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1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To inform Cabinet Member of the petitions received by Highway Services and advise 
on petition progress. 

2. Decision(s) Recommended 

2.1 Cabinet Member to approve Officers’ recommendations. 



3. Background 

3.1 Highway Services has received two new petitions in the period since the last Cabinet 
Decision Session on 15 October 2015 and the creation of this report.   

3.2 New Petition – Request for traffic calming on Rowood Drive 

3.3 At Full Council on 13 October 2015, Councillor McCarthy submitted a petition on 
behalf of local residents; the petition, bearing 373 signatures, highlighted residents’ 
concerns with vehicle speeds on Rowood Drive and requested the installation of 
traffic calming measures. 

3.4 Investigating officer’s response:- 

A brief summary of the collisions is provided below:- 

i. A child pedestrian ran off from his accompanying relatives and stepped on to 
the carriageway without looking into the path of an oncoming vehicle. 

ii. A cyclist proceeding along Rowood Drive rode into the rear of a vehicle which 
was waiting to turn right into a side road. 

Both of these collisions resulted in slight injuries to the casualties. The analysis of 
the collisions shows that both incidents were either due to pedestrian or cyclist error 
and would not necessarily of been prevented by the installation of traffic calming 
features. Due to its collision history, Rowood Drive does not currently feature on the 
local safety scheme programme for 2015/16. 

A vehicle speed survey was undertaken on Rowood Drive, south of its junction with 
Billsmore Drive, in November 2009. The survey provides the most recently available 
speed data for this road from the Council’s database. The survey results for an 
average weekday, between 7.00am and 7.00pm, are indicated in the following table:-  

 

Direction Mean Speed 

Northbound 25.6mph 

Southbound 26.6mph 

 

The survey showed that average speeds on Rowood Drive were already well below 
the maximum speed limit. Therefore, the majority of drivers are adhering to the 
30mph speed limit.  

Past experience has shown that residents which have requested the installation of 
traffic calming measures can request the removal or modification of the features on 
the road after they have been installed due to difficulties with noise and vibration. As 
a result of this traffic calming features are usually installed where there has been a 
demonstrable history of collisions related to vehicles speeding or on roads where the 
existing motorist’s speeds are shown to be significantly exceeding the limit. Rowood 
Drive has severe bends in the carriageway and on street parking is available. Both of 
these factors help to reduce vehicle speeds. Consequently, it would be difficult to 
justify instigating a scheme on this road at the current time. 

It is recommended that the Cabinet Member approves that no further investigations 
be undertaken into the possibility of introducing traffic calming measures on Rowood 
Drive. If approved, Councillor McCarthy and the lead petitioner will be advised that it 
is not proposed to introduce a scheme on Rowood Drive at the present time. 

 



3.5 New Petition – Objection to new road layout on corner of Heaton 
Road/Warwick Road 

A petition has been received from local residents objecting to the new road layout on 
the corner of Heaton Road and Warwick Road.  

3.6 Investigating officer’s response:- 

A further consultation was carried out which resulted in a wide range of comments 
including suggestions for additional measures to be provided at other locations. The 
feedback was assessed under a variety of categories and the issues raised were 
discussed with local Ward Councillors. These can be summarised as follows: 

 A number of people said they support the proposed changes with road safety at 
the junction being highlighted as one of the main areas of concern. There 
appears to be support for some changes to prevent motorists making a left turn 
onto the Warwick Road from driving down the wrong side of the road to jump the 
queue of traffic waiting to turn left. The inappropriate ‘high’ speed of traffic 
turning right and cutting the corner into Heaton Road has also been cited as a 
concern. 

 Improvement for pedestrians crossing the current layout of the junction is, by 
many, felt to be worthwhile. In addition, there was a request from some residents 
to consider additional and alternative crossing facilities i.e. a zebra or push 
button pelican crossing across the main Warwick Road.  This will be assessed 
using our formal scoring system but will be independent of the current plans. 

 Some residents felt that closing the left hand side of the junction and / or a 
realignment of the junction should be considered. These options were 
considered at an early stage but were discounted due to the angle of the 
junction, which prevents an easy left turn manoeuvre in to Heaton Road, as well 
as the potential high cost of dealing with underground pipes and cables in the 
island and the loss of the mature specimen tree in the island. 

 Any options to prevent entry or to limit turning movements into or out of the 
junction have been discounted as this would have a potential knock on effect for 
other roads in the area. We also need to ensure access for larger vehicles, 
including delivery and refuse vehicles, is maintained. 

In considering the feedback provided including the above points, it has been decided 
to proceed with the scheme, having taken on board a number of comments which 
have led to refinements of some of the scheme detail. It is intended that these will 
achieve an improvement in the safety and benefit for all road users, whilst not 
compromising local residents in the immediate vicinity. 

As with all similar schemes, an independent road safety review will be carried out 
after introducing the changes and any necessary modifications will be considered. 

The works are to be re-programmed by our Highways Contractor and will be carried 
as soon as resources become available. We will provide signs on-street to inform 
residents when the works will take place. 

3.7 Petition Update – Submit concerns regarding the proposed changes to the 
plans for the bus stop on Henley Crescent side of Lode Lane 

3.8 A petition was received signed by 27 local residents submitting concerns for public 
safety and potential impact on the environment regarding the proposed changes to 
the plans for the bus stop on Henley Crescent side of Lode Lane.  This has been 
dealt with as part of the Lode Lane Enhancement Update report which is being 
presented to the Transport & Highways Cabinet Decision Session on 26 November. 



 

3.9 Petition Update – Ensure car parking for all residents and business owners of 
Main Street is sustained 

A petition was received from Councillor Hawkins regarding parking in Dickens Heath 
Village Centre requesting that car parking for all residents and business owners of 
Main Street is sustained to meet their needs.   

Elegant Developments will shortly be commencing work to complete the car park to 
the rear of Tesco’s which will provide a net increase in around 10 – 15 spaces 
available for wider village centre use. Once the substantive residential development 
is completed, there could be a surplus of up to 50 basement car parking spaces 
which Elegant Development will make available for letting to residents and/or 
employees based within the village centre, thus potentially releasing Main Street on-
street parking for wider village centre use.  

To make the basement spaces attractive to local people, it is likely some form of 
parking restrictions within Main Street will be required. The road is, however, private 
and in the hands of PNB Paribas Bank, acting as freeholder following the liquidation 
of Parkridge Homes. Whilst PNB Paribas will not consider any parking restrictions, it 
is actively looking to sell its freehold interest and a future owner may consider the 
implementation of parking restrictions beneficial. 

With the above in mind, no further action is proposed at this time. It is proposed to 
review the situation in 6 months and provide a further update to Cabinet Member - at 
this point, a new freeholder may be in control of Main Street whilst the Elegant 
Developments would be at a fairly advanced stage.  

4. Evaluation of Alternative Option(s)  

4.1 None. 

5. Reasons for Recommending Preferred Option 

5.1 None. 

6. Scrutiny 

6.1 None. 

7. Implications 

7.1 Delivery of the Council’s Priorities 

The options/proposals in this report will contribute to the delivery of the following 
Council Priority(ies):  

 Build Stronger Communities (N/A)  

7.2 Policy/Strategy Implications 

None. 

7.3 Meeting the duty to involve   

None. 

7.4 Financial Implications 

The cost of dealing with a petition is met from within existing Highway Services 
budgets. 



7.5 Legal implications 

None as a consequence of this report. Specific legal implications will be considered 
while investigating each petition. 

7.6 Risk Implications 

The Corporate Risk Management Approach has been complied with to identify and 
assess the significant risk associated with this decision/project. This includes (but is 
not limited to), political, legislation and reputation risks. 

The Approach is not intended to eliminate all risks and not all the risks identified can 
be managed all of the time.  Also, risks will still exist that have not been identified. 

However, based on the information provided, it is the officers’ opinion that the 
significant risks have been identified. 

7.7 Statutory Equality Duty 

None as a consequence of this report. Specific Fair Treatment Assessment will be 
considered while investigating each petition. 

7.8 Carbon Management/Environmental 

None. 

7.9 Partner Organisations 

None. 

7.10 Safeguarding/Corporate Parenting Implications 

None. 

7.11 Customer Impact 

None. 

7.12 Other implications 

None. 

8. List of Appendices Referred to 

8.1 Petition Update November 2015 – Appendix 1. 

9. Background Papers Used to Compile this Report 

9.1 None. 

10. List of Other Relevant Documents 

10.1 None. 

 


