
 

 

CABINET MEMBER FOR REGENERATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Venue: Town Hall, Moorgate 

Street, Rotherham.  S60 
2TH 

Date: Monday, 2nd June, 2014 

  Time: 10.30 a.m. 
 
 

A G E N D A 
 

 
1. To determine if the following matters are to be considered under the categories 

suggested in accordance with the Local Government Act 1972.  
  

 
2. To determine any item which the Chairman is of the opinion should be 

considered as a matter of urgency.  
  

 
3. Apologies for absence  
  

 
4. Minutes of the previous meetings held on 6th May 2014 and on 8th May 2014 

(Pages 1 - 6) 
  

 
5. A633 Rotherham to Parkgate - Bus Priority Measures (Pages 7 - 11) 
  

 
6. Objections to Proposed Waiting Restrictions - Areas of Wellgate and Moorgate, 

Rotherham (Pages 12 - 44) 
  

 
7. Petition - Condition of the Carriageway - Temple Crescent, Bramley (Pages 45 

- 53) 
  

 
8. Petition - Condition of the Carriageway - Cook Avenue, Maltby (Pages 54 - 63) 
  

 
9. Green Lane, Rawmarsh - Proposed zebra crossing (Pages 64 - 66) 
  

 
10. Date and time of next meeting - Monday 7th July 2014 at 10.30 a.m.  
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CABINET MEMBER FOR REGENERATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
6th May, 2014 

 
 
Present:- Councillor Smith (in the Chair); Councillors Clark; together with Councillor 
Pickering 
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Godfrey.  
 
G127. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETINGS HELD ON 7TH APRIL AND 

ON 11TH APRIL 2014  
 

 Resolved:- That the minutes of the meetings of the Cabinet Member and 
Advisers for Regeneration and Development, held on (i) 7th April, 2014 
and (ii) 11th April, 2014, be approved as correct records for signature by 
the Chairman. 
 

G128. MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE RMBC TRANSPORT LIAISON 
GROUP HELD ON 19TH MARCH, 2014  
 

 Consideration was given to the minutes of a meeting of the Transport 
Liaison Group held on 19th March, 2014. 
 
Resolved:-  That the contents of the minutes be noted. 
 

G129. CENTENARY MARKET FEES AND CHARGES REVIEW  
 

 Further to Minute No. G111 of the meeting of the Cabinet Member and 
Advisers for Regeneration and Development held on 18th March, 2013, 
consideration was given to a report presented by the Markets General 
Manager concerning the annual review of all fees and charges in relation 
to the Centenary Market. The review had been carried out in accordance 
with the Council’s audit requirements and in consultation with 
representatives of the market traders. 
 
Members noted that the Council had recently commissioned “The Retail 
Group” to provide independent, professional advice on a future strategy 
and growth plan for the market that will deliver the right markets offer for 
the town centre and its customers. This study will report shortly and will 
help identify how the Council can best support its traders to adapt to 
changing customer shopping patterns, as well as any short term 
disruption caused by the major infrastructure development adjacent to the 
market. The study will also advise on opportunities to invest in and take 
advantage of the new trading potential resulting from the Tesco store 
development. Therefore, it was proposed that the markets’ fees and 
charges review be postponed for six months to allow time for 
consideration and implementation of the findings of the independent 
study. 
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The appendix to the submitted report contained the current the fees and 
charges levied during the 2013/14 financial year. 
 
Resolved: - (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That the various fees and charges in respect of the Rotherham 
Centenary Market, as detailed in the appendix to the submitted report, 
shall remain unchanged from the 2013/2014 financial year for the period 
from 1st April, 2014 until 30th September, 2014. 
 
(3) That a further review of the markets’ fees and charges be undertaken 
during September, 2014. 
 

G130. FAIRS APPLICATIONS AND FAIRS CHARGES REVIEW 2014  
 

 Further to Minute No. G110 of the meeting of the Cabinet Member and 
Advisers for Regeneration and Development held on 18th March, 2013, 
consideration was given to a report presented by the Markets General 
Manager concerning the annual review of fairs applications and charges, 
which had been carried out in accordance with the Council’s audit 
requirements. 
 
The review had included discussions with Showmen, who had raised 
concerns over falling attendances and increasing operating costs.  
Therefore, there was a proposal that the fees shall remain the same as 
those levied during the 2013/2014 financial year, with the exception of the 
Rotherham Show days which shall be subject to an increase of 5%. 
 
Resolved:- (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That the dates and rental charges and other charges listed below be 
approved in respect of the fairs to take place on Council-owned land 
during 2014: - 
 
(a) Wath Bonfire Ground, four days from 10th to 13th April, 2014 and 
rental remaining unchanged at £200.00 per day; 
 
(b) Spring Fair at Herringthorpe playing field, four days from 15th to 18th 
May, 2014, rental to remain unchanged at £6, 862.00; 
 
(c) Kimberworth St. Paul’s Fields, five days from 19th to 23rd June, 2014 
and rental remaining unchanged at £94.00 per day; 
 
(d) Clifton Park, Rotherham, (i) six days from 2nd to 7th July, 2014; and 
(ii) six days from 20th to 25th August, 2014 and the rent for both fairs to 
remain unchanged at £1,664.00; 
 
(e) Victoria Park, Rawmarsh, four days from 28th to 31st August, 2014 
and rental remaining unchanged at £238.00 per day; 
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(f) Wood Lea Common, Maltby, four days from 10th to 13th September, 
2014 and rental remaining unchanged at £127.50 per day; 
 
(g) Greasbrough Recreation Ground, four days from 17th to 20th 
September, 2014 and rental remaining unchanged at £205.00 per day. 
 
(3) That approval be granted for the fairs at Clifton Park, Rotherham, for 
the two days of the Rotherham Show on 6th and 7th September, 2014, 
with an increase of 5% on all equipment charges. 
 

G131. CONFIRMATION OF MARKET ESTABLISHMENT 2014  
 

 Consideration was given to a report presented by the Markets General 
Manager which confirmed the legal establishment of all markets operated 
by this Council under the powers available to local authorities pursuant to 
Part III of the 1984 Food Act, namely:- 
 
Centenary Market Hall 
Centenary Outdoor Covered Market 
Monday General Market 
Tuesday Second-Hand Clothing and Shoes Market 
Wednesday Antiques and Bric-a-Brac Market 
Thursday “The Bazaar” 
Friday General Market 
Saturday General Market 
Rotherham Town Centre Tuesday Street Market 
Wath Town Centre Wednesday Street Market 
 
Members noted that the National Association of British Market Authorities 
(NABMA) has advised that, in order to provide clarity and certainty in 
respect of the establishment of and the benefits provided by Market 
Franchise Rights, a resolution be passed to confirm the establishment 
and operation of all of this Council’s markets under powers provided to 
local authorities pursuant to Part III of the 1984 Food Act. The Council 
minutes referring to the establishment of each individual market have, 
over the passage of time, been archived. It is therefore proposed that 
NABMA advice is followed and the establishment of the markets is re-
confirmed; such that one Council Minute covers all of the Council’s 
established markets. 
 
Resolved:- (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That the markets itemised in the submitted report and listed above be 
confirmed as legally established markets pursuant to Part lll of the Food 
Act 1984. 
 
(3) That the Council’s established markets continue to be reviewed at 
regular intervals. 
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G132. MARKET FRANCHISE RIGHTS POLICY 2014  
 

 Consideration was given to a report presented by the Markets General 
Manager concerning the review of this Council’s Market Franchise Rights 
Policy in respect of market-type events operated by defined organisations 
for sporting, social, charitable and political fund-raising purposes and for 
those that are privately operated for commercial gain. The changes in 
policy outlined in the submitted report will align this policy with European 
anti-competition legislation and will allow for the establishment of 
commercial market operations subject to the eligibility criteria being met. 
 
The report stated that a market, as defined by the Local Government 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982, as being a concourse of buyers and 
sellers numbering five or more stalls, stands or pitches. Any event that 
has less than this number is not legally deemed to be a market and as 
such falls outside of the scope of the proposed policy. The term ‘market’ 
applies to car boot sales, table top sales and craft fairs. 
 
Rotherham Council, as a Markets Authority holds the powers in the form 
of Market Franchise Rights to operate markets within the Borough, free 
from disturbance from rival markets. These rights allow the Council to 
create and operate its own markets, licence or if necessary prevent 
through injunctive relief all rival markets within a six and two-thirds miles’ 
radius of any market the Council currently operates or licences.  All 
markets held in Rotherham are licenced and operated in accordance with 
the provisions of Part III of the Food Act 1984 
 
A copy of the Policy was appended to the submitted report. 
 
Resolved:- (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That the revised Market Rights Policy and pricing structure, as detailed 
in the report now submitted, be referred to the Cabinet for adoption by the 
Council. 
 
(3) That the Market Rights Policy continue to be reviewed at regular 
intervals. 
 

G133. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 

 Resolved:- That, under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 
1972, the press and public be excluded from the meeting for the following 
item of business on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of 
exempt information as defined in Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A 
to the Local Government Act 1972 as amended (information relating to 
the financial/business affairs of any person (including the Council) and is 
commercially confidential). 
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G134. TOWN CENTRE BUSINESS GRANTS  - BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
GRANT APPLICATION  
 

 Consideration was given to reports presented by the Business Investment 
Manager concerning an application for a Business Development Grant in 
respect of a retail shop situated within the Rotherham town centre. 
 
The report stated that the Town Centre Business Development Grant 
Scheme is funded via the Portas Pilot initiative in Rotherham and is 
designed to encourage and support existing retail and catering 
businesses to improve their Rotherham town centre businesses, in order 
both to protect or to increase sales and profits and to improve the overall 
quality and variety of the town centre shopping offer. The submitted 
application complied with the eligibility criteria for this grant scheme. 
 
Resolved:- (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That a Business Development capital grant of £7,500 be awarded to 
the premises at Effingham Square, now identified, as a contribution 
towards the cost of refurbishment of the premises. 
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CABINET MEMBER FOR REGENERATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
8th May, 2014 

 
 
Present:- Councillor Smith (in the Chair); together with Councillors Dodson and 
Pickering . 
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Clark and Godfrey.  
 
G135. MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE ROTHERHAM TOWNSCAPE 

HERITAGE INITIATIVE GROUP HELD ON 7TH APRIL, 2014  
 

 Consideration was given to the minutes of a meeting of the Rotherham 
Townscape Heritage Initiative Group held on 7th April, 2014. 
 
Resolved:-  That the contents of the minutes be noted. 
 

G136. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 

 Resolved:- That, under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 
1972, the press and public be excluded from the meeting for the following 
item of business on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of 
exempt information as defined in Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A 
to the Local Government Act 1972 as amended (information relating to 
the financial/business affairs of any person (including the Council)). 
 

G137. RESIDENTIAL ROUTE LED LIGHTING  
 

 Consideration was given to a report, presented by the Highway Network 
Group Manager, concerning the proposed acceptance of a tender for the 
contract for the supply of Residential Route LED Street Light fittings. The 
report stated that this contract would begin in May, 2014 and last for a 
period of three years, with the agreement being renewed annually, subject 
to satisfactory supplier performance. In addition, the submitted report 
outlined the process for the evaluation of the seventeen tenders received, 
against price and quality considerations. 
 
Resolved:- (1) That the report be received and its contents noted. 
 
(2) That the tender submitted by OrangeTek, as detailed in the report now 
submitted, be accepted in respect of the three years’ contract, 
commencing in May 2014, for the supply of Residential Route LED Street 
Light fittings. 
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1. Meeting: 
Cabinet Member and Advisers for Regeneration and 
Development 

2. Date: Monday 2 June 2014 

3. Title: A633 Bus Priority Measures 

4. Directorate: Environment and Development Services 

 
 
5.   Summary 

To inform Cabinet Member of proposals to improve bus journey time reliability 
and reduce delays to traffic on the A633 between the town centre and Parkgate 
  

6.   Recommendations 
       

 Cabinet Member is asked to resolve that  
 

(i) Agree to the principle of a bus lane on the A633 Rotherham Road 
 

(ii) Statutory public consultations and detailed design associated 
with the proposed bus priority measures are undertaken and 
subject to no objections being raised be implemented. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ROTHERHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL – REPORT TO MEMBERS 
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7. Proposals and Details  

Concerns have been raised about the impact traffic delays are having on bus 
journey time reliability of services operating on the A633 corridor between 
Rotherham Town Centre and Parkgate. The proposals set out in this report are 
part of a long term project to improve overall journey time reliability and reduce 
delays between the town centre and Parkgate/Rawmarsh. These initial proposals 
are:- 
 
A633 Rotherham Road bus lane 
 
It is proposed to introduce a bus and cycle only lane on the south bound 
carriageway of the A633 Rotherham Road between Taylor’s Lane and Stadium 
Way as shown on drawing No 126/17/TT299. The bus and cycle lane, with pre 
signals for buses to rejoin traffic, would significantly improve bus journey time 
reliability, when south bound traffic queues from Stadium Way, the entrance to 
Parkgate Shopping. 
 
 
A633 Broad Street traffic management scheme 
 
A major cause of the delays to traffic and the subsequent impact on bus journey 
time reliability on the A633 Broad Street and back to Taylor’s Lane roundabout, is 
when the traffic signals at the junction with Greasbrough Road stop traffic on the 
main road; A633 to allow vehicles to turn out of the side road; Greasbrough 
Road.  
 
The traffic signal timings at the junction have recently been altered to improve 
north and southbound traffic flows at this junction. The impact of these alterations 
is currently being monitored and assessed. Should this measure fail to 
adequately improve bus journey time reliability, then it is proposed to remove this 
traffic signal controlled junction. To mitigate the effects of this on pedestrians and 
local traffic it is proposed to:- 
 

• Install a Toucan crossing on A633 Broad Street near its junction with 
Greasbrough Road, to replace the current crossing facility. 

• Greasbrough Road to become one way only west bound between Broad 
Street and Bear Tree Road. 

• School Road to be reopened at its junction with Greasbrough Road to 
provide an alternative route to the A633 south bound and the town centre 
via Taylors Lane/Mangham Road. 

• School Road will also include a one way plug to prevent north bound traffic 
using Westfield Road as a short cut the A633 Rawmarsh Hill and 
incorporate a contra flow cycle lane on shared use footway.  

• Westfield Road residents will be consulted on a one way plug near its 
junction with Rawmarsh Hill to deter south bound traffic from using 
Westfield Road as an alternative to the A633. 
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Along with these measures it is also proposed to:- 
 

• Install a Toucan Crossing on Taylors Lane near the A633 Broad Street 
roundabout, subject to full analysis. 

• On Greasbrough Road, establish a loading bay/disabled parking bay 
adjacent to DIY shop and, a loading bay outside the Public House. 

 
These proposals are shown on the attached drawing 126/17/TT255 
 
A630 Centenary Way/A633 St Ann’s Road Roundabout 
 
It is proposed that kerbline alterations are made to St Ann’s roundabout to enable 
buses to undertake the left turn from A630 Centenary Way into the A633 St Ann’s 
Road (north) without over-running the nearside kerb or taking this turn much 
wider than required. 
 
 

8. Finance 
The Rotherham Road bus lane is estimated to cost in the region of £700,000. 
The A633 Broad Street traffic management scheme is estimated to cost in the 
region of £600,000. These will be funded by South Yorkshire Passenger 
Transport Executive using the Local Sustainable Transport Fund 2014/15. 
The kerbline alterations to St Ann’s roundabout are estimated to cost in the 
region of £125,000. 
 
9. Risks and Uncertainties 
The A633 Broad Street Traffic Management proposals will have an impact on 
Parkgate residents who currently access the A633 using Greasbrough Road, 
although an alternative route is created as part of the proposed scheme.   
 
10. Policy and Performance Agenda Implications 
The proposals are in line with objectives set out in the Sheffield City Region 
Transport Strategy / Local Transport Plan 3; policy S to encourage active travel 
and develop high quality cycling and walking networks, policy W To encourage 
safer road use and reduce casualties on our roads, policy Y to focus safety 
efforts on vulnerable road groups. 
 
11. Background Papers and Consultation 
 
Drawing Nos 126/17/TT255 AND 126/17/TT299. 
Meetings were held with the South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive and 
bus operators and the proposals were developed in partnership with them. 
Meetings have been held with Rawmarsh, Rotherham East and Boston Castle 
Ward Members. Further meetings are to be arranged. 
 
Contact Name : Simon Quarta, Assistant Engineer, Ext 54491 
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1.  Meeting: 
Cabinet Member and Advisers for Regeneration and 
Development 

2.  Date: Monday 2 June 2014 

3.  Title: 
Objections to Proposed Waiting Restrictions – areas 
of Wellgate and Moorgate, Rotherham 

4.  Directorate: Environment and Development Services 

 
 
 
5. Summary 

Reporting objections received to the proposed introduction of waiting restrictions 
on various roads in the Wellgate and Moorgate areas. 
 

 
6. Recommendations 
 

• That the objections to proposed waiting restrictions on various 
streets are considered and acceded to or not acceded to as indicated 
in this report. 

 

• That the Legal Orders for the waiting restrictions as indicated on 
Drawing No.122/18/1291RevC-2014 are implemented by the Director 
of Legal and Democratic Services in the 2014/15 financial year. 

 

• The objectors are informed of the decision. 
 

 
 
7. Proposals and Details 
 
Background 
 
In 2008 public consultation was undertaken into a proposed Residents’ Parking 
Scheme in the Wellgate areas (north and south of Wellgate). This was the subject of 
a report to the Cabinet Member for Regeneration and Developments Services on 2 
March 2009 (Minute Number 201 refers) and was not implemented due to a lack of 
overall support for the proposals.  
 
One of the recommendations in the report was to promote a Traffic Regulation Order 
to introduce No Waiting At Any Time restrictions. This was in order to address 
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concerns about vehicles being parked too close to junctions and in other unsuitable 
locations that restricted reasonable access for traffic. In addition to general traffic this 
would greatly assist refuse or emergency services vehicles needing to access the 
area. 
 
The Highway is primarily for the movement of traffic; on-street parking can be 
accommodated where parked vehicles do not interfere with or distract from the free 
and safe movement of traffic. The streets on both sides of Wellgate are primarily 
residential and experience a high demand for resident and visitor parking. It was 
considered that the rationale for the waiting restrictions was still valid so proposals 
were designed and consultation prepared. 
 
 
Consultation on Proposals – May 2013 
 
In May 2013 a series of proposed No Waiting At Any Time restrictions were 
advertised for the streets around Wellgate and Moorgate; Drawing No. 122/18/1291-
RevB2013, Details A-D (Appendix A). These were considered to be areas where 
parking should not be taking place; an example being that most of the proposed  
restrictions would extend 10metres back from the junction, as suggested in the 
Highway Code. Currently, the high demand for on street parking in some of the 
streets does see some drivers park in inappropriate places; too close to give way 
lines, on corners or on opposite sides of the road creating narrow channels. The 
proposals were promoted as it was considered that the improvements to movement 
through the areas, as is the Highway priority, would arguably outweigh the 
disbenefits of the reduction in on street space. However, the opportunities for 
alternative parking for residents either off-street or on-street are limited. The result of 
the introduction of waiting restrictions, whilst preventing inappropriate parking, would 
nevertheless see an actual reduction in on street capacity. This would then likely see 
parking migration onto other roads and areas.   
 
The streets on which the proposals have been advertised have been split into four 
areas shown as drawing detail A to D (Appendix A). This was for practical purposes 
during the consultation stages but also provides a clear way of considering the 
objections received.   
 

Drawing No. 
122/18/1291-
RevB2013 

Area consulted Proposed 

   

Detail ‘A’ Wellgate to Clifton Lane No Waiting At Any Time restrictions 

Detail ‘B’ South of Wellgate No Waiting At Any Time restrictions 

Detail ‘C’ Hall Road to Reneville 
Road 

No Waiting At Any Time restrictions 

Detail ‘D’ Streets off Moorgate No Waiting At Any Time & No Waiting 
Monday-Friday restrictions 

Public consultation on the proposals by area (Appendix A): 
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Objections to the proposals (attached as Appendix B) 
 

• Wellgate to Clifton Lane (Detail ‘A’) 
 
Albany Street/ Allan Street 
 
5 objections from Albany Street 
1 letter of support and Beeversleigh Action Group requests 
(Appendix B1) 
 
The objections to the proposals in this area primarily share the concern that the 
restrictions would reduce space for on street parking. They highlight existing 
problems of demand for parking exceeding the availability and express concerns that 
the introduction of restrictions would only make this worse. In this case we have 
promoted restrictions at junctions and locations where we consider no vehicles 
should be parked to ensure suitable access. The close proximity to the Town Centre, 
Clifton Park and Rotherham Colleges makes this area attractive for commuters to 
use and so it is accepted that parking for residents can be difficult. The opportunity 
for off street parking is limited or nil and so we have to balance the needs of 
residents for parking with the needs of the Highway for movement.  
 
Most of these objectors request a new consultation on a residents parking scheme 
for the area. A Residents Parking scheme to address daytime commuter parking 
issues was promoted in 2008 but not supported by a majority. This is not being 
considered again at present as this was not supported previously and other areas 
where commuter parking problems exist are being investigated further first. 
 
A letter of support for the proposals at the Albany Street/ Allan Street junction has 
been received and the Beeversleigh Action Group have continually requested 
improvements to this junction to ensure better access for vehicles requiring access 
to the Beeversleigh building. 
 
The waiting restrictions proposed were to extend 10 metres from the junction on all 
arms of Albany Street/ Allan Street. In this instance 7 metres may be more 
appropriate to still maintain access and better visibility but to also minimise the 
reduction in on street parking capacity for resdients. 
 
It is recommended that the objections to the Albany Street/ Allan Street junction are 
not acceded to and that the waiting restrictions are implemented but to a shorter 
extent than promoted. The revised restrictions are shown on Drawing No. 
122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail A)  (Appendix C) 
 
Clifton Mount 
 
2 objections from Clifton Mount residents. 
(Appendix B1) 
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The proposals for Clifton Mount included No Waiting At Any Time restrictions at both 
ends of the road and along its entire western side. Clifton Mount is a narrow road so 
there is potential for the road to be blocked when drivers park on both sides of the 
road. The proposed waiting restrictions were promoted to prevent this by removing 
parking near the junctions and encouraging parking on one side of the road.  
 
Further discussion with the objectors about this proposal resulted in a meeting with 
residents and Councillors Hussain, McNeely and Wootton in July 2013. The merits of 
the proposals were discussed and residents requested we consult again on an 
alternative for the western side of Clifton Mount. The Ward Members backed this 
amendment and suggested further consultation with Clifton Mount residents on a No 
Waiting Monday-Friday 9am-4pm. The result of that consultation being 9 in favour, 3 
not in favour. This amendment would ensure access is still maintained through the 
working day but allow flexibility for residents outside of those times to park on either 
side of the road, so long as it was done safely and legally.  
 
It is recommended that the No Waiting At Anytime restrictions are introduced at both 
ends of Clifton Mount but that the restriction introduced along the western side of the 
road is No Waiting Monday-Friday 9am-4pm as shown on Drawing No. 
122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail A) (Appendix C). 
 

• South of Wellgate (Detail ‘B’) 
 
3 objections from Godstone Road and Tooker Road. 
(Appendix B2) 
 
The proposed waiting restrictions for the streets in this area essentially cover the 
junctions and corners to ensure adequate visibility and access is maintained. 
Objections received to the proposed waiting restrictions are on the grounds that the 
amount of on street parking space will be reduced in an area where parking demand 
is high. One of the objectors requests that the resident permit parking option is 
revisited. As stated above; this is not currently under consideration. 
 
Following a meeting with Councillor Hussain to consider the viewpoints of the 
community it was requested that the lengths of the restrictions proposed be reduced. 
This would be to a level that still provide access improvements but that also 
minimised the impact to on-street parking. 
 
It is recommended that the objections are not acceded to but that the lengths of No 
Waiting At Any Time restrictions in some locations are reduced to a maximum of 5 
metres from the junction rather than 10 metres – these locations mainly being the 
minor arm of junctions. This would still prevent vehicles being parked on corners or 
across give way road markings but would retain the option for more on street parking 
space. 
 
The revised restrictions are shown on Drawing No. 122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail B)  
(Appendix C) 
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• Hall Road to Reneville Road (Detail ‘C’) 
(Appendix B3) 
 
1 objection was received from a resident of Reneville Road. The objector requested 
the proposed 10 metre restriction at the junction with Reneville Close be reduced to 
5 metres. The waiting restrictions for this junction were proposed as this area was 
identified as part of the Wellgate South Residents Parking Scheme. They were 
promoted to ensure adequate access at this location. However, after reviewing this 
location further it is not a location that suffers with high demand for on street parking. 
Therefore, it is recommended that the length of the restriction is reduced to 5 metres 
either side of Reneville Close. 
 
The revised restrictions are shown on Drawing No. 122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail C) 
(Appendix C) 
 

• Streets off Moorgate (Detail ‘D’) 
 
2 objections were received to the proposals on Heather Close. 
1 objection was received for Rotherstoke Close. 
(Appendix B4) 
 
Heather Close 
The proposals advertised for Heather Close included extending the No Waiting At 
Any Time on the northern side of the road and the introduction of a daytime Monday 
to Friday 8am-4pm restriction on parts of the road. This was promoted to address 
issues caused by commuter/ student parking. However, the issue of student parking 
has reduced as evidenced by site visits and comments from the objectors. The 
introduction of a daytime restriction does not now appear to be required. The 
extension of the No Waiting At Any Time restriction on the northern side of the road 
by 21 metres would ensure access further into Heather Close without disadvantaging 
residents.  
 
It is recommended that the extension of the No Waiting At Any Time restriction 
should be implemented but that the objections to the proposed daytime restriction 
are acceded to and this part be withdrawn. If the student parking issue returned 
further review of their parking arrangements would be suggested.  
 
The revised restrictions are shown on Drawing No. 122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail D)  
(Appendix C) 
 
Rotherstoke Close 
The objection to the proposed No Waiting At Any Time restriction for Rotherstoke 
Close is on the grounds that it would reduce on street parking. They agree with the 
introduction of restrictions at the junction with Moorgate Road. The promoted 
restriction could have extended for 10 metres of No Waiting At Any Time from 
Moorgate Road on both sides as in other cases. However, the width of the road is 
such that when vehicles park on the southern side, as seems the most common, 
there is insufficient space for vehicles to be parked on the other side of the road 
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between the Moorgate Road junction and the garages without blocking or 
significantly narrowing the road. Therefore, this extension to the proposed restriction 
on the northern side is to ensure parking is on one side of the road and that access 
is maintained to the garages. It should not in actuality remove any practical parking 
capacity from this road.  
 
It is recommended that this objection is not acceded to and the proposed waiting 
restriction be implemented as advertised. 
 
 
Summary 
 
It is recommended that the waiting restrictions as indicated on the amended Drawing 
No.122/18/1291RevC-2014(Detail A-D), attached as Appendix C, are implemented. 
This still represents the aims of the original proposal to ensure better access whilst 
also accepting some of the objectors concerns about the impact to on street parking 
capacity. This is reflected in the amendments. 
 
 
 
8. Finance 
Funding for the Wellgate Scheme is from Rotherham’s allocation from the Local 
Transport Plan 3 Sheffield City Region Integrated Transport budget. 
 
9.  Risks and Uncertainties 
Waiting restrictions were proposed for locations where parking a vehicle could 
negatively affect movement and visibility of traffic. Not introducing the restrictions in 
areas where parking stress can be high could encourage drivers to use this space. 
The waiting restrictions would prevent this. 
 
10. Policy and Performance Agenda Implications 
The proposals are in line with objectives set out in the Sheffield City Region 
Transport Strategy / Local Transport Plan 3. 
 
11. Background Papers and Consultation 
May 2013 public consultation 
July 2013 meeting with Councillors 
 
Contact Name: Richard Baker, Senior Technician ext 22939    
      richard-eds.baker@rotherham.gov.uk      
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1.  Meeting: Cabinet Member and Advisers for Regeneration and 

Development 

2.  Date: Monday 2 June 2014 

3.  Title: CONDITION OF THE CARRIAGEWAY – TEMPLE 
CRESCENT, BRAMLEY 

4.  Directorate: Environment and Development Services 

 
 
 
 
5. Summary 
A petition has been received from the residents of Temple Crescent, Bramley 
requesting that the carriageway be resurfaced. 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Recommendations 
That the lead petitioner be informed that the carriageway resurfacing works 
will be considered at future proposed works programme meetings along with 
other highway maintenance sites.  That the cyclic safety inspections will 
continue. 
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7. Proposals and Details 
A petition signed by the residents of Temple Crescent was received by Environment 
and Development Services on 16 April 2014 (copy attached). 
 
Temple Crescent, Bramley is a residential cul-de-sac running off Wood Lane and 
263m in length.  It is subject to a six monthly cyclic safety inspection (SHI) and the 
last cyclic condition survey (CVI) was undertaken in May 2014. 
 
The safety inspections carried out in April 2013 and October 2013, where no 
actionable defects found.  The inspection in April 2014 found 16 actionable defects.  
The next cyclic safety inspection is due in October 2014. 
 
The condition survey was carried out in May 2014 in response to this petition and 
found 20m of RED, 200m of AMBER and 43m of GREEN.  Where GREEN = 
generally good condition, AMBER = plan investigation and RED = plan maintenance 
work.  The next condition survey is due in March 2018. 
 
The “Multihog” patching system (Appendix 1) has been considered, but after a site 
assessment it was found not to be suitable.  
 
8. Finance 
 
The majority of carriageway resurfacing is funded from the Capital LTP budget which 
has now been programmed for 2014/15. 
 
9. Risks and Uncertainties 
 
The carriageway could continue to deteriorate along with many other roads in 
Rotherham.  However, Rotherham Borough Council has a robust cyclic inspection 
regime in place to manage this risk. 
 
10. Policy and Performance Agenda Implications 
 
The Corporate Plan (Priority 3) indicates a commitment to make sure that 
Rotherham’s roads and footpaths are safe to use, and that the condition is as good, 
or better than the national average. 
 
11. Background Papers and Consultation  
Petition 
Appendix 1 
 
Contact Name : Stephen D Finley, Principal Engineer, Streetpride Service, ext. 
22937, Stephen.finley@rotherham.gov.uk 
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Petition Temple Crescent, Bramley 
 
Appendix 1 
 
Within the current Code of Practice there are two responses for dealing with safety 
defects; 
 

• Priority A - Used to deal with defects which form an immediate hazard to the 
highway user. Action will be instructed by telephone from the site.  This may also be 
used when works are identified as part of a third party claims investigation.  Defect to 
be repaired =< four hours from identification. 

• Priority 1 - See definition in guidance on Safety Inspections. This category is also 
used to react to customer generated reports of urgent defects.  This may also be 
used when works are identified as part of a third party claims investigation.  Defect to 
be repaired =< 24 hours from identification of defect. 

 
The majority of these defects are identified whilst carrying out cyclic safety inspections.   
Additional defects are identified when carrying out ad-hoc inspections or from customer 
reports. 
 
On identification these safety defects are passed on the Highway Delivery Team (HDT) by 
phone and a back office process is completed later.  This method works well and meets 
the requirement of the national guidance and underpins our third party claims defence. 
 
There are a number of problems with this existing method: 

• Due to the number a first fix is not being achieved. 

• The standard of repair has been called in to question. 

• The number of repeat repairs is rising. 

• Safety defects arising at the side of existing repaired defects. 

• Inefficient use of Highway Inspector (HI) and HDT resource. 
 
In order to address the above a new method is proposed, which was prompted by three 
opportunities: 

• Earlier this year the HDT took delivery of a new piece of mobile equipment called a 
“Multihog”, which can be fitted with various attachments.  The DHT have purchased 
the milling and winter packs.  The milling pack has been in use for over six months 
and has been very successful in dealing with small carriageway patches.  It versatility 
will lend itself to carrying out permanent repairs to potholes. 

• A willingness and desire from staff to improve the planning of safety defect repairs to 
improve quality. 

• To prevent future safety defects occurring close to existing safety defects. 
 
To be able to adapt to a new system of working the response time taken to repair defects 
must be extended from 24hrs to 48hrs.   This will enable more efficient planning of works.  
The new 48 hour response time has been endorsed by the Council’s insurers along with 
the solicitors and barristers that are used to represent the Council with respect to third 
party highway claims.   
Improvements in the quality of the repairs are also required and the “Multihog” will provide 
a quick and efficient method of excavating the highway to accept better quality material 
and repair methods.  This will significantly reduce the number of repeat safety repairs at a 
location. 
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To reduce the number of safety defects appearing close to an existing safety repair, it is 
proposed to expand the area immediately adjacent to an identified safety defect to include 
future potential safety defects. 
 
Identification, Categorising and Risk Assessment 
 
The existing procedure of generating cyclic, ad-hoc and report inspections will not change.  
If the defect is assessed as a Priority A (4hrs) then this defect will be actioned as 
previously. 
 
If a Priority 1 (24hrs) defect is identified then a further risk assessment risk assessment will 
be carried out on site. 
 
The pothole location needs to be considered.  Higher risk locations such as; schools, 
doctors, hospitals, high traffic volumes (vehicle/foot), vulnerable people, Permit Street, etc. 
will place this defect in the existing Priority 1(24hrs) category. 
 
All other defects will be placed in the new Priority X (48hrs) category, the close 
surrounding area need to be assessed.  The methodology is to include any past temporary 
repairs and any other defects that could become hazardous in the near future.  The 
completed repair should be of a “table top” size. 
 
Plan View 
 
 

 
 
 
Side view prior to milling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After milling 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) 

1m 

Past temporary repair 

Defect Priority X 3m 

Patch 

 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) 

Priority X, shaded removed, 
but safety defect still there 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) removed 

Priority X 

20-30mm deep 
milling 
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PX removed 
 
 
 
 
 

Patch to be repaired 
within 5 days 

Priority X removed. 
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1.  Meeting: Cabinet Member and Advisers for Regeneration and 

Development 

2.  Date: Monday 2 June 2014 

3.  Title: CONDITION OF THE CARRIAGEWAY – COOK 
AVENUE, MALTBY 

4.  Directorate: Environment and Development Services 

 
 
 
 
5. Summary 

 
A petition has been received from the residents of Cook Avenue, Maltby requesting 
that the carriageway be resurfaced. 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Recommendations 

 
That the lead petitioner be informed that the carriageway resurfacing works 
will be considered at future proposed works programme meetings along with 
other highway maintenance sites.  That the cyclic safety inspections will 
continue. 
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7. Proposals and Details 
A petition signed by 65 residents of Cook Avenue and one visitor was received by 
Environment and Development Services on 24 March 2014 (copy attached). 
 
Cook Avenue, Maltby is a residential cul-de-sac running off Dale Hill Road and 146m 
in length.  It is subject to a six monthly cyclic safety inspection (SHI) and the last 
cyclic condition survey (CVI) was undertaken in March 2014. 
 
The safety inspections carried out in June 2012, December 2012, June 2013 and 
December 2013 found no actionable defects.  The next cyclic safety inspection is 
due in June 2014. 
 
The condition survey was carried out in March 2014 in response to this petition and 
found 76m of AMBER and 70m of GREEN.  Where GREEN = generally good 
condition, AMBER = plan investigation and RED = plan maintenance work.  The next 
condition survey is due in March 2018. 
 
Cook Ave was identified as a suitable site for the “Multihog” patching works (please 
see appendix 1, CoP).  These works were completed in March 2014. 
 
Due to the condition of Cook Avenue, its hierarchy and location it is not on the 
2014/2015 works programme.  It will be considered at future proposed works 
meetings. 
 
8. Finance 
The majority of carriageway resurfacing is funded from the Capital LTP budget which 
has now been programmed for 2014/15. 
 
9. Risks and Uncertainties 
  The carriageway could continue to deteriorate along with many other roads in 
Rotherham.  However, Rotherham Borough Council has a robust cyclic inspection 
regime in place to manage this risk. 
 
10. Policy and Performance Agenda Implications 
The Corporate Plan (Priority 3) indicates a commitment to make sure that 
Rotherham’s roads and footpaths are safe to use, and that the condition is a good, or 
better than the national average. 
 
11. Background Papers and Consultation  
Petition 
Appendix 1 
 
Contact Name : Stephen D Finley, Principal Engineer, Streetpride Service, ext. 
22937, Stephen.finley@rotherham.gov.uk 
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Petition Cook Avenue, Maltby 
 
Appendix 1 
 
Within the current Code of Practice there are two responses for dealing with safety 
defects; 
 

• Priority A - Used to deal with defects which form an immediate hazard to the 
highway user. Action will be instructed by telephone from the site.  This may also be 
used when works are identified as part of a third party claims investigation.  Defect to 
be repaired =< four hours from identification. 

• Priority 1 - See definition in guidance on Safety Inspections. This category is also 
used to react to customer generated reports of urgent defects.  This may also be 
used when works are identified as part of a third party claims investigation.  Defect to 
be repaired =< 24 hours from identification of defect. 

 
The majority of these defects are identified whilst carrying out cyclic safety inspections.   
Additional defects are identified when carrying out ad-hoc inspections or from customer 
reports. 
 
On identification these safety defects are passed on the Highway Delivery Team (HDT) by 
phone and a back office process is completed later.  This method works well and meets 
the requirement of the national guidance and underpins our third party claims defence. 
 
There are a number of problems with this existing method: 

• Due to the number a first fix is not being achieved. 

• The standard of repair has been called in to question. 

• The number of repeat repairs is rising. 

• Safety defects arising at the side of existing repaired defects. 

• Inefficient use of Highway Inspector (HI) and HDT resource. 
 
In order to address the above a new method is proposed, which was prompted by three 
opportunities: 

• Earlier this year the HDT took delivery of a new piece of mobile equipment called a 
“Multihog”, which can be fitted with various attachments.  The DHT have purchased 
the milling and winter packs.  The milling pack has been in use for over six months 
and has been very successful in dealing with small carriageway patches.  It versatility 
will lend itself to carrying out permanent repairs to potholes. 

• A willingness and desire from staff to improve the planning of safety defect repairs to 
improve quality. 

• To prevent future safety defects occurring close to existing safety defects. 
 
To be able to adapt to a new system of working the response time taken to repair defects 
must be extended from 24hrs to 48hrs.   This will enable more efficient planning of works.  
The new 48 hour response time has been endorsed by the Council’s insurers along with 
the solicitors and barristers that are used to represent the Council with respect to third 
party highway claims.   
Improvements in the quality of the repairs are also required and the “Multihog” will provide 
a quick and efficient method of excavating the highway to accept better quality material 
and repair methods.  This will significantly reduce the number of repeat safety repairs at a 
location. 
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To reduce the number of safety defects appearing close to an existing safety repair, it is 
proposed to expand the area immediately adjacent to an identified safety defect to include 
future potential safety defects. 
 
Identification, Categorising and Risk Assessment 
 
The existing procedure of generating cyclic, ad-hoc and report inspections will not change.  
If the defect is assessed as a Priority A (4hrs) then this defect will be actioned as 
previously. 
 
If a Priority 1 (24hrs) defect is identified then a further risk assessment risk assessment will 
be carried out on site. 
 
The pothole location needs to be considered.  Higher risk locations such as; schools, 
doctors, hospitals, high traffic volumes (vehicle/foot), vulnerable people, Permit Street, etc. 
will place this defect in the existing Priority 1(24hrs) category. 
 
All other defects will be placed in the new Priority X (48hrs) category, the close 
surrounding area need to be assessed.  The methodology is to include any past temporary 
repairs and any other defects that could become hazardous in the near future.  The 
completed repair should be of a “table top” size. 
 
Plan View 
 
 

 
 
 
Side view prior to milling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After milling 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) 

1m 

Past temporary repair 

Defect Priority X 3m 

Patch 

 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) 

Priority X, shaded removed, 
but safety defect still there 

Possible future safety 
defect(s) removed 

Priority X 

20-30mm deep 
milling 
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PX removed 
 
 
 
 
 

Patch to be repaired 
within 5 days 

Priority X removed. 
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1.  Meeting: Cabinet member and Advisers for Regeneration and 
Development 
 

2.  Date: Monday 2nd June 2014 

3.  Title: Green Lane, Rawmarsh – Proposed zebra crossing 

4.  Directorate: Environment and Development Services 

 
 
5. Summary 

To report a proposal to introduce a zebra crossing on Green Lane Rawmarsh 
outside Rawmarsh St Joseph’s Junior and Infant school. 

 
6. Recommendations 
 

It is recommended Cabinet Member resolve that: 
 
i) The outline scheme proposals be noted and 
 
ii) the detailed design for the proposal is undertaken and subject to no 

objections being received the scheme be implemented. 
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7.  Proposals and Details 

Following a number of requests from local residents for a controlled crossing on 
Green Lane, Rawmarsh outside the Rawmarsh St Josephs J&I school, a 
pedestrian / vehicle survey of the area established that the location meets the 
Councils criteria for implementing a controlled crossing.  
The speed and volume of vehicles travelling along Green Lane is such that a 
zebra crossing is the most appropriate form of crossing to implement. 
In addition, the provision of a no waiting at any time restriction east of the 
proposed crossing (infront of the Church) will remove any potential parking in this 
location but will still permit wedding vehicles and hearses to stop for short periods 
of time. There is also the requirement to re-site a bus box marking to the west of 
the proposed crossing. See attached drawing 126/17/TT186 for scheme details. 

 
 

8.  Finance 
The recommended scheme is expected to cost £75,000 and funding is available 
from the Local Transport Plan Integrated Transport Capital Programme for 
2014/2015. 

 
9.  Risks and Uncertainties 

Any objections to the scheme may result in design changes being required which 
could lead to a delay in implementation and an increase in scheme costs. 

 
10. Policy and Performance Agenda Implications 
 The proposed scheme is in line with objectives set out in the Sheffield City 

Region Transport Strategy, and the associated Safer Roads and Casualty 
Reduction strategy for improving road safety. 

 
 
11. Background Papers and Consultation 

Statutory consultation with the emergency services and Ward members has been 
undertaken. No objections have been received. 

 
 Contact Name:  Nigel Davey, Engineer, ext 22380 
    nigel.davey@rotherham.gov.uk 
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