concerns remain if no further action is taken.

4.   Consultees and their opinions
     None

5.   Next steps 
 To undertake speed counts on Mill Lane
 To undertake a site visit to assess the feasibility and delivery of 

guardrail at the junction of Mill Lane/Wood Lane
 To successfully fill the SCP vacancy at this location

6.   Officer recommendations and reasons
That Cabinet Committee Local Issues consider the contents of this report and 
approve the petitioners be informed that:
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 Speed Counts are to be arranged and any traffic patterns of 
speeding will be passed to the Police to ask if they can undertake 
targeted enforcement as resources permit. 

 A zebra crossing cannot be provided, that will meet the needs and 
expectations of parents crossing to the school, as there is no safe 
location to install a formal pedestrian facility that meets current 
design guide standards.

 The feasibility of guardrail is to be assessed and, subject to no 
impact on the location the School Crossing Patrol site will be 
provided if found appropriate. 

 The Council will continue to work to recruit a School Crossing 
Patrol at this location.

7.   Cabinet portfolio holder recommendation 
Portfolio Holder approves the next steps as highlighted in the report, and 
supports the officer’s recommendations.

8.  Contact officer and relevant papers
Contact Officer: Phillip Waddington and Karen North
Tel: (01484) 221000
phillipwaddington@kirklees.gov.uk or karen.north@kirklees.gov.uk

9.  Service Director responsible
Joanne Bartholomew
Service Director - Commercial, Regulatory and Operational
(01484) 221000
joanne.bartholomew@kirklees.gov.uk
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ETMB052A.DOC

CRITERIA FOR ASSESSMENT SITE:- Mill Lane / High Street, Hanging Heaton PROBLEM :- Traffic calming request
                                                                POSSIBLE SOLUTION: - 

SCORE -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 Total
Reducing 
Accidents

Quantifiable risk of 
accidents occurring as a 

result of change

Risk potential increased No effect on safety Risk potential reduced Some accident savings 
possible 
(0 - 25%)

Significant accident 
savings likely (> 

25%)
1

Sharing 
Roadspace

ALL of the following 
disbenefit:
i) Pedestrians
ii) Public transport
iii) Cyclists

Some disbenefit to any 
TWO of the following:
i) Pedestrians
ii) Public Transport
iii) Cyclists

Some disbenefit to 
Pedestrians
OR Public Transport
OR Cyclists

No change Only ONE of the 
following benefit:
i) Pedestrians
ii) Public Transport
iii) Cyclists

Any TWO of the 
following benefit:
i) Pedestrians
ii) Public Transport
iii) Cyclists

All of the following 
THREE benefit:
i) Pedestrians
ii) Public Transport
iii) Cyclists

0

Environmental 
Issues

A worsening of conditions 
in ALL of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

A worsening of conditions 
in any TWO of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

A worsening of conditions 
in ONE of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

No change likely An improvement in 
ONE of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

An improvement in any 
TWO of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

An improvement in 
all THREE of:
i) Noise Pollution
ii) Air Pollution
iii) Visual Intrusion

-1

Traffic Impact 
on People

Problem is merely 
transferred AND  new 

problems created locally 
AND elsewhere

New problems created 
locally OR elsewhere

Problem is merely 
transferred to a different 

location

10 properties or less 
benefiting (residential)

Whole street of up to 
50 properties 

benefiting

Local neighbourhood of 
up to 200 properties 

benefiting

A whole town, village 
or district benefiting 1

Social Impact 
on People

Worsening of ANY of:
i) Fear of crime/disorder
ii) Nuisance

No change likely Reduced Nuisance 
levels

Reduced fear of Crime 
& Disorder

Reduced fear of 
Crime & Disorder 

and Nuisance levels
0

Impact on 
Commerce and 
Industry

A worsening of conditions 
in ALL of:
i) Access to premises 

made more difficult
ii ) Passing trade 

removed
iii) Restrictions on waiting

A worsening of conditions 
in any TWO of:
i) Access to premises 

made more difficult 
ii) Passing trade removed
iii) Restrictions on waiting

A worsening of conditions 
in ONE of:
i) Access to premises 

made more difficult
ii) Passing trade 

removed
iii) Restrictions on waiting

No real impact but 
maybe a couple of 

properties benefiting at 
most (commercial/ 

industrial)

A parade of 15 shops 
or business properties 

benefiting

 A small town or village 
benefiting

A major town centre 
benefiting 0

Public 
Interest

First request Two independent 
requests in last 12 

months

Regular complaint
OR

petition
2

Effect on 
Traffic Speeds

Measurable increase in 
vehicle speeds likely

Fear of speeding traffic 
likely to be increased

No change Fear of speeding 
traffic likely to be 

reduced

Reduction in vehicle 
speeds of up to 5 mph 

likely

Vehicle speeds 
(85%ile) will be 

reduced to within 
speed limit

2

Implementation 
Costs

Any TWO of the following 
resource needs:
i) Investigation 

(>15 person days)
ii) Design

(>15 person days)
iii) Construction

(>£10,000)

Any ONE of the following 
resource needs:
i) Investigation

(>5 and <15 person 
days)

ii) Design
(>5 and <15 person 
days)

iii) Construction 
(>£5000 and <£10,000)

Any ONE of the following 
resource needs:
i) Investigation 

(>1 and <5 person 
days)

ii) Design
(>1 and <5 person 
days)

iii) Construction 
(>£1000 and <£5000)

Small scale scheme 
(<£1000) requiring little 
investigation and 
design work (<1 
person day)

-3

TOTAL SCORE 2

ASSESSED BY :- Phillip Waddington DATE: 20.11.2018
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Name of meeting:    Cabinet Committee - Local Issues
Date:   11 February 2019

Title of report: Objection to Kirklees (TR) (No 11) Order 2018, proposed 
‘No Right Turn’ from Huddersfield Road, Mirfield into Child Lane and ‘No 
Left Turn’ from Child Lane, Roberttown on to Huddersfield Road 

Is it likely to result in spending or 
saving £250k or more, or to have a 
significant effect on two or more 
electoral wards?

Yes - Two Wards 

Is it in the Council’s Forward Plan? Yes  10 January 2019

Is it eligible for “call in” by Scrutiny? Yes

Date signed off by Strategic Director 
& name

Is it signed off by the Service 
Director Finance?

Is it signed off by the Service 
Director - Legal, Governance and 
Commissioning?

Karl Battersby - 1.02.2019

Eamonn Croston - 31.01.2019

Julie Muscroft - 31.01.2019

Cabinet member portfolio Place (Investment and Housing)

Electoral wards affected: Mirfield and Liversedge and Gomersal 
Ward councillors consulted:  On the TRO Proposals - Yes

On the content of this report - No

Public or private: Public

1. Purpose of report

To consider objections to Kirklees (TR) (No 11) Order 2018 received in 
response to the public advertisement for a proposed ‘No Right Turn’ from 
the A62 Huddersfield Road, into Child Lane, Roberttown, and a ‘No Left 
Turn’ from Child Lane into A62, Huddersfield Road, Mirfield. See Appendix 
1 - Plan A. 

2. Key points

This Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) has been proposed in connection with 
Planning Application Number 2014/60/90688/E - Mirfield Moor 
Development, A62 Huddersfield Road. Planning permission has been 
granted for the erection of commercial floor space and 166 residential 
properties. Page 31
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The outline planning consent was granted in April 2015. The decision 
notice indicates which documents relate to the decision, these documents 
can be viewed online at the Planning Services website at 
www.kirklees.gov.uk/planning.

As part of the measures, intended to mitigate against the additional traffic 
generated by this development site, it is proposed to modify the junction of 
A62/Sunny Bank Road/Child Lane (Appendix 2 – Traffic Sign and Road 
Marking Detail) - to:

 Improve services for pedestrians here by adding pedestrian 
facilities to those arms of this signal controlled junction, where 
currently it is not possible to do; 

 Improve the capacity by changing lane designations, and signal 
staging and timings to optimise the through flow of traffic;

 Remove the need for left turning traffic from A62, into Sunny Bank 
Road, to give way to right turning traffic from Leeds Road, thus 
improving the flow of traffic;

 Remove some of the other conflicting movements, which currently 
contribute to collisions at this location, thereby reducing / removing 
the risk.

To do this it will necessitate the imposition of the following turning bans;

 The right turn from the A62 Huddersfield Road into Child Lane.
 The left turn from Child Lane into the A62 Huddersfield Road.

The developer has committed, through a Section 278 Agreement, to 
implement these improvements work, prior to the development being 
occupied, to maximise the safety and capacity benefits this will bring, at 
this busy junction.

The TRO was publically advertised between 21 December 2018 and 21st 
January 2019, and during that period 47 objections have been received 
(See Appendix 3 – Objections).
The objections have been summarised, categorised by issues, and set out 
in the section below, but, in general, the objections relate, as a whole, to 
concerns of potential increased local traffic congestion and accidents. (See 
Appendix 4 – Objections summary).

Issue 1 from Objectors
The traffic assessment did not take into consideration of the new 
Sainsbury/Greggs (14 consultees raised concerns surrounding traffic 
analysis). 

In response:
It is acknowledged that, although planning consent had been gained for the 
development which is currently a Sainsbury’s Local when the assessment 
for this development (2014/60/90688/E – Mirfield, Moor development) was 
undertaken, it did not take into account the amount of traffic this may Page 32
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generate. However, a comparison exercise was carried out in Dec 2018 
using current traffic levels, counted using CCTV.  The table below shows 
the number of left turning vehicles from Child Lane during those time 
periods and the subsequent (not additional) number of left turning vehicles 
into Fountain Court.

 08:00 - 09:00 17:00 - 18:00
Cycle Left turners To Fountain Court Left turners To Fountain Court
     
Total 23 14 17 10

Actual Flows 2018 (single day count)

In the Transport Assessment submitted by WSP for the development 
(dated 06/02/2014), the 2013 traffic counts, growthed up to 2018, predicted 
6 vehicles turning left in the AM peak and 17 in the PM peak.  

The counts above show that in the PM peak the Sainsburys development 
appears to have had no material impact on the left turning vehicles from 
Child Lane as the counted figure is the same as the growth figure from the 
original 2013 assessment.  In the AM peak the number of left turning 
vehicles has increased by 17, from the original assessment, but it is not felt 
that this level of diverted traffic will cause serious difficulties at adjacent 
junctions, particularly when traffic flows better, and there is less congestion 
on the A62 as a result of the improvements.

Issue 2 from Objectors
There will be additional traffic on A62/Lumb Lane Junction (turning right 
onto A62 Huddersfield Road or going straight ahead into Norristhorpe) 
which already can’t cope and is not safe (34 consultees raised concerns 
surrounding the A62/Lumb Lane Jct)

In response:
It is acknowledged that at present it can be difficult to turn right from Lumb 
Lane due to the queuing traffic from the A62 Huddersfield Road / Sunny 
Bank Road/Child Lane junction blocking back through the junction. 
However as a result of the improvement works at that junction the queues 
will be reduced. 

The worst case scenario for additional traffic at the Lumb Lane junction 
would be that the current traffic left-turning from Child Lane all wishes to 
access somewhere between the two junctions, and so they will all, in the 
future, have to turn right. Whilst this is highly unlikely, 23 additional 
vehicles in the am peak and 17 in the PM peak, has been modelled and 
with the improvements at Child Lane it does not give cause for concern. 
Added to that, on completion of the improvement works, the two junctions Page 33



will also be put under SCOOT control (computerised coordination of signal 
controlled junctions) which will optimise the green time across both the A62 
Huddersfield Road/Sunny Bank Road/Child Lane and A62 Leeds Road/ 
Norristhorpe Lane/Lumb Lane junctions. This will assist in managing any 
queues between the two junctions.

Issue 3 from Objectors

It will make the A62/Sunny Bank Rd junction worse. There are long queues 
on the A62. There isn’t any problem with the existing movements so why 
ban them. The left turn is used to access the new retail park. (26 
consultees raised concerns surrounding the A62/Sunny Bank Rd Jct).
In response:
Under the current layout, left turning traffic from Huddersfield Rd into 
Sunny Bank Rd has, once it has a green signal, then must give way to right 
turning traffic from Huddersfield Rd, into Sunny Bank Rd. Under the 
revised layout the left turning traffic will be unopposed, which will allow for 
a much higher rate of discharge, hence reducing the queues. This will help 
to minimise the impact of traffic queuing back through the A62 
Huddersfield Road/Lumb Lane junction and hindering other turning traffic 
at that junction. 

There will also be an increase in green time for the left turning, and 
“ahead”, traffic travelling towards Huddersfield, and it will be queued in two 
lanes for approximately 60m. This will also allows a greater discharge of 
traffic as currently left turning (which is queued) hinders the straight ahead 
movement. This can also cause conflict as some drivers choose to use the 
current right turning lane, and cut in front of the queue at the last minute to 
go straight ahead – this risk will be removed.

Signal controlled pedestrian facilities will also be included on all arms of 
the junction.  The new pedestrian crossing on the A62 Leeds Road 
inbound will operate, when demanded, at the same time as Child Lane 
runs.  If the left turn from Child Lane was still to be allowed then an ‘all red’ 
stage would be required, to service this pedestrian crossing demand, as it 
would always be in conflict with traffic.  This would have a detrimental 
impact on the capacity of the junction and also operation of the network.

Issue 4 from Objectors
Will increase high speed rat-running traffic through Roberttown which is 
already concern outside Spen Valley High School/Nursery. Increasing 
traffic issues and accidents. Can we have speed humps on local roads? 
(28 consultees raised general concerns within Roberttown).

 
In response:
As part of the development planning obligation a number of wider highway 
improvements have been agreed to. These include: Page 34



A £35, 000.00 contribution is to be made by the development for traffic 
management/calming improvements in Roberttown. 
A further £25, 000.00 contribution towards the provision of traffic calming 
and management measures on Church Lane, Mirfield. 
These funds can be used to help to mitigate the wide concerns that exist 
within Roberttown and on Church Lane. 

Issue 5:
There will be an increase in rat-running traffic along Little Taylor Hall Lane 
(1 number). 
In response:
The Transport Assessment does not suggest the proposed changes at 
Sunny Bank Road Junction will cause vehicles to use Taylor Hall Lane, but 
the impacts will be monitored and any issues dealt with as they arise. 

   
3. Implications for the Council 

The proposed works were considered necessary at planning application 
stage and which was approved by the Planning Committee. These 
proposals are to mitigate the impact of the development on the highway 
network. 

If the TRO is not implemented, as advertised, the works to the signal 
controlled junction at Huddersfield Rd / Sunny Bank Rd / Child Lane will 
have to be re-designed, and the benefits to the travelling public, by 
reducing current queuing levels, and improved safety, that we anticipate 
these works will have, will not be realised.

Other (eg Legal/Financial or Human Resources)

The proposed highway works, and the associated TRO, which this Cabinet 
report refers to, are being wholly funded by the development - Planning 
Application Number 2014/60/90688/E, and its subsequent amendments.

4.   Consultees and their opinions
Local Ward Cllrs for both Liversedge and Gomersal, and Mirfield Wards 
were all consulted on the Traffic Regulation Order, prior to the public 
advertisement being undertaken
In response to the consultation:

 Councillor Martyn Bolt believes that the current road layout cannot be 
changed without using significant additional land and the scheme will 
compromise safety. He has asked to see the safety audits for the 
proposals, a current air quality assessment along with details of the 
junctions’ current queuing times and projected timings of the scheme.  

In response:
This scheme has been designed, modelled, and safety audited, prior to 
approval being given to the design. Cllr Bolt has been sent the link to the  Page 35



Transport Impact Assessment undertaken for this scheme, along with the 
Safety Audit.

 Councillor David Hall and Councillor Lisa Holmes are concerned about 
the ‘No Left Turn’ movement from Child Lane onto the A62, 
Huddersfield Road. They believe the traffic analysis for the current 
proposals were completed prior to the opening of the retail park on the 
A62. Their concerns are that if the proposals are approved this will lead 
to an increase in the volume of traffic turning right out of Lumb Lane 
onto the A62, Huddersfield Road. They believe this is a near-impossible 
manoeuvre at peak times and will result in traffic being prevented from 
doing this turn completely.

In response:
These concerns have been addressed in the body of the report
 
 Councillor Vivien Lees-Hamilton agrees with all the above comments 

and is certain some drivers will ignore the turning bans and has 
requested an impact analysis of the surrounding roads.

In response

Cllr Lees Hamilton has been sent the link to the Transport Impact 
Assessment undertaken for this scheme.
With regards to the concerns of drivers who choose to ignore the banned 
movements proposed in this TRO – this will be a matter for West Yorkshire 
Police, as with all other moving traffic offence – they are aware of these 
proposals 

All our Statutory Consultees, including West Yorkshire Police, West 
Yorkshire Fire and Rescue, and West Yorkshire Ambulance Service have 
been consulted on these proposals, and no objections have been received. 

5.   Next steps 
Cabinet Committee Local Issues to consider the objections raised during 
the formal advertising period for this TRO, and the information contained 
in this report, and reach a decision on whether or not the TRO is to be 
implemented as advertised

6.   Officer recommendations and reasons

That the objections be overruled and the TRO proposals are implemented 
as advertised to allow the approved planning conditions to be discharged 
as originally designed.

Reasons:

Officers believe that, whilst the development of Fountain Court 
(Sainsburys) and general traffic growth does appear to have increased the Page 36



number of left turning vehicles from Child Lane, in the AM peak hour, 
greater than that originally anticipated in the Traffic Impact assessment, 
(17 vehicles), the numbers are relatively low, and can be absorbed onto 
the network by the additional capacity gained from the proposed changes.

The benefits for the thousands of drivers who use this stretch of the A62 on 
a daily basis will be significant due to the reworking of the traffic signals 
allowing for separately signalled right and left turns into Sunny Bank Road.  

The provision of pedestrian facilities on each arm of the junction will have 
benefits for the pedestrians around the junction and will improve the safety 
for the most vulnerable road users.

7.   Cabinet portfolio holder recommendation 

Portfolio Holder supports the Officers recommendations, for the reasons 
given in the report.

8.  Contact officer and relevant papers
Contact Officer: Rashid Mahmood
(01484) 221000
rashid.mahmood@kirklees.gov.uk 

9.  Service Director responsible
Joanne Bartholomew - Service Director
Commercial, Regulatory and Operational
(01484) 221000
joanne.bartholomew@kirklees.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 4
Sunny Bank Road Junction  - TRO BAN MOVEMENT (CHILD LANE LEFT OUT AND RIGHT IN)

Name Address Reasons for objection Where addressed in the Cabinet Report
Issue 1 Issue 2 Issues 3 Issues 4 Issues 5

1 Little Taylor Hall Lane (Roberttown) Hasn't see any problems with the left or right into or out of Child Lane x
Between 100-150 vehicles in morning and at tea time using Litte Taylor Hall Lane as a rat run x
Lumb Lane is narrow and cannot turn right out safely. x

2 Meadow Drive (Roberttown) Banning the left in/out of Child Lane will make queuing traffic worse on Huddersfield Rd/Sunny Bank Road x
Ban movements will increase the already existing speading rat-running through the village x
Residents using Sainsbury will need to go down Lumb Lane which is a busy and dangerous junction. You cant turn x
because of the existing queuing on the A62 Huddersfield Road. x
Ban right turn will send more traffic through Roberttown.Traffic congestion in Roberttown blocking the zebra crossing. x

3 No Address Banning these movements will pure more pressure on the junction. x

4
No address The proposals will not make it safer because surounding roads will become busier/gridlocked. x

It will icnrease traffic movements along Roberttown Lane and Lumb Lane.Recommends speed humps on local roads. x

5
Lumb Lane (Roberttown) Significant congsestion on A62 Leeds Road, x

More traffic on Lumb Lane as a result and this will increase road safety concerns (incidents) x
Rat-running through Roberttown. x

6
Lumb Lane (Roberttown) Roberttown is gridlocked. There are speeding vehicles. x

Banning movements will increase traffic quering on Lumb Lane, queues back to No. 35. x

7 Resident of Roberttown Will send more traffic onto Lumb Lane, already a problem with no righ turn filter at Lumb Lane/A62 Jct. x

8
Huddersfield Road Uses the left turn out on Child Lane to get home. Now would need to use Lumb Lane is which is congested x

and doesn't let much traffic through. 

9 No address It will increase accidents and local traffic issues  (not specific details). x

10
Balmfield Crescent, (Norristhorpe) Will increase more traffic disruuption at Lumb Lane. x

Parking on Huddersfield Road make it a single lane, the ban turns won't help this.Increasee rat-running through Roberttown. x

11
Resident of Roberttown Increase traffic congestion at other already queuing junctions (none specified). x

Increase traffic through Roberttown. x

12
Headlands Close (Norristhorpe) Increase traffic in Roberttown Lane and Lumb Lane. x

Difficult to turn right in or out of Lumb Lane. x

13 Off Huddersfield Road Ban turns will increase traffic/queuing on adjointing network. x

14 Lumb Lane (Roberttown) Will increase traffic on Roberttown Lane (busy with school traffic) and on Lumb Lane. x

15

No address Left ban out of Child Lane to Sainsbury/Greggs will send traffic down Lumb Lane. x
Lumb  Lane/A62 Jct not adequate to take extra traffic. Righ out of Lumb Lane prevents straight ahead because of limited width. x
Right turn ban will send more traffic to Lumb Lane which struggle bcs there is no filter so sending it to Roberttown Lane (school site). x
Explain the justification for the left turn ban out of Child Lane? x
Increase in traffic/congestion in Roberttown x
Traffic counts used are before the Sainsbury was built. x

16
Resident of Roberttown Ban turns will make it unsafe (no reasons given). Excessive queues on A62 is causing rat running. x

Consider options of stopping rat running through Roberttown x

17
Fountain Street (Roberttown) Will increase accidents and local traffic issues. x

Regular use the left out and in off Child Lane. x
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18 Spring Bank Drive (Norristhorpe) Increase traffic on Lumb Lane and right turn out will cause accidents x

19
Fountain Street (Roberttown) Traffic data used before Sainsbury/Greggs opened. x

Will cause safety, congestion, environment concerns. x

20 No address Will increaes traffic and number of traffic accidents (no reasons given).Increase traffic outside Spen Valley School. x

21 No address Objection is exactly the same as Sara Wood. x

22 Lumb Lane (Roberttown) Ojection is exactlyt the same as Sara Wood x

23 Church Park (Roberttown) Ojbection similar to Sara Wood (HGV use increase on Roberttown Lane) x

24

Fountain Street (Roberttown) Vehicles parked on footway on the A62 make the right turn difficutl into Child Lane. x
Parked vehicles causing issues for prams/wheelchair users. x
Residents of Fountain St/Drive and Meados Esates can't go left out to Leeds. Right back home. x
Turners on the Lumb Lane/A62 Jct is a problem with no filters. Increasing traffic here will be a problem. x

25 Resident of Roberttow Increase traffic on Lumb Lane who already can't turn right out onto A62. x

26
Use Child Lane to go left to Meadows Nursery. x
Will have to use Lumb Lane which is a dangerous junction. x

27

Mirfield Request for Air Quality Assessment before and after road changes
Capacity concerns - current queue times and future queues on Sunny Bank Jct. Request for Safey Audits for scheme Issue to note
Request for road markings, UTC phasing and other proposed changes. x

Not relevant to TRO proposal, but can be provided

28

Liversedge and Gomersal Objecting to the ban left turn out of Child Lane, will send traffic to Lumb Lane which is already difficult x
Right turners out of Lumb Lane block the vehicles going straight into Norristhrope
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x

29

Liversedge and Gomersal Agreed with Cllr Hall
Not a popular scheme which will cause accidents. x
Objecting to the ban left turn out of Child Lane, will send traffic to Lumb Lane which is already difficult x
Right turners out of Lumb Lane block the vehicles going straight into Norristhrope x
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x

30

Mirfield Agree with Cllr comments Cllr Hall and Cllr Bolt. see all issues
What is the impact on Lumb Lane?
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x
Objecting to the ban left turn out of Child Lane, will send traffic to Lumb Lane which is already difficult x
Right turners out of Lumb Lane block the vehicles going straight into Norristhrope
Capacith concerns - current queue times and future queues on Sunny Bank Jct x
Request for road markings, UTC phasing and other proposed changes. x

31

Meadow Drive (Roberttown) Objecting to the ban right turn - too dangerous to do a right onto A62 and then left Lumb Lane x
Objecting to the ban left turn - can't get to Sainsbury/Greggs x
The right turn on Lumb Lane is very busy and dangerous. A right turn filter will help. x
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x

32

Meadow Driver (Roberttown) Objecting to the ban right turn - too dangerous to do a right onto A62 and then left Lumb Lane x
Objecting to the ban left turn - can't get to Sainsbury/Greggs x
The right turn on Lumb Lane is very busy and dangerous. A right turn filter will help. x
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x

33

Meadow Driver (Roberttown) Objecting to the ban right turn - too dangerous to do a right onto A62 and then left Lumb Lane x
Objecting to the ban left turn - can't get to Sainsbury/Greggs x
The right turn on Lumb Lane is very busy and dangerous. A right turn filter will help. x
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x
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34

Meadow Driver (Roberttown) Objecting to the ban right turn - too dangerous to do a right onto A62 and then left Lumb Lane x
Objecting to the ban left turn - can't get to Sainsbury/Greggs x
The right turn on Lumb Lane is very busy and dangerous. A right turn filter will help. x
Traffic Assessment was done before Sainsbury development. x

35

Balmfield Crescent (Liversedge) Banning these movements will cause further disruption x
The right turn on Lumb Lane is dangerous. Too many left turners out of Norristhorpe Lane and give way. x
Any additional traffic on Lumb Lane would make matters worse.

36

Fountain Drive (Liversedge) Sunny Bank Junction - left turn is required to access Sainsbury x
Roberttown area - will cuase accidents and local traffic issues and access to Balmfield/Rydal Grove x
Lumb Lane Jct - right turn is impossible and cars can't pass. x
Purchase the land opposite the Fountain Pub and create and extra lane to S&B Motors (Van shop) Not relevant to TRO proposal

37

John Booth Close (Roberttown) Sunny Bank Junction - left turn is required to access Sainsbury x
Roberttown area - will cuase accidents and local traffic issues and access to Balmfield/Rydal Grove x
Lumb Lane Jct - right turn is impossible and cars can't pass. x

38

Resident of Roberttown Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Right turners out of Lumb Lane block the straight ahead to Norristhorpe and Left out
Can we phase the right turn from Lumb Lane separately from vehicle leaving Norristhorpe Lane
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse (speeding drivers). x

39

Fountain St (Roberttown) Ban turns at Sunny Bank will make it unsafe for the public/vulnerable/school children. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse x
Traffic Assessment done after the Sainsbury development. x

40

Fountain St (Roberttown) Ban turns at Sunny Bank will make it unsafe for the public/vulnerable/school children. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse x
Traffic Assessment done after the Sainsbury development. x

41

Fountain St (Roberttown) Ban turns at Sunny Bank will make it unsafe for the public/vulnerable/school children. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse x
Traffic Assessment done after the Sainsbury development. x

42
Church Rd (Roberttown) Ban left turn onto A62 is much needed, no alternative route. x

Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x

43

(No address) Ban turns at Sunny Bank will make it unsafe for the public/vulnerable/school children. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse x
Traffic Assessment done after the Sainsbury development. x

44
Richard Park Av (Liversedge) Agrees to the right turn ban but not the lef turn ban. x

Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x

45

Lincoln Av (Roberttown) Sunny Bank Junction - left turn is required to access Sainsbury x
Parking outside the cottages on A62 should be banned. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Roberttown Area - speeding issues, use cameras and enformcement x
Health issues prevent walking and planning issues concerns were raised Not relevant to TRO proposal

46

Roberttown Lane (Roberttown) Ban turns at Sunny Bank will make it unsafe for the public/vulnerable/school children. x
Lumb Lane  junction can't take the extra traffic flow and will make it more dangerous x
Additional traffic on Roberttown Lane will make the already situation worse x

47

(No address) Reasons required to how the scheme will improve safety/capacity x
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(submit risk assessment, accident data, traffic analysis)
General issues regarding planning matters (e.g. air quality, transport assessment) Not relevant to TRO proposal47
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