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CIP Public Engagement Executive Summary 

1. Introduction
The Corridor Improvement Programme (CIP) includes low and medium cost highway interventions that are 
aimed at delivering benefits for all road users, with an emphasis on improving connectivity and accessibility 
across West Yorkshire to stimulate economic growth and job creation, and support new housing 
development. Calderdale Metropolitan Borough Council (CMBC) is the promoter for two CIP schemes within 
the Leeds City Region, on the A58/A672 and the A646/A6033 corridors. These two CIP schemes will be funded 
by the West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund (WY+TF) and will support the delivery of the Strategic Economic 
Plan (SEP). 

These two corridors are well used routes through Calderdale and the importance of them is recognised by 
their inclusion in the West Yorkshire Key Route Network (WYKRN). These corridors perform a strategically 
important role in the region’s economy, connecting district and regional centres and linking to strategic 
infrastructure, including the Strategic Road Network (SRN). These routes can be congested during peak times 
and suffer from pockets of poor air quality. Without intervention, they may limit the potential for economic 
growth in the area due to transport capacity issues and the variable journey times experienced, particularly 
for public transport users. The highway environment can also be intimidating, and the poor public realm and 
facilities for walking and cycling need addressing to encourage active travel and dwell time (the length of time 
people spend at specific locations). 

A series of improvements to the highway network along the A58/A672 from Junction 22 of the M62 to King 
Cross in Halifax and the A646/A6033 from Todmorden to Skircoat Moor, are currently being developed. These 
improvements aim to improve traffic flow and deliver an 8% reduction in journey times for all road users and 
a 12% reduction in the variability of journey times for buses between the peak and off‐peak period. They also 
aim to reduce accidents involving pedestrians and cyclists throughout the corridors by 10% by 2023. 

1.1. Public Engagement 
Public engagement events have taken place during the development of the proposals to inform the final 
series of improvements to be included within the Full Business Cases. The first period of public engagement 
took place between 13 August and 27 September 2018. Members of the public and other interested parties 
were invited to comment on the CIP proposals for both corridors. Following this period of engagement, the 
feedback was analysed, and the proposals were modified and refined in response to the comments received. 

A second period of engagement was held between 02 January and 14 February 2020, where members of the 
public and interested parties were invited to comment on the updated CIP proposals for both corridors. The 
communication campaign promoted the online public survey, four drop‐in events held at locations along the 
two corridors and the three presentations at the town boards, where the proposals were available for people 
to view and members of the project team were on hand to answer any questions.   

1.2. Comments Received  
There was a wide range of comments received to the proposals, with some people expressing concerns that 
the schemes are too car centric and should focus more on improving sustainable modes of transport. Others 
suggested that the proposed cycle infrastructure would impact negatively upon vehicular traffic using the 
highway network. However, a number of these individuals recognised the compromises that would be 
required along the corridors due to the physical constraints and nature of the valley.  

1.2.1. A646/A6033 Corridor 
A number of comments were received from people objecting to the removal of parking on Burnley Road, 
stating that it would be detrimental to commuters using the rail station, local businesses and the economy. 
Concerns were also raised regarding the need for the proposed changes to this stretch of road with a number 
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CIP Public Engagement Executive Summary 

of respondents believing that the current level of parking is not the cause of any problems. In addition, 
concerns were raised over the provision of cycle infrastructure along this stretch of carriageway citing that 
there was no need for these improvements. Furthermore, there was no support for the changes to the traffic 
circulation in Hebden Bridge. 

In Sowerby Bridge North there were concerns raised about the proposed one‐way system on Blackwall Lane 
and Water Hill Lane with respondents citing the number of HGVs using the route and the dangers posed by 
high traffic usage during snowy or icy weather. 

Potential issues were raised in relation to the relocation of the bus stop in Todmorden and potential conflicts 
arising from its proposed location outside of a local café and pet shop. 

1.2.2. A58/A672 Corridor 
Concerns were raised in relation to the removal of parking on Tower Hill affecting those visiting St Paul’s 
Methodist Church. 

1.2.3. General 
Concerns were expressed about the disruption from roadworks during the construction phase, particularly 
from people already impacted by works being undertaken by the Environment Agency. 

1.3. Response 
In response to the comments received the project team has made a number of changes to the proposed 
improvements along both corridors. 

1.3.1. A646/A6033 Corridor 
Prohibiting parking on Burnley Road will address peak time congestion caused by vehicles in both directions 
being unable to safely pass the parked vehicles. In recognising the importance of parking to access Hebden 
Bridge town centre and railway station, a new controlled car park will be provided at Stubbing Holme and 
Network Rail has plans for an additional 44 spaces (approximately) at the railway station car park. This means 
that there will be a neutral impact on the number of parking spaces available in Hebden Bridge. 

The existing cycle route runs parallel to Burnley Road alongside the canal. It does not meet current cycle 
standards and its use is limited especially in winter. A key objective of the project is to encourage active travel 
for short journeys. As there is not enough space on the carriageway to provide cycle tracks in both directions, 
given the low level of pedestrian movements on the northern footpath, the shared use path is considered to 
be a reasonable compromise. 

The proposed changes to the traffic circulation in Hebden Bridge have been removed from the scope of work. 

The proposed one‐way system on Blackwall Lane and Water Hill Lane has been removed from the scope of 
work. 

The proposed relocation of the bus stop in Todmorden is now by School Lane car park. 

1.3.2. A58/A672 Corridor 
Parking will only be removed where clear benefits are demonstrated. The disabled space outside the church 
will be retained to ensure accessibility and the proposed zebra crossing resulting in the loss of parking has 
been removed from the scope of work. Additional parking is available at the nearby Tuel Lane car park. 

1.3.3. General 
The project team will continue to engage with all partners including the Environment Agency to ensure a 
coordinated delivery programme which minimises disruption to local communities and the economy. 
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1.4. Summary 
The project team has endeavoured to balance the needs of the local communities along both corridors with 
the broader strategic aims of the CIP and the requirement to meet the funding objectives. This includes 
stimulating economic growth and job creation, and supporting new housing development by improving 
connectivity and accessibility across West Yorkshire. This first phase of CIP investment will lay the foundation 
for future phases of work.  

It is recognised that severance across busy roads causes a barrier to pedestrians tying to access local facilities 
and amenities such as shops and railway stations. Reducing this severance is a key part of the CIP proposals, 
which include the provision of new crossings, or improving the location of existing crossings to better align 
with need. Improving bus reliability and connectivity to railway stations by walking and cycling will enable 
people to make shorter journeys by active modes and provide the opportunity for longer integrated journeys 
with public transport modes.  

Following the analysis of the comments received, the proposed series of improvements will be reviewed and 
options for further enhancement of active travel provision will be considered, alongside a review of speed 
limits along both corridors.  

The project's aim is to provide improvements along the main transport routes through Calderdale that will 
provide benefits for the local communities. The series of improvements along each corridor is designed to 
reduce congestion and improve air quality for all those living near these major transport routes. 
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1. Background

The Borough Council of Calderdale (BCC) and the West Yorkshire Combined Authority 
(CA) are developing a series of improvements to the road network along the A58 / A672 
from Junction 22 of the M62 to King Cross in Halifax and the A646 / A6033 from 
Todmorden to Skircoat Moor. 

These Corridor Improvement Programmes (CIPs) aim to provide better connections across 
West Yorkshire to stimulate economic growth and job creation, and support housing 
developments throughout the region. They should improve traffic flow, aiming to deliver an 
8% reduction in journey times for all traffic and a 12% reduction in journey times for buses. 
They would aim to reduce accidents throughout the schemes by 10% by 2022, particularly 
those involving pedestrians and cyclists. 

The two programmes cover well used routes through Calderdale which can be congested 
during peak times, suffer from pockets of poor air quality and limit the potential for 
economic growth because of variable journey times. The schemes also encourage active 
travel by improving facilities for walkers and cyclists. 

Between 13 August and 27 September 2018, a period of engagement took place where 
the public and other interested parties were asked for their comments on the Calderdale 
CIPs proposals. Following this, the feedback was analysed and the plans were developed 
further. Some of the key changes that were made as a result of the engagement can be 
found in the 'You Said, We Did' document (Appendix. A.). 

A second period of engagement was then held between 2 January and 14 February 2020 
where the redeveloped plans were presented for further comment.   

2. Engagement Objectives

• To promote the Calderdale Corridor Improvement Programmes
• To inform local residents, businesses, ward members and potential users of the

proposed plans
• To inform local residents, businesses, ward members and potential users how the

proposals have changed since the previous round of engagement
• To gather views to inform the future development of the scheme

3. Methodology

Information provision and feedback submission 

• The engagement was hosted between the Your Voice digital engagement hub
(www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/ccip2) and an interactive PinPoint map
(https://cip-pinpoint.calderdale.gov.uk/). Both sites contained detailed information on
the background of the schemes, a description of the current plans and details of the
opportunity to provide feedback.

• A short online survey was hosted on SNAP surveys which was designed to obtain
quantitative data for statistical analysis. This provided a link to the PinPoint map.
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• The PinPoint map allowed qualitative open text feedback to be submitted at
different scales as follows:

o On the scheme as a whole
o On each of the two programmes
o On individual aspects of the corridors

• Paper copies of the survey were available at drop-in sessions (detailed below) or on
request. Unlike the online version, the hard copies provided space for qualitative
open text feedback as the PinPoint was only accessible online.

• Responses were welcomed via email or letter.

• The Your Voice site hosted a Question & Answer tool (Q&A) which allowed
participants to submit any queries for the project team to respond to. To ensure
compliance with the GDPR, responses were either sent privately or made public
depending on the nature of the query and the information provided within it.

Outreach and promotion 

• A series of public drop-in sessions were held at a range of locations in wards/areas
close to the proposed improvements / developments as shown in Figure. A. These
sessions were hosted by staff from the BCC and Atkins consultants

• A series of press releases were sent out

• Various social media channels were used to promote the engagement including
Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn. BCC’s Twitter channel resulted in 32849
impressions and 700 engagements whilst their Facebook achieved 47976
impressions and 2190 engagements.

• Links to Your Voice were hosted on the BCC’s website, the CA’s website and the
consultation and engagement webpage on the Metro website

• A series of bespoke emails were sent out to three wide ranging stakeholder
databases totalling around ~1200 contacts

• A variety of promotional tools were utilised including pre-existing newsletters,
leaflets, real time information displays, internal channels and posters in bus shelters
and other locations

• All ward councillors were briefed ahead of the engagement

Fig. A. Table showing the dates, times and locations of the public drop-in sessions 

Date Time Location 

9 January 12pm - 6pm Sowerby Bridge Youth and Community Centre, HX6 3AS 
10 January 12pm - 6pm Todmorden Town Hall, OL14 5AA 
13 January 12pm - 6pm Hebden Bridge Town Hall, HX7 7BY 
14 January 12pm - 6pm King Cross Fire Station, HX1 3JF 
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Data cleansing 

Before analysis commenced the raw data sets were cleaned to remove any test 
responses, blank responses and duplicates. For this purpose, duplicates were considered 
to be two or more responses where the two identifying factors of name and either email or 
postal address were the same. In these instances, the most recent submission was 
retained and all others were removed.  

Quantitative Data Analysis 

The quantitative responses from the survey were analysed using standard frequency 
counts and percentages.  

Qualitative Data Analysis 

As aforementioned, there were a number of different opportunities provided for 
respondents to submit free text comments as follows: 

• Via the PinPoint map
• Via the hard-copy survey
• Via letter or email
• Via the Question & Answer tool on the Your Voice website

The analysis of this type of free text qualitative data is commonly undertaken using 
thematic coding. This process involves the identification of themes that are present 
throughout the dataset and the assignment of responses, or elements of responses, to 
these themes. Comments relating to each theme are then grouped together and counted 
which allows the most common themes to emerge, thus aiding a deeper understanding of 
respondents’ feelings and thoughts regarding the proposals. An initial framework of 
codes/themes is developed by a preliminary examination of the dataset but can be added 
to as a more detailed analysis is undertaken.  

In many instances, tallying the number of comments assigned to each code allows a 
statistically accurate representation of the key themes to be determined. However, this 
dataset is less conducive to that approach. Although a large number of submissions were 
received, the geographical area covered by the scheme is substantial and there are 
numerous individual proposals within it. This has resulted in some areas of the scheme 
receiving a very small number of responses, a problem that has been exacerbated by the 
varying populations sizes of the settlements along the two corridors. Due care must be 
taken to avoid these smaller areas being given less consideration in the future 
development of the scheme, and therefore frequently counts are not listed within this 
report. The two exceptions to this are the listing of all codes which were mentioned more 
than 10 times by individual respondents and more than once by group responses. The full 
coding framework can be found in Appendix. B. 

Responses without sentiment 

A number of responses, the majority of which were submitted through the Q&A tool, asked 
questions rather than providing feedback. Where there was no obvious sentiment attached 
these questions were not included within the analysis. All questions received by either 
email or the Q&A tool were responded to by staff from either the CA or the BCC.  
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4. Summary of Responses 
 
A total of 696 responses were received. These can be categorised as follows: 
 

• Survey responses: 208 (17 hard copy and 191 online) 
• PinPoint submissions: 211 
• Emails: 162 
• Questions via the Your Voice Q&A tool: 101 
• Letters: 13 
• Petitions: 1 

 
It should be noted that many respondents will have submitted comments via multiple 
methods and therefore the number of individuals who have taken part will be less than 
695. In particular, it is likely that the majority of respondents who completed the survey 
online also provided feedback via the PinPoint.  
 
In addition to this, there were 6486 visits to the Your Voice webpage from 4772 individuals 
with 1191 downloading documents and 89 using the question and answer tool.  
 
Visitors came from a number of channels with 2670 visits (41%) coming direct to the site 
and 2492 (38%) using through links on social media (Figure. B). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Quantitative responses 
 
Survey 
 
A marked-up questionnaire is available in Appendix. C. and a summary of the key points 
can be found below.   
 
A total of 208 surveys were completed. Of these, 85% regularly use the A6033 / A646 
corridor with a fairly even split across the five sections as shown in Figure. C. 
Comparatively, only half the respondents regularly use the A672 / A58 corridor with a 
wider discrepancy shown between those using the southern end of the corridor and those 

 
Fig. B. Number of visits over time to www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/ccip2 split by channel. 

 

Channel % 

Direct 41 
Social Media 38 
Email 3 
Search Engine 6 
.GOV sites 4 
Referrals 7 
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using the north-eastern end. Figure. D shows that almost twice as many users travel on 
the stretch from Halifax through to Sowerby Bridge West than on the stretch from Triangle 
to Rishworth.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. D. Number of individuals who use the different sections of 

the A672 / A58 corridor at least once per month (n = 103) 
 

 
Fig. C. Number of individuals who use the different sections of 

the A6033 / A646 corridor at least once per month (n = 175) 
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Respondents were then asked to what extend they agree or disagree that the proposed 
changes will improve the experience of travelling along each corridor for walking, cycling, 
motorbike, bus and car (figures. E. & F.). In all instances, respondents showed more 
disagreement than agreement with the suggested benefits of the scheme, with a 
particularly negative feeling (52%) towards car use along the A6033 / A58 corridor.  

Agreement was particularly low for walking, cycling and motorbike on the A6033 / A58 with 
10%, 8% and 8% respectively selecting ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’.   

Levels of neutrality were significant with between 20% and 32% of respondents selecting 
‘neutral’ for the A6033 / A646 corridor and between 26% and 32% choosing the same for 
the A672 / A58. Similarly, a notable proportion of respondents selected ‘don’t know / don’t 
use’ across all questions, particularly for the A672 / A58. 

 

A6033 / A646

Cycling (n = 191) Motorbike (n = 186) 

Walking (n = 193) Key 

Agree 

Neutral 

Don’t know / don’t use 

Disagree 
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A627 / A58 

Fig. E. Graphs showing respondents’ level of agreement that the proposed changes will improve the 
experience of travelling along the A6033 / A646 corridor for various modes of transport 

Bus (n = 191) Car (n = 191) 

Walking (n = 174) Key 

Agree 

Neutral 

Don’t know / don’t use 

Disagree 
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PinPoint 

When providing feedback via the PinPoint map, respondents were asked to select an icon 
from those shown below in Figure. G to represent their sentiment with the relevant section 
of the scheme. A table showing the full results of this can be found in in Appendix. D. It 
should be noted that, although 211 responses were submitted, these were split over 26 
sections, not all of which received enough contributions to make percentages a statically 
viable method of analysis. For this reason, counts have been used rather than 

Fig. F. Graphs showing respondents’ level of agreement that the proposed changes will improve the 
experience of travelling along the A58 / A672 corridor for various modes of transport 

Cycling (n = 174) Motorbike (n = 171) 

Bus (n = 175) Car (n = 180) 
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percentages in this section and decision makers should be aware that low response 
numbers limit the validity of the results.  

Similarly to the survey responses, the feedback showed negative feeling towards the 
proposals in all areas.  Most notably, the sections below were the most negative, with 
respondents selected that they were ‘unhappy’ or ‘very unhappy’ as follows:  

• 26 for the scheme in general (n = 33)
• 16 for the A6033 / A646 corridor in general (n = 17)
• 11 for Sowerby Bridge Central (n = 12)
• 41 for Hebden Bridge central (n = 47)
• 25 for Hebden Bridge Burnley Road (n = 26)

For comparison, the sections which received the most ‘very happy’ or ‘happy’ responses 
are listed below:  

• 7 for the scheme in general (n = 33)
• 6 for Hebden Bridge Central (n = 47)
• 5 for Sowerby Bridge North (n = 9)
• 3 for Todmorden (n = 7)

All those not listed had a positive count of two or less. 

6. Qualitative responses: individuals

A total of 449 submissions from individual respondents were analysed using the coding 
framework. Codes have been labelled as one of the following categories in order to aid a 
clear understanding of the sentiment felt by respondents: 

Existing issue: An observation of a current issue without a sentiment attached. 
It is logical to assume that the respondent would like this issue 

Fig. G. Icons used to allow respondents using the PinPoint 
to express sentiment 
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to be addressed through the CIP but this is not expressly 
written 

Support: Support for an element(s) of the proposals 
Strategic suggestion:   A suggestion that relates to the scheme as a whole and/or its 

overarching aims  
Suggestion: A suggestion that relates to a specific location or element of the 

proposals 
Strategic concern: Concern or uncertainty regarding the scheme as a whole 

and/or its overarching aims. In many cases it can be logically 
assumed that concern will manifest into objection but this is not 
expressly written 

Concern: Concern or uncertainty regarding a specific location or element 
of the proposals. In many cases it can be logically assumed 
that concern will manifest into objection but this is not expressly 
written 

Strategic objection: An objection that relates to the scheme as a whole and/or its 
overarching aims 

Objection: An objection to a specific element of the proposals 
 
Some comments have been categorised as ‘support’ but have a caveat attached e.g. a 
respondent is supportive of the removal of parking on street X but only if a car park is built 
at location Y. These are clearly noted within the tables below.  
 
Figure H. contains a list of all the themes / codes that were mentioned more than ten 
times across the individual submissions. A summary of the main areas of opposition can 
be found below: 
 
Strategic objections: 

• The proposals are too car centric and should focus more on improving more 
sustainable modes of transport in order to reduce car use and less focussed on 
increasing vehicular speeds 

• “We are a community not a corridor” – the plans are designed to help cars not 
locals 
 

Specific objections: 
• Objection to the proposal to removal parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley Road 
• Objection to reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and making 

Commercial Street one-way 
• Objection to the proposed changes to the one-way system on Blackwall Lane and 

Water Hill Lane 
• Objection to the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge 

 
Concern: 

• Concern regarding public awareness of the engagement period and the ease of 
accessing information / submitting responses 
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Fig. H. List of the themes / codes that were mentioned more than ten times across the 449 submissions, and 
the associated frequency counts. 

Section Code Count 

Scheme 
Overview 

Strategic Objection: The proposals are too car centric and should focus 
more on improving more sustainable modes of transport in order to 
reduce car use and less focussed on increasing vehicular speeds 

12 

Fallingroyd 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - it will be detrimental to commuters using the rail station / will 
cause more people to drive to their final destination instead of using the 
train thus decreasing air quality / an adequate amount of parking would 
need to be provided at Hebden Bridge station. 

40 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 29 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - general 17 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road – it will not achieve desired reduction in journey times and 
congestion / parking is not currently causing a problem 

15 

Objection: There is no need for a cycleway along the Fallingroyd 
stretch of Burnley - the existing cycle facilities are sufficient and there is 
no need to create additional ones. Minor improvements to these would 
suffice and negate the need for an additional path. 

11 

Hebden Bridge  

Strategic Objection: “We are a community not a corridor” – the plans 
are designed to help cars not locals 14 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and 
making Commercial Street one-way – it will increase congestion and/or 
pollution in the centre e.g. on Albert Street, Crown Street and Hope 
Street 

40 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and 
making Commercial Street one-way - large vehicles (including service 
594/595) will struggle to access Birchcliffe Road if they have to turn 
right at the end of Albert Street and then immediately left up Birchcliffe 
Road 

34 

Objection: Against the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge - general 17 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and 
making Commercial Street one-way - HGVs will not be able to 
negotiate the tight turns causing problems for shops receiving 
deliveries. 

13 

Objection: Against the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge – it will be 
detrimental to local businesses and the economy 12 
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Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and 
making Commercial Street one-way – it will cause all Keighley, 
Haworth, Keighley Road, Old Town and Pecket Well traffic to be 
diverted through the town centre 

12 

Sowerby Bridge 
North – 
Blackwall Lane 

Objection: Against Blackwall Lane becoming one-way - would cause 
more travel on Water Hill Lane which is less accessible, impassable in 
poor weather conditions, steep and involves a difficult right turn 

28 

Objection: Against Blackwall Lane becoming one-way - it will be 
detrimental to residents both in terms of personal safety and access to 
their properties 

19 

Objection: Against Blackwall Lane becoming one-way - Water Hill Lane 
is not suitable for HGVs 15 

Objection: Against Blackwall Lane becoming one-way - the proposals 
will increase congestion around the junction between the A646 and 
Water Hill Lane 

12 

Concern 
regarding the 
engagement 
process 

Confusion over the proposals / the maps are difficult to understand / 
language used is too complicated / the PinPoint is difficult to use / the 
PinPoint is not suited to a mobile device / the survey would not submit 

27 

Lack of advertising of the engagement 16 
 
 
Whilst Figure. H. only contains 19 codes, the full coding framework contains 403. Those 
not listed in the table above had frequency counts of less than ten but this does not mean 
that these comments are any less valuable to the future of the scheme and it is essential 
that decision makers read the full coding framework found in Appendix. B. to gain a full 
understanding of the thoughts and emotions felt by the local community.   
 
A number of submissions were deemed too detailed to be coded in this way and have 
been included in their entirety within Appendix. E. As with the coding framework, it is 
essential that decision makers read these responses in full.  
 
Appendix. F. contains a series of photographs and an annotated diagram that were 
submitted by various respondents and which depict concerns with various aspects of the 
scheme. 
 
7. Qualitative responses: groups or organisations 
 
Responses were submitted from a total of 33 businesses, groups or organisations which 
can be categorised as follows: 
 

• Business owner based in Todmorden: 2 
• Business owner based in Hebden Bridge: 10 
• Town / parish councils: 3 
• Campaign groups, accessibility groups and charities: 10 
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• Community groups or personnel based at St Paul’s Methodist Church: 5 
• Council departments: 1 
• Political parties: 1 
• Emergency services: 1 

 
Their responses were analysed using the same coding framework and methodology as the 
individual responses. It should be noted that some groups submitted multiple documents 
from multiple members and some documents were received by more than one group. 
Figure. I. contains a list of all the themes / codes that were mentioned more than once 
across these submissions. A summary of the main areas of opposition can be found 
below: 
 
Support: 

• Support for improving facilities for pedestrians and cyclists at the Heptonstall Road - 
A646 junction 

 
 
Strategic objections: 

•  “We are a community not a corridor” – the plans are designed to help cars not 
locals 
 

Specific objections: 
• Objection to the proposal to removal parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley Road 
• Objection to reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge and making 

Commercial Street one-way 
• Objection to the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge 
• The proposals will have a detrimental effect on St Paul’s Methodist church and its 

users - lack of parking will cause problems in terms of access 
• Objection to the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row of shops around 23 – 25 

Halifax Road 
• The proposals are not needed as the current congestion is caused by existing 

roadworks that are fixed term  
 
Concern: 

• Concern regarding public awareness of the engagement period and the ease of 
accessing information / submitting responses 

• The delivery phase will cause significant disruption to road users and local residents 
/ the Environment Agency’s flooding prevention works have only just finished 

• Hebden Bridge cannot cope with further housing growth 
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Fig. I. List of the themes / codes that were mentioned more than once across the various submissions from 33 
businesses, groups or organisations, and the associated frequency counts. 

Section Code Count 

A58 & A672: 
General 

Concern: Recent roadworks are causing more traffic on the A58 and 
this has been detrimental to local businesses and commuters. The 
corridor does not need further disruptions.   

2 

Fallingroyd 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - it will be detrimental to commuters using the rail station / will 
cause more people to drive to their final destination instead of using the 
train thus decreasing air quality / an adequate amount of parking would 
need to be provided at Hebden Bridge station. 

9 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 6 

Objection: There is no need for a cycleway along the Fallingroyd 
stretch of Burnley - the existing cycle facilities are sufficient and there is 
no need to create additional ones. Minor improvements to these would 
suffice and negate the need for an additional path. 

3 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on Burnley 
Road - it will be detrimental to residents along Burnley Road 2 

Hebden Bridge  

Support: Support for improving facilities for pedestrians and cyclists at 
the Heptonstall Road - A646 junction 2 

Suggestion: A Park & Ride facility would be beneficial - suitable sites 
include Walkely Cloggs and Mayroyd Mill 3 

Concern: The delivery phase will cause significant disruption to road 
users and local residents / the Environment Agency’s flooding 
prevention works have only just finished 

4 

Concern: Hebden Bridge cannot cope with further housing growth 2 

Strategic Objection: “We are a community not a corridor” – the plans 
are designed to help cars not locals 4 

Objection: Against the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge – it will be 
detrimental to local businesses and the economy 8 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge 
and making Commercial Street one-way – it will cause all Keighley, 
Haworth, Keighley Road, Old Town and Pecket Well traffic to be 
diverted through the town centre 

3 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge 
and making Commercial Street one-way - HGVs will not be able to 
negotiate the tight turns causing problems for shops receiving 
deliveries. 

3 
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Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge 
and making Commercial Street one-way - large vehicles (including 
service 594/595) will struggle to access Birchcliffe Road if they have to 
turn right at the end of Albert Street and then immediately left up 
Birchcliffe Road 

2 

Objection: The proposals are not needed - they are not needed - 
current congestion in this area is caused by the roadworks in 
Mytholmroyd which will not last forever 

2 

Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden Bridge 
and making Commercial Street one-way – it will increase congestion 
and/or pollution in the centre e.g. on Albert Street, Crown Street and 
Hope Street 

2 

Sowerby Bridge 
Central 

Objection: The proposals will have a detrimental effect on St Paul’s 
Methodist church and its users - lack of parking will cause problems in 
terms of access 

4 

Todmorden 

Objection: Against the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row of 
shops around 23 – 25 Halifax Road - will create a negative ambience 
outside the shops / cafe 

2 

Objection: Against the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row of 
shops around 23 – 25 Halifax Road – it will result in bus passengers 
blocking the pavement and impacting access to and visibility of the pet 
shop and café 

2 

Objection: Against the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row of 
shops around 23 – 25 Halifax Road – it will increase litter in the vicinity 
of the bus stop which could be dangerous to the many dogs who visit 
Perfect Pets 

2 

Objection: Against the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row of 
shops around 23 – 25 Halifax Road - especially with a shelter 2 

Concern 
regarding the 
engagement 
process 

Confusion over the proposals / the maps are difficult to understand / 
language used is too complicated / the PinPoint is difficult to use / the 
PinPoint is not suited to a mobile device / the survey would not submit 

3 

Lack of advertising of the engagement 6 

 
As with the individual responses, a number of submissions were deemed too detailed to 
be coded in this way and it is essential that decision makers read these responses in full 
(Appendices G and H). 

 

 

8. Qualitative responses: petition 
 
One petition was received from residents of Blackwall Drive and the neighbouring area. 
The petition contained 39 signatures and set out a number of objections to the proposed 
plans for the one-way system on Blackwall Lane as follows: 
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• The proposed changes would cause more travel on Water Hill Lane which is less 

accessible, impassable in poor weather conditions, steep and involves a difficult 
right turn 

• The proposed changes would be detrimental to residents both in terms of personal 
safety and access to their properties 

• The proposed changes would increase congestion around the junction between the 
A646 and Water Hill Lane 

• Water Hill Lane is not suitable for Heavy Goods Vehicles 
 
 
In addition to objections highlighted above, the petition suggests that the one-way section 
of Blackwall Lane would be more beneficial if it began at the narrow upper section near the 
cricket club entrance. This would still allow residents of Blackwell Lane to access their 
properties whilst reducing through traffic towards Warley.
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Find out more

westyorks-ca.gov.uk 
@WestYorkshireCA 
enquiries@westyorks-ca.gov.uk 
+44 (0)113 251 7272

All information correct at time of print (March 2020) 
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You Said – We Did: Some Key Points 

A58/A672 
You Said We Did 

You said King Cross and Burdock Way had great 
potential for cycle infrastructure. 

We propose an on-carriageway cycle lane on Rochdale 
Road and Pyes Nest Road with the south footpath on 
King Cross Road to be made shared use from Bull Green 
with a toucan crossing added over Aachen Way.  

You said stopping cars using King Cross Road would hurt 
businesses and cause long diversions for local drivers. 

We removed the proposed bus gate from the CIP 
scheme. 

You said the parking at Rishworth school was 
problematic on the south side of the road, obstructed 
the school entrance and the crossing point did not 
provide a direct link between the schools. 

We have added parking restrictions on the south side of 
the road and moved the parking bay back at the school 
entrance. We have relocated the proposed crossing to 
be more direct between the schools. 

You raise a number of concerns over the one-way loop 
in Sowerby Bridge, particularly with the turns required 
for HGVs, the increased traffic using Foundry Street, 
and congestion of the junction between West Street 
and Station Street. 

We are no longer proposing the said one-way loop 
around Sowerby Bridge. We are now proposing a one-
way loop between Station Street and Victoria Street 
and intending to signalise the junction with West Street 
and Station Street. 

You raised concerns with the pedestrian facilities 
around Sowerby Bridge and the proposed locations of 
crossings. 

We have reassessed the proposed crossings and 
rationalised their locations to be more in line with 
desire lines. We are improving footways where possible 
and raising the entries to side road to assist with 
crossing at this location. 

You raised concerns with opening the top of Tower Hill 
and the impact of additional traffic using the road. 

We are moving the pedestrian crossings over Tower Hill 
and Dale Terrace to align with desire lines. We are 
removing parking at the top of Tower Hill and making it 
one way to reduce conflict. 

A646/A6033 
You Said We Did 

You said we needed to cater for cyclists on Burnley 
Road. 

We have proposed a cycle lane northbound on Burnley 
Road towards Hebden Bridge and a shared use on 
footway southbound. 

You said as a cyclist you used Bridge Gate/Holme Street 
signals as a crossing point over the A646 and Hebden 
Bridge 

We will retain the existing controlled crossing point and 
not relocate. 

You said you thought the footway was very narrow 
outside the 'Fox and Goose' on Heptonstall Road and 
dangerous for pedestrians. 

We are widening the footpath in this location and 
relocating the crossing over the A646 

You said that you agreed that parking on Market Street 
was an issue and caused congestion, however you were 
concerned with the loss of parking capacity in the town 

We are proposing to open a new car park on Stubbing 
Holme Road. 

You said that air quality through Hebden Bridge was poor 
and unpleasant as a pedestrian. 

We have adjusted our proposals to reduce congestion 
through Hebden Bridge and improve traffic flow by 
making adjustments to the one-way loop of Crown 
Street and Hope Street, and by making Commercial 
Street no entry from Burnley Road. 

You said that pedestrian access in Todmorden to the 
market was dangerous. We are providing an additional crossing at this location. 
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Appendix. B. Full coding framework split by geographical section 

Scheme Overview 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: Victorian roads and 21st century traffic are not 
compatible 

Existing issue: These corridors are not suitable for the heavy traffic 
that is diverted when the M62 is closed 

Support: Support for the proposals General 

Support: Support for any provisions to improve cycling 
General 

With caveat that all cycle lanes have to be physically separated 
from the car lanes e.g. with a raised kerb 

Strategic suggestion: A road bypass would provide more 
improvements than the proposals within the CIPs 

Suggestion: All existing and future cycle lanes should have a 
physical separation from car lanes e.g. a raised kerb 

Suggestion: Adequate signage needs to be installed to highlight 
difficult and dangerous sections of road that pose a particular 
danger to cyclists and pedestrians 

Suggestion: Large signs should be visible when entering towns 
and villages 

Suggestion: Pedestrians crossings need to have a quick response 
time 

Strategic concern: The infrastructure is not in place to allow for a 
50% reduction in car use within 5 years 

Concern: Increased traffic speeds may be detrimental to walkers 
and cyclists 

Concern: The delivery phase will cause significant disruption to 
road users and local residents  

Concern: The proposed Toucan crossings are not in accordance 
with the guidance in Local Transport Note 2-08 

Concern: Stretches of cycle lane need to be linked to make cycling 
a viable alternative to car  

Concern: If rail services do not improve then more people will 
commute by car 

Concern: An equality impact assessment has not been produced 

Concern: Air Quality has not yet been monitored 

Strategic Objection: The proposals are too car centric and should 
focus more on improving more sustainable modes of transport in 
order to reduce car use and less focussed on increasing vehicular 
speeds 

Strategic Objection: Research suggests that increasing road 
capacity generally grants short term improvements in traffic 
throughputs and journey times, but within a few years this 
improvement is negated by increased volumes of traffic using the 
improved roads, because road use becomes more attractive due 
to shorter journey times, and new business destinations emerge to 
capitalise on the increased accessibility. This is not congruent with 
the current climate priorities.  

Strategic Objection: Computer modelling alone cannot accurately 
reflect real-life variables. More collaboration with the local 
community and on-site testing with real vehicles / drivers is 
needed to develop schemes such as the CIPs 

Strategic Objection: The proposals are not congruent with climate 
priorities 

Strategic Objection: The timescales for delivery are unacceptably 
long 
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will make it difficult for commuters to access public transport and 
will therefore increase car use for end-to-end journeys 

Objection: Against shared space as it is dangerous for pedestrians 
General 

Electric bikes can travel up to 15 mph 

Objection: Against the proposals 
General 

Encouraging a better traffic flow exacerbates the bifurcation of the 
Upper Calder Valley  

A6033 & A646 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: Currently congestion on this corridor is made worse 
by waste collections taking place during peak commuting times 

Existing issue: The A646 between Hebden and Todmorden does 
not have a continuous safe route for pedestrians. The canal 
towpath is not accessible to all.  

Existing issue: Currently congestion on this corridor is made worse 
by buses blocking the road at bus stops.  

Suggestion: Lay-bys would reduce this 

Suggestion: The islands on Burnley Road should not be altered as 
they provide a safe way for pedestrians to cross the road 

Sowerby Bridge North 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: There are frequent ‘near misses’ between vehicles 
at the top of Tuel Lane 

Support: Support for the proposals of Water Hill Lane and 
Blackwall Lane 

With a caveat that a pedestrian crossing is installed across the 
bottom of Blackwall Lane 

Support: Support for the removal of parking on Burnley Road 

Support: Support for the relocation of the existing pedestrian 
crossing 

Suggestion: Double yellow lines along Blackwall Lane will improve 
congestion 

Suggestion: If some change must take place then it would be 
preferable to make Blackwall Lane one-way (up only) and keep 
Water Hill Lane as it is (down only) 

Suggestion: If some change must take place then it would be 
preferable to make Blackwall Lane residents only  

Suggestion: The one-way section of Blackwall Lane would be 
more beneficial if it began at the narrow upper section near the 
cricket club entrance. This would still allow residents of Blackwell 
Lane to access their properties whilst reducing through traffic 
towards Warley.  

Suggestion: A speed limit in the Blackwall Lane / Water Hill Lane / 
Warley area would improve travel safety 

Suggestion: Relocating the pedestrian crossing to the west of the 
Tuel Lane – A646 junction would be beneficial to traffic flow. It 
would be preferential for it to be located to the east of the top of 
Tuel Lane or much further west.  

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing is needed on Burnley Road 
near Blackwall Lane to allow safe crossing for pedestrians  

Objection: Against the proposals There is no current issue with traffic flow in this area 
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Objection: Against Blackwall Lane becoming one-way 

General 

Will be detrimental to residents both in terms of personal safety 
and access to their properties 

Residents of Water Hill Lane would have to reverse into oncoming 
traffic which poses a danger both to themselves and to oncoming 
traffic 

Would cause more travel on Water Hill Lane which is less 
accessible, impassable in poor weather conditions, steep and 
involves a difficult right turn 

Water Hill Lane is not suitable for HGVs 

Will encourage speeding coming down Blackwall Lane 

There are no current problems turning from Blackwall Lane onto 
the A646  

The proposals will increase congestion around the junction 
between the A646 and Water Hill Lane 

Will be detrimental to cyclists 

May be dangerous for pedestrians crossing at the bottom of Water 
Hill Lane 

The removal of residents’ parking on Burnley Road will increase 
parking on other streets such as Blackwall Lane which will result in 
more congestion 

Objection: Against 'no entry' from both directions at the entrance to 
'Hoyle House Farm'  

Objection: Against the removal of the pedestrian crossing opposite 
the petrol station on Burnley Road 

This will be more dangerous for pedestrians 

Objection: Against the relocation of the bus stop opposite 
Blackwall Lane  

This will be more dangerous for pedestrians 

The pavement is too narrow at the proposed point 

Sight lines for vehicles at either the petrol station or the junction 
between Langton Street and Burnley Road would be compromised  

The bus stop would have a negative impact on the privacy and 
safety of residents and may devalue property 

The proposed location is too narrow for a bus shelter and 
therefore passengers would be exposed to the elements 

Objection: Against the removal of parking spaces on Burnley Road 
opposite Blackwall Lane 

General 

Will result in more vehicles on Langton Street which is not suitable 
for parking  

Will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 

 

 

Windle Royd Lane 
Theme Code 
Concern: Concern that the proposed double yellow lines will limit 
parking for the church and nursery which will increase the danger 
to pedestrians who would have to traverse an unsafe lane on foot. 

 

 

 

Luddenden Foot 
Theme Code 

Existing issue: On-road parking is causing congestion  
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Existing issue: There is frequent congestion at the junction 
between Luddenden Lane and the A646 caused by traffic 
travelling from Kershaw  

Support: The proposed puffin crossing near Luddenden Academy 
will be beneficial for pedestrians 

Support: Support for removing traffic islands 

Support: Support for rationalising parking 

Suggestion: Demolishing the derelict pub and remodelling the 
junction would be beneficial to traffic flow  

Suggestion: The removal of parking around Luddenden Academy 
would improve traffic flow 

Suggestion: Clear signage is needed to prevent motorists turning 
right onto Rose Grove from the A646 thus protecting cyclists 

Mytholmroyd 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: Currently crossing the road around Appleyard Road 
is dangerous 

Existing issue: Currently the 20mph speed limit is not adhered to 
around Appleyard Road 

Existing issue: Currently the junction between Midgley Road and 
the A646 is too congested.  

Existing issue: Currently the junction between New Road and the 
A646 is congested. 

Existing issue: The bridge on New Street is too narrow for buses 
and HGVs meaning they regularly get stuck causing gridlock.  

Existing issue: Lack of parking is a major issue for residents of 
White Houses especially due to the narrowness of the roads – 
residents are forced to park their vehicles half on the pavement. 
Cars are regularly being damaged by speeding traffic. This is 
dangerous for pedestrians.  

Support: General support for the proposals 

Suggestion: Traffic control at the junction between Cragg road and 
the A646 would be beneficial 

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing on the A646 at White Lee 
would improve pedestrian safety and enable easier access to the 
shops 

Suggestion: Double yellow lines would be beneficial along the 
A646 and would allow a formal cycle lane to be implemented 

Concern: The proposals for Appleyard Road may cause people to 
park on Burnley Road 

Concern: The proposed footpath linking the A646 to the canal 
towpath in Mytholmroyd may feel unsafe as it has high fences and 
no lighting 

Concern: Increased parking around Mytholmroyd will result in 
increased traffic on New Road and through the village centre. 

New Road Bridge may not be able to cope with this 

Have enough plans been put into place to deal with this 

Objection: Lack of parking will have a detrimental impact on 
residents of White Houses 
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Fallingroyd 
Theme Code 

Support: Support for removing parking and implementing a 
cycleway 

General 

With a caveat that the cycleway has a physical separation from 
the car lanes e.g. a raised kerb 

Support: Support for the removal of parking on Burnley Road 
General 

With a caveat that other free parking spaces are provided 
elsewhere 

Suggestion: A bus lane should be provided along Burnley Road 
into Hebden Bridge  

Suggestion: The proposed new parking spaces need to be closer 
to Hebden Bridge  

Suggestion: Purchasing a section of the overgrown land adjacent 
to the current pavement would allow the road to be widened the 
road without losing parking 

 

Suggestion: Installing double yellow lines along the stretch of the 
A646 between Macpelah and Fallingroyd Bridge, and providing 
parking on the land between Carr Road and Hebden Bridge rail 
station will help to improve traffic flow and reduce congestion 

 

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing on the stretch of road between 
Woodland View and Thistle Bottom would be improve safety  

Objection: Against shared space  

Objection: Against on-road cycle lanes  

Objection: There is no need for a cycleway here 

General 

The existing cycle facilities are sufficient and there is no need to 
create additional ones. Minor improvements to these would suffice 
and negate the need for an additional path. 

Objection: Against the removal of parking at Fallingroyd on 
Burnley Road 

General 

Will not achieve desired reduction in journey times and congestion 
/ parking is not currently causing a problem 

Will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 

Will be detrimental to residents along Burnley Road 

Will be detrimental to commuters using the rail station / will cause 
more people to drive to their final destination instead of using the 
train thus decreasing air quality / an adequate amount of parking 
would need to be provided at Hebden Bridge station 

Will be detrimental to canal boat owners 

Will encourage speeding (and therefore pollution) 

Will increase congestion and pollution in Hebden Bridge centre 

Will cause more vehicles to park on the pass along Mayroyd Lane 
and the Station bridge 

May have knock on effect on congestion, pollution and air quality 
through to Sowerby Bridge 

Not enough trains stop at Mytholmroyd to make this a viable 
alternative 

May result in less people using the train from Hebden Bridge 
which could impact on the frequency of services 

This restricts travel for those who are unable to use public 
transport 
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Will result in the loss of greenery 

 

 

Hebden Bridge 
Theme  Code  

Existing issue: Bike parking in Hebden Bridge is inadequate  

Existing issue: Parking in Hebden Bridge is inadequate 
General 

Specifically at the station 

Existing issue: The bus stop on the A646 to the west of the Crown 
Street junction is a timed stop and therefore buses park there for a 
long period of time blocking the road and causing congestion  

 

Existing issue: Poor parking on Keighley Road causes congestion 
and is dangerous  

Existing issue: Many drivers become impatient and perform U-
turns on the stretch of road between the Heptonstall Road – A646 
junction and the turning circle at Mytholmthus putting others in 
danger 

 

Existing issue: Current congestion is caused by the traffic lights in 
the town centre  

Existing issue: Residents only parking is not being enforced e.g. 
Garnett Street  

Existing issue: Many pavements in Hebden Bridge are too 
narrowthus posing a danger to pedestrians   

Support: Support for the proposals  

Support: Support for the widening of the footpath on Heptonstall 
Road  

Support: Support for the proposed one-way system 

General 

With a caveat that it is clearly marked with 2 lanes so right-turning 
traffic does not block those going towards Halifax and an 
additional set of traffic lights or a “no right turn” sign is installed 

Support: Parking should be banned on Market Street 

General 

Will improve air quality in the town centre 

Will reduce congestion in the town centre 

With a caveat that measures are put in place to slow traffic 

With a caveat that parking is found elsewhere before the works 
take place 

Support: Support for improving facilities for pedestrians and 
cyclists at the Heptonstall Road - A646 junction   

Support: Support for the creation of parking spaces on 
Commercial Street  

Support: Support for the proposed pedestrian crossing on 
Commercial Street  

Support: The box junction at the bottom of Albert Street will 
improve the flow of traffic  
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Strategic suggestion: These proposals are not ambitious enough 
and should be looking to completely remove traffic from Hebden 
Bridge. This could be done by installing a roundabout at Station 
Road End which could lead to a 50/60 multi-story car park and a 
single track 2-way by-pass road above the river, around the coal-
yard, before climbing gradually up on stilts above the rail tracks 
into the cutting alongside Shelf Road, (traffic lights retained at 
crossing to Palace house Road) across the top of the rail tunnel 
and eventually descend to re-join the A646 at Whitley Arches (or 
continue alongside the canal towards Todmorden). 

 

Suggestion: A series of kerb protected, contraflow cycle lanes 
should be implemented in the proposed one-way sections on Hope 
Street and Commercial Street  

 

Suggestion: A filter lane westbound at Bankfoot should be 
implemented to improve the right turn into Church street.  

Suggestion: Enforcement cameras should be installed at the 
junction between Heptonstall Road and the A646  

Suggestion: A congestion charge should be implemented from the 
junction between the Heptonstall Road - A646 junction and the first 
turning off the main road that connects with a through road. 

 

Suggestion: Barriers should be installed between the footpath and 
the road on Heptonstall Road to improve safety for pedestrians  

Suggestion: A mandatory dismount should be implemented for 
cyclists turning onto the A646 from Heptonstall Road  

Suggestion: A pelican crossing should be provided across 
Heptonstall Road to improve safety for pedestrians  

Suggestion: When travelling from Heptonstall to Hebden Bridge 
cyclists should be given a filter lane to allow them to turn left onto 
the A646 from Heptonstall Road. 

 

Suggestion: A Park & Ride facility would be beneficial - suitable 
sites include Walkely Cloggs and Mayroyd Mill  

Suggestion: A crossing at the junction between Commercial Street 
and the A646 will help improve pedestrian safety  

Suggestion: There is an urgent need to make the junctions 
between Commercial Street, Albert Street, Garden Street and 
Crown Street safer for pedestrians 

 

Suggestion: A mini-roundabout would aid traffic turning right into 
Commercial Street at its junction with the A646    

Suggestion: If the one-way system along Commercial Street is 
implemented, it should be trialled using temporary signage  

Suggestion: If the one-way system along Commercial Street is 
implemented then a contraflow cycle lane should also be 
implemented to allow cyclists to travel in both directions 

 

Suggestion: Replacing the turning circle at Mytholm with a traffic 
island would help reduce congestion caused by Heptonstall traffic 
and reduce the amount of vehicle performing U-turns  

 

Suggestion: An pedestrian crossing is needed at the junction 
between Church Lane and the A646 to improve safety for 
pedestrians 

 

Suggestion: Crown Street should be pedestrianised  

Suggestion: A shared space traffic scheme is needed on New 
Road – Market Street to improve the situation for local business, 
pedestrians, cyclists and car drivers 

 

Suggestion: Removing the current parking along Oldgate and 
creating a one-way system up Valley Road and down Hangingroyd 
Lane with chevron parking would negate the need for the 
proposed change to Commercial Street, Crown Street and Albert 
Street. This would also be beneficial to residents in north Hebden 
avoid the town centre. 
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Suggestion: Making vehicular access to St, Georges’ Bridge one-
way towards the car parking would improve access to the parking 
at Valley Road / Hangingroyd Lane. Exit from the car parks and 
surrounding residential streets could pass along a reversed one-
way Old Gate, direct to the A646 and away from town, thus 
reducing congestion 

 

Suggestion: Preventing traffic from the west from turning left onto 
Commercial Street will improve traffic flow without having to alter 
the one-way system  

 

Suggestion: Parking restrictions need to be implemented all along 
Heptonstall Road towards the junction with Lee Wood Road, 
particularly as there are residential developments planned along 
this road. 

 

Suggestion: An integrated parking plan is needed for the whole of 
Hebden Bridge and the surrounding area  

Suggestion: Changing the turning circle into a roundabout thus 
giving Heptonstall traffic priority would help to calm eastbound 
traffic on the approach to Hebden Bridge 

 

Suggestion: Replacing the traffic lights on New Road with a 
'shared space' section would improve the flow of all types of traffic  

Suggestion: The parking restrictions along Central Street, Hilton St 
and Salem Street need remarking and formalising  

Suggestion: The section of the A646 between Stubbing Wharf and 
the turning circle needs pavements on both sides of the road to aid 
pedestrian safety 

 

Suggestion: The southern section of pavement between Station 
Road and Commercial Street needs widening at least 4 feet to 
improve safety for pedestrians 

 

Suggestion: At the Station Road traffic lights, a visual town gate 
situation should be created to naturally reduce traffic speeds 
coming into the town with eastbound traffic given priority. This will 
improve the safety and noise pollution. 

 

Concern: The number of stopping points between Station Road 
and Heptonstall Road may cause delays    

Concern: Hebden Bridge cannot cope with further housing growth  

Concern: The delivery phase will cause significant disruption to 
road users and local residents / the Environment Agency’s flooding 
prevention works have only just finished 

 

Concern: Access to the cellar of the Fox and Goose needs to be 
considered – there are up to ten deliveries a week containing 
heavy barrels  

 

Concern: The safety of pedestrians, particularly those with a 
disability, needs to be considered in any development  

Concern: The proposals may result in businesses losing profit. A 
compensation framework needs to be agreed before the delivery 
phase in case this happens.  

 

Strategic Objection: “We are a community not a corridor” – the 
plans are designed to help cars not locals  

Strategic Objection: The funding for the proposals should be spent 
elsewhere  

Objection: The proposals are not needed 
General 

They are not needed - current congestion in this area is caused by 
the roadworks in Mytholmroyd which will not last forever 

Objection: Against the removal of parking in Hebden Bridge 

General 

Will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 

Will encourage speeding which will increase the risk to 
pedestrians 
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Objection: Against reversing the one-way system in Hebden 
Bridge and making Commercial Street one-way 

General 

Large vehicles (including service 594/595) will struggle to access 
Birchcliffe Road if they have to turn right at the end of Albert Street 
and then immediately left up Birchcliffe Road 

Will cause all Keighley, Haworth, Keighley Road, Old Town and 
Pecket Well traffic to be diverted through the town centre 

HGVs will not be able to negotiate the tight turns causing 
problems for shops receiving deliveries.  

Will increase congestion and/or pollution in the centre e.g. on 
Albert Street, Crown Street and Hope Street  

Will cause tailbacks down the A646 

Will be detrimental to pedestrians 

Objection: Against the closure of the egress at the junction 
between Tanpits and Albert Street  

Objection: Against the loss of parking for residents at Tanpits  

Objection: The proposals will make the current situation worse  

General 

Will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy  

Will increase congestion (including Market St) 

Objection: Against the proposed lights on Commercial Street  

Objection: Against the proposed relocation of the lights from the 
junction between Heptonstall Road and the A646  

Objection: There should be no width restrictions on Heptonstall 
Road  

Objection: Against shared space as this is dangerous for 
pedestrians  

Objection: Against one-way give-way areas on Burnley Road  

Objection: Against the narrowing of the road  

 

 

Todmorden 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: The pelican crossing outside the Duke of York Pub 
on Halifax Road in Todmorden shows a red light for longer than all 
others in the area thus creating congestion 

 

Support: Support for the proposals General 

Support: The proposed reconfigurations on Halifax Road will be 
beneficial 

General 

With a caveat that the existing drop crossings on the island 
between the town hall and the church need to be retained to allow 
safe and easy access to the station and the church. 

Support: Support for the pedestrianisation  

General 

Will make it the town centre a more attractive to spend time and 
therefore be beneficial to the economy  

Will make it easier for those in wheelchairs or using walking 
frames as the current pavements are very narrow 

Support: The provision of parking spaces and a pedestrian 
crossing opposite Castle Hill school will be beneficial 

With a caveat that this will not fully solve the problems and the 
main cause of congestion is parked cars between the junction of 
Phoenix Street /A646 and the school 
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Support: The proposed zebra crossing outside the town hall will be 
beneficial 

General 

Will improve safety for pedestrians 

Support: The proposed relocation of the bus stop outside the town 
hall on Halifax Street will be beneficial   

Suggestion: A right hand turn down Bridge St approaching the 
roundabout might slow traffic better than a left turn after the 
roundabout 

 

Suggestion: Bond Street should either become one-way or have 
parking spaces removed  

Suggestion: A zebra crossing on Burnley Road opposite the back 
of the town hall would be beneficial  

Suggestion: A drop crossing between the town hall and St Mary’s 
church would be beneficial  

Suggestion: An additional pedestrian crossing between Lidl and 
the shops opposite would be beneficial  

Suggestion: There should be more free parking spaces near the 
train station  

Objection: Against pedestrianisation and removal of parking on 
Bridge Street 

General 

Will have a detrimental to local businesses and the economy 

Objection: Against the relocation of the crossings on Halifax Road 
General 

This will negate the safety improvements created by the 
pedestrianisation proposals 

Objection: Against the relocation of a bus stop to outside the row 
of shops around 23 – 25 Halifax Road  

Will create a negative ambience outside the shops / cafe 

Will result in bus passengers blocking the pavement and 
impacting access to and visibility of the pet shop and café  

Will increase litter in the vicinity of the bus stop which could be 
dangerous to the many dogs who visit Perfect Pets 

Especially with a shelter 

The café uses pavement space for outdoor seating and 
advertising – this doesn’t leave enough space for a safe bus 
shelter and associated queue 

 

 

A58 & A672: General 
Theme Code 

Existing issue: Bus services are irregular and not coherently timed  

Existing issue: Cyclists cause problems for drivers  

Strategic suggestion: The welfare of local wildlife should be 
considered within the scheme  

Strategic suggestion: Improving air quality is vitally important and 
this should be reflected within the proposals   

Suggestion: When the M62 is closed, the A640 should be used to 
direct traffic from Denshaw along Ainley Top and on the duel 
carriageway into Halifax 

 

Suggestion: There should be a cycle lane the length of the A58 
from Todmorden to Chain Bar  

Concern: Recent roadworks are causing more traffic on the A58 
and this has been detrimental to local businesses and commuters. 
The corridor does not need further disruptions.   
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Strategic objection: The proposals are too car centric and should 
focus more on improving more sustainable modes of transport in 
order to reduce car use 

Objection: The proposals don’t do enough to aid cyclists 

Bull Green - King Cross – Bolton Brow 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: The current location of the bus shelter at Bolton 
Brow is dangerous. The hill is steep and loss of brakes could have 
catastrophic consequences as per the Bolton Brow Disaster in 
1993 

Existing issue: The sequencing of the King Cross traffic light 
system currently only allows one car per cycle to turn towards 
Burnley or Sowerby Bridge thus causing congestion 

Existing issue: Congestion in Ripponden is due to parked cars on 
both sides of the road in close proximity to the traffic lights 

Existing issue: When travelling east on the A646, the presence of 
the bus lane on the approach to the traffic lights at Warley Road 
junction causes difficulties for vehicles trying to get into the correct 
lane to turn towards the city centre.   

Suggestion: Reduce the bus lane thus allowing more room in the 
lanes for through traffic 

Existing issue: The path along Rochdale Road from King Cross 
has an uneven camber. The particularly dangerous where the 
location of telegraph poles cause narrowing of the pavement 

Suggestion: Pedestrian barriers should be extended on both sides 
of the proposed pedestrian crossing to improve pedestrian safety 

Support: Support for the shared use path on the approach to King 
Cross 

Support: The proposals to improve facilities for cyclists will be 
beneficial 

With a caveat that the proposals will be beneficial only if cyclists 
are given priority at the side roads 

Suggestion: The junction between Parkinson Lane and the A646 
could be improved by repositioning the bus stop to the west of the 
traffic lights  

Suggestion: On previous plans there were proposals to change the 
lanes at King Cross. These plans should be reconsidered as they 
would’ve been beneficial to drivers traveling towards Halifax along 
Rochdale Road.  

Suggestion: Cyclists should be enabled to use the footpath to 
bypass the traffic lights and pinch point island opposite 
Donaldson’s Vets. 

Suggestion: Redeveloping Spring Edge and the top part of Free 
School Lane into a one way pickup / drop off 'loop' may help 
reduce congestion 

Suggestion: There should be a filter lane for turning right turn from 
Swithes Road onto the A58 to reduce congestion and improve 
safety for both pedestrians and vehicles 

Suggestion: Traffic calming would be beneficial on Pye Nest Road 
– often vehicles speed in this area and a number of accidents
have occurred

Suggestion: The roundabout outside the fire station in King Cross 
is not effective and should be removed 

Suggestion: The uncontrolled crossing on King Cross Road should 
be removed to allow for a bus lane thus improving the public 
transport offer  

Suggestion: Parking should be better enforced / residents only 
parking should be implemented on the stretch of King Cross Road 
outside Barry’s Cash and Carry 
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Suggestion: A preferable solution for the current issues would be 
to divert traffic via Aachen Way and Queens Road, and limit traffic 
on King Cross Road to access for residents and parking only, thus 
creating more space for greenery and street furniture.  

 

Concern: Concerns regarding the blocking-off of the mini-
roundabout at the Free School Lane and Skircoat Moor Road 
junction 

May increase congestion 

Will increase traffic on Skircoat Moor Road 

May impact on access to the school 

Concern: The proposals are an improvement but do not go far 
enough 

General 

Further traffic calming measures are needed 

Objection: Against the removal of parking bays 
General 

Outside the One Stop on King Cross Road 

Objection: The proposals do not benefit cyclists. Cyclists will still 
choose to ride on the carriageway rather than using the proposed 
route which includes 11 junctions with no provisions for cyclists 
and a toucan crossings.  

 

Objection: The proposed modification to the pavement alignment 
and addition of a puffin crossing will decrease safety for cyclists  

Objection: Shared space is not suitable on such a busy shopping 
street  

 

 

Sowerby Bridge Central 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: The current congestion issues are resulting in less 
locals visiting Sowerby Bridge  

Existing issue: The current issues with congestion are caused 
largely by the traffic lights  

Existing issue: Parking in Sowerby Bridge is inadequate, 
particularly to the west end  

Existing issue: Current congestion on Sowerby New Road is 
exacerbated by the yellow box at Tesco which gives vehicles 
exiting the shop an uncontrolled priority over those already on the 
road 

 

Existing issue: The current 20mph speed limit is not enforced – the 
speeding traffic is dangerous for cyclists  

Support: General support for the proposals  

Support: Support for making Tower Hill two-way  

Suggestion: Tower Hill is not suitable for HGVs   

Suggestion: The footbridge from Lidl car park to the market car 
park should be reinstated  

Suggestion: It would be beneficial to remove the traffic lights and 
slow vehicles speeds with raised table controlled pedestrian 
crossings and raised table junctions in the town centre 

 

Suggestion: Bollards should be implemented to increase safety for 
pedestrians  

Suggestion: Instigating one-way access to Lidl car park from 
Tower Hill may negate the need for a right turn at the top of Tower 
Hill 

  

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing on Wharf Street to facilitate 
access to the shops and restaurants from Canal Wharf would be 
beneficial 
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Suggestion: At the bottom of Sowerby St and West St the 
pavement should be narrowed in order to increase the width of the 
road and enable a lane for traffic turning up Sowerby Street and a 
lane for traffic heading out of Sowerby Bridge along West Street 

 

Suggestion: Two lanes should be reinstated at the main junction 
on Wharf St and Tuel Lane – one for left turn up Tuel Lane and 
one for straight on towards Bolton Brow. 

 

Suggestion: Relocating the westbound bus stop to the east side of 
Tuel Lane would negate the need to relocate the eastbound bus 
stop.   

 

Suggestion: A relief road is needed from Triangle Woods to 
Copley Development to cope with the volume of traffic travelling 
through the area when the M62 is closed 

 

Suggestion: There is a need to connect the cycling infrastructure 
on the Rochdale Canal to that on the Calder & Hebble canal  

Concern: Regardless of the proposals, people will continue to 
double park through Sowerby Bridge centre and the road is not 
wide enough to accommodate this  

 

Concern: The proposed raised table may cause access and 
egress difficulties for HGV's at JC Joel's  

Concern: Shared space can be dangerous if not designed and 
managed efficiently   

Concern: Emergency vehicles may have difficulty on Wharf Street 
and accessing Quarry Hill and Sowerby New Road  

Strategic Objection: “We are a community not a corridor” – the 
plans are designed to help cars not locals  

Strategic Objection: Increasing traffic flow and keeping / enforcing 
a 20mph speed limit are strategically opposed  

Objection: The proposals will have a detrimental effect on St 
Paul’s Methodist church and its users 

Lack of parking will cause problems in terms of access 

Suggestion for a railing system in front of the church doors on 
Dale Terrace side 

More traffic calming measures are needed outside the church 

Suggestion for car-park 

Will be dangerous for pedestrians exiting the premises, especially 
from the lower floor of the building   

Objection: Against the removal of parking  

General 

Will be detrimental to local businesses and the economy 

Will increase congestion and pollution in Sowerby Bridge centre 

Objection: Against the proposed changes on Tuel Lane It is too steep and narrow 

Objection: Against Tower Hill becoming two-way  

General 

Air Pollution will increase for the residents of Houghton Towers, 
particularly those on the lower floors, and the surrounding area 

Will reduce parking for both Houghton Towers residents and 
visitors to the area 

Will have a negative impact on access to Houghton Towers for 
emergency vehicles 

Will increase the danger for pedestrians travelling down Tuel Lane 
towards Sowerby Bridge – there will be no safe place to cross the 
top of Tower Hill 

Objection: The junction between Dale Terrace and Tower Hill will 
not be able to cope with the increase in traffic that the proposals 
will create and therefore congestion will increase 
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Objection: The stretch of Tower Hill between Dale Terrace and 
Town Hall Street is not wide enough to cope with the increase in 
traffic that the proposals will create and therefore congestion will 
increase 

Objection: Against the reduction of the road width through 
Sowerby Bridge 

Objection: The plans will result in pedestrians crossing more roads 
on new uncontrolled crossings thus increasing the risk of an 
accident 

Objection: Against the addition of further traffic lights at Victoria 
Road / West Street, Sowerby Street / West Street and Station 
Road / West Street unless they are well sequenced throughout the 
town 

Objection: Against the remodelling of Sowerby Bridge Market 
Place 

This is not needed / is a waste of resources / will not improve the 
area 

Objection: Against the relocating of bus stops on Wharf Street 

This would not produce any improvements 

Two bus stops opposite each other would create poor sight lines 
for pedestrians when buses are parked at both stops 
simultaneously 

Will move the problem rather than solving it 

Objection: Against the removal of the taxi rank on Tower Hill 
without a suitable replacement 

Objection: The loading bay in front of Regents Place will create 
hazards for pedestrians  

Sowerby Bridge, West 
Theme Code 

Support: Support for the proposals 

Support: The proposed traffic lights may help improve traffic flow 

Support: The proposed one-way arrangement on Station Road will 
improve safety for cyclists 

Support: Support for double yellow lines of both sides of Holmes 
Road 

General 

With a caveat that alternative parking is provided 

Suggestion: There should be formalised parking along Holmes 
Road  

Suggestion: Improvements are needed to improve the safety of the 
currently concealed junction between Parkfield Drive and the A58 

Suggestion: Speed monitoring displays (20mph) would be 
beneficial 

Suggestion: Provision of a car park would help to reduce cars 
parked on the pavement  

Suggestion: A crossing point adjacent to the station on Holmes 
Road would be beneficial 

Suggestion: A lay-by for HGVs would be beneficial 

Concern: Concern that the plans will make the existing situation 
worse for cyclists approaching Sowerby Bridge using Hollins Hill 

Concern: Concern that residential parking permits on Victoria 
Road will be affected 

Concern: The main bottleneck for traffic on the A58/A627 corridor 
is the approach to Sowerby Bridge from Triangle. If this is not 
improved then all other proposals will be ineffective  
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Concern: The current location of the traffic lights and the proposed 
location of the bus stop may have a detrimental impact on traffic 
egressing Sowerby New Road onto Wharf Street as traffic using 
the Tesco car park will have priority 

 

Concern: Concern regarding the welfare of the many geese that 
wander freely in Sowerby Bride  

Objection: Against the relocation of the bus stops on West Street 
as it will be detrimental to people trying to access the doctor’s 
surgery on Station Road 

 

Objection: Against making Station Road and Victoria Road one-
way and removing parking 

General 

Will be detrimental to people trying to park to access the doctor’s 
surgery on Station Road 

The junction between Victoria Road and the A58 is not suitable for 
the increase in HGVs 

The bridge over the Ryburn on Victoria Road is not suitable for 
HGVs 

Will increase congestion as there will be three roads converging 
into one way 

Objection: Against the removal of parking on Holmes Road as it 
will increase speeding 

Will result in people parking further along the road and walking to 
their destination thus increasing the risk to pedestrians  

Objection: Against the removal of parking on Station Road and 
Victoria Road  

Objection: The proposals will not solve the current issues at the 
Fall Lane junction. It is dangerous for traffic exiting Fall Lane as 
sight lines to the east are poor.    

 

Objection: If parking on Mearclough Road is removed, people will 
have nowhere to park to access the rail station and therefore more 
cars will be used for end-to-end journeys  

 

 

 

Triangle 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: Currently congestion is exacerbated by traffic 
accessing and parking near the school  

Support: The double yellow lines proposed for Parkfield Drive will 
be beneficial  

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing in Triangle is needed / would be 
beneficial  

Suggestion: There should be traffic calming and an enforced 20 
mph speed limit through Triangle  

Concern: There is a lack of proposed improvements for Triangle 
despite the current issues with speeding, road width, parking and 
signage 

 

 

 

Kebroyd 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: The existing cycle lane sections are degraded and 
need re-marking to make them clearer  

Existing issue: Speeding between Kebroyd Lane & Oak Hill makes 
access from Stubbing Lane difficult.  

Existing issue: There are current problems with parking on the 
A672 from the playing field to Headcroft Lane  

Existing issue: The junction between A672 and Kebroyd Mill is 
dangerous – frequent collisions occur   

Support: The proposed toucan crossing will increase pedestrian 
safety  
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Support: General support for the proposals With a caveat that the greenway scheme must be delivered else 
the CIP proposals will not provide the intended benefits 

Suggestion: If the proposed toucan crossing is constructed, the 
speed limit should be reduced to 30mph before Denton Bridge 
(travelling towards Ripponden) and at Glenfield Garage (travelling 
towards Sowerby Bridge). 

Suggestion: Removing the traffic islands would prevent HGVs from 
driving on the wrong side of the road to avoid hitting them. 

Suggestion: Double yellow lines would improve traffic flow 

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing at Kebroyd playing fields would 
be beneficial to pedestrian safety 

Concern: concern that the cycle lane appears to disappear to 
accommodate the increased size of the pedestrian refuge  

Objection: Against the proposed toucan crossing 

General 

The pavement is not wide enough 

The addition of a cycling will add conflict with pedestrians 

Will have a detrimental effect on journey times 

The funding could be better spend on other areas which 
experience worse congestion 

Would reduce air quality due to queueing traffic 

There are no current difficulties in crossing the road at this location 

Objection: Against the narrowing of the A58 in this area 
General 

Will make it dangerous for two HGVs to pass 

Ripponden 
Theme Code 
Existing issue: The current position and design of pedestrian 
refuges along the A58 corridor to Sowerby Bridge are hazardous 
to cyclists as they do not have enough room when a vehicle 
passes 

Exiting issue: The pollution currently experienced as a result of 
traffic diversions following M62 closures is not acceptable 

Support: Support for making Back Lane one-way but with a caveat 
that the corner going up to the homes on Back Lane must be taken 
out  to enable residents to turn left to get to their homes. 

Support: Support for the proposed HGV turning circle 

With a caveat that the ‘give way’ sign should be on Upper Brig 
Royd down from the library to allow buses and HGVs to have right 
of way on the turning circle 

With a caveat that ‘no left turn’ sign (northbound) and a ‘no right 
turn’ sign (southbound) should be installed on the A58 to prevent 
drivers from turning up Brig Royd towards the library 

With a caveat that the existing controlled crossing remains to allow 
safe pedestrian access to the school and to Brig Royd Surgery 

Strategic suggestion: The proposals should aim to improve the 
current problems with on street parking, particularly at the junction 
with Rochdale Road and on Elland Road 

Suggestion: The old railway line between Rishworth/Ripponden 
and Sowerby Bridge should be done up as a cycle path 

Suggestion: A pedestrian crossing is needed outside Ripponden 
Junior & Infant School 
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Suggestion: The 2nd ‘keep left’ section coming into Ripponden 
from Halifax needs to have double yellow lines to prevent parking 
and enable HGV’s to pass without having to drive on the wrong 
side of the road.  

 

Concern: The proposals will reduce access for residents of Spring 
Street and Ripponden Old Lane which may result in an increase of 
traffic on Glen Royd and Royd Park which is already degraded 

 

Strategic Objection: The proposals lack sufficient provision for 
cyclists  

Objection: The proposed repositioning of the bus stop will be more 
dangerous for cyclists and/or pedestrians  

Objection: The plan does not address the queuing issue at the 
Elland Road T junction in Ripponden which is a major pinch point 
mainly caused by inconsiderate parking near to the junction 

 

Objection: Against the proposed HGV turning circle in Ripponden 
and the diverting of HGVs via Barkisland, Greetland and West 
Vale 

The roads are not suitable for HGVs 

Will increase delays between Ripponden and West Vale 

Objection: Against making Back Lane one-way as it limits access 
for residents of Spring Street and will result in an increase of 
vehicles travelling up Royd Lane, turning in the farmyard and 
travelling back down along Coach Road 

General 

Coach Lane needs resurfacing and is unsuitable for many vehicles 

Coach Lane is a private road and already suffers from the public 
using it, especially those attempting to avoid the traffic lights on 
Rochdale Road 

Coach Lane suffers from parking issue  

This is not needed and will not be beneficial and/or risks making 
the current situation worse 

 

 

Rishworth 
Theme Code 
Suggestion: Traffic calming measures in this area would be 
beneficial  

Suggestion: The existing Variable Message Signs should be 
located at the Junction 22 turn off – the current location is too near 
Ripponden and does not give drivers enough warning to take a 
different road 

 

Suggestion: The proposed pedestrian crossing should be located 
nearer to Rishworth School    

Suggestion: An additional pedestrian crossing should be located 
nearer to Heathfield School.  

Objection: Against the removal of parking This would increase congestion during school pick-up times 

Objection: Although double yellow lines down one side of the 
Oldham Road may have a positive effect, they do not serve any 
purpose as there is minimal housing outside the school 

 

 

 

Concerns regarding the engagement process 
Theme Code 

Lack of advertising of the engagement  

Time of the sessions  

Confusion over the proposals / the maps are difficult to understand 
/ language used is too complicated / the PinPoint is difficult to use / 
the PinPoint is not suited to a mobile device / the survey would not 
submit 

 

40



There is an error / inaccuracy on the plans 

No notes were taken at the drop-in sessions 

It is difficult to contact a member of the project team via phone 

Concern that the engagement is meaningless and that the 
decisions have already been made 

The engagement period is too short 

Miscellaneous 
Theme Code 

SL unsure what location the comments refer to 

Comments are not connected to the CIP 

Proposals should include improvements to the road between 
Huddersfield and Halifax 

Queries regarding the proposed Horley Green housing 
development 

A6033 Keighley Road up to Hurst Road 

Proposals should include improvements to the east of Halifax e.g. 
towards Hipperholme 

Concerns regarding the proposed housing development at Horley 
Green  
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Appendix. C.  

Statistical analysis of survey data  

 

YOUR TRAVEL HABITS 

Which of the following corridors do you use at least once per month? 

n = 208 

A6033 / A646 175 
(85%) 

 

A672 / A58 103 
(50%) 

 

 

A646 / A6033:  
Please tick all sections of the routes which you use at least once per month…? 

n = 175 

Section A: A646 / A6033 Todmorden 123 
(70%) 

 

Section B: A646 Hebden Bridge 149 
(85%) 

 

Section C: A646 Mytholmroyd 148 
(85%) 

 

Section D: A646 Luddenden Foot 138 
(79%) 

 

Section E: A646 Sowerby Bridge 138 
(79%) 

 

 

A672 / A58:  
Please tick all sections of the routes which you use at least once per month…? 

n = 103 

Section F: A672 Rishworth 45 
(44%) 

 

Section G: A58 / A672 Ripponden 49 
(48%) 

 

Section H: A58 Triangle and Kebroyd 49 
(48%) 

 

Section I: A58 Sowerby Bridge West 80 
(78%) 

 

Section J: A58 Sowerby Bridge Central 85 
(83%) 

 

Section K: A58 Sowerby Bridge East 80 
(78%) 

 
 

Section L: A58 King Cross and Burdock Way Viaduct 89 
(86%) 
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THE PROPOSALS 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that the proposed changes will 
improve the experience of travelling along the A6033 / A646 corridor for each 
of the following modes? (please tick one box per row) 

 

Strongly 
agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t 
know / 

don’t use 

Walking 
(n = 193) 

6 
(3%) 

29 
(15%) 62 

(32%) 

27 
14%) 

50 
(26%) 19 

(10%) 
 35 

(18%) 
77 

(40%) 

Cycling 
(n = 191) 

6 
(3%) 

29 
(15%) 49 

(26%) 

30 
(16% 

41 
(21%) 36 

(19%) 35 
(18%) 

71 
(37%) 

Motorbike 
(n = 186) 

2 
(1%) 

17 
(9%) 55 

(30%) 

12 
(6%) 

29 
(16%) 71 

(38%) 19 
(10%) (22%) 

Bus 
(n = 191) 

4 
(2%) 

36 
(19%) 55 

(29%) 

25 
(13%) 

46 
(24%) 25 

(13%) 40 
(21%) 

71 
(37%) 

Car 
(n = 97) 

5 
(3%) 

34 
(17%) 39 

(20%) 

30 
(15%) 

72 
(38%) 17 

(9%) 39 
(20%) 

102 
(52%) 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree that the proposed changes will 
improve the experience of travelling along the A672 / A58 corridor for each of 
the following modes? (please tick one box per row) 

 

Strongly 
agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t 
know / 

don’t use 

Walking 
(n = 174) 

6 
(3%) 

12 
(7%) 56 

(32%) 

16 
(9%) 

41 
(24%) 43 

(25%) 18 
(10%) 

57 
(33%) 

Cycling 
(n = 174) 

5 
(3%) 

9 
(5%) 49 

(28%) 

22 
(13%) 

36 
(21%) 53 

(30%) 14 
(8%) 

58 
(33%) 

Motorbike 
(n = 171) 

2 
(1%) 

11 
(6%) 49 

(29%) 

8 
(5%) 

27 
(16%) 74 

(43%) 13 
(8%) 

35 
(20%) 

Bus 
(n = 175) 

5 
(3%) 

19 
(11%) 52 

(30%) 

18 
(10%) 

39 
(22%) 42 

(24%) 24 
(14%) 

57 
(33%) 

Car 
(n = 180) 

5 
(3%) 

22 
(12%) 47 

(26%) 

19 
(11%) 

51 
(28%) 36 

(20%) 27 
(15%) 

70 
(39%) 
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Sentiment with different aspects of the Calderdale Corridor Improvement Programmes. 
Feedback obtained through the PinPoint interactive map.  

Very happy Happy Unhappy 
Very 

unhappy 

General 

Scheme overview 
(n = 33) 

0 7 7 19 

7 26 

Sections of the corridors 

A58 & A672 
(general) 
(n = 9) 

1 1 2 5 

2 7 

Bullgreen to King Cross 
(n = 3) 

0 1 2 0 

1 2 

King Cross to Bolton 
Brow 
(n = 2) 

1 0 1 0 

1 1 

Sowerby Bridge East 
(n = 2) 

0 1 0 1 

1 1 

Sowerby Bridge Central 
(n = 13) 

1 1 1 10 

2 11 

Sowerby Bridge West 
(n = 12) 

0 1 5 6 

1 11 

Kebroyd 
(n = 6) 

1 0 4 1 

1 5 

Ripponden 
(n = 11) 

0 1 1 9 

1 10 

Rishworth School 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Appendix. D. 
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A646 & A6033 (general) 
(n = 17) 

0 0 1 15 

0 16 

Todmorden 
(n = 7) 

1 2 2 2 

3 4 

Hebden Bridge - Centre 
(n = 47) 

0 6 6 35 

6 41 

Hebden Bridge - Burnley 
Road 
(n = 26) 

0 1 2 23 

1 25 

Mytholmroyd 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Sowerby Bridge North 
(n = 9) 

0 5 4 5 

5 9 

Minor Network Improvements (general) 

Rose Grove 
(n = 1) 

0 1 0 0 

1 0 

Junction reviews 

Bond Street, Todmorden 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Lining Improvements 

Lining improvements 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Appleyard Road, 
Mytholmroyd 
(n = 3) 

0 0 0 3 

0 3 

Windle Royd Lane 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 
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Holmes Road, Sowerby 
Bridge 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Rochdale Rd, Triangle 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

Oldham Rd, Rishworth 
(n = 1) 

0 0 1 0 

0 1 

Parkfield Drive, Triangle 
(n = 1) 

1 0 0 0 

1 0 

Mobility Hubs 

Todmorden station 
(n = 1) 

0 0 0 1 

0 1 

47



Appendix. E. 

Appendices E.1 – E.12 contain a series of responses from individuals which have 
been deemed too detailed to be coded and should be read in full. These responses 
are verbatim except that any names, addresses or other identifying information have 
been removed to protect personal identity.  

Any comments received beyond the closing date (14 February 2020) have not been 
included here. However, they have still been sent to the project team for their 
consideration.      

Where meaning was obvious beyond reasonable doubt, minor spelling and grammar 
has been corrected. 
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Appendix. E.1. 

Sowerby Bridge West 

• General point regarding all the raised tables at the junctions – are they really
necessary? Vehicle speeds are already very low at junctions. They can cause
problems, particularly for motor cyclists/cyclists turning in to the junction, as they
hit the ramp on an angle, which could cause a loss of balance leading to a fall.
They also involve extensive drainage work to be carried out. There is also a risk
of vehicles waiting at the junction rolling back down the ramp and hitting the car
behind.

• Why is there an uncontrolled junction (Victoria Road(Water Street)/West Street)
in the middle of a signalised junction (Sowerby Street/West Street). Given that
Station Road/Victoria Road is effectively a one-way gyratory, this will be quite a
busy junction. This looks to be a poor/unsafe design option.

• Is there enough traffic on Foundary Street to justify a zebra crossing?
• The proposed zebra crossing on West Street is very close to the adjacent

junction, additionally the southbound bus stop just past the zebra is also very
close, the rear of a bus stopped here would be very close to the zebra and would
obstruct inter-visibility between pedestrians northbound vehicle so would be
unsafe in my opinion. Vehicles would also have to start pulling over on the zebra
crossing to overtake a stopped bus

• The relocated bus stop on Sowerby Street raises the same concerns as the
previous point, it’s far too close to the zebra. Buses waiting here will also obstruct
visibility for vehicles exiting from the Tesco superstore

• Making Water Street one way (out) will potentially increase the volume of traffic
turning right into Station Road, right turning vehicles at this junction would hold up
traffic travelling towards Sowerby Bridge (unless the signals are on separate
phases?

Sowerby Bridge Central 

• As above re raised tables
• Is there enough traffic on Dale Terrace to justify a zebra crossing?
• Are there enough loading/unloading areas proposed on Wharf Street? Delivery

vehicles/shoppers may be inclined to stop on the main carriageway for a few
minutes to load/unload, even if waiting/loading restrictions are present, which
could quickly cause queuing and driver frustration.

• Are the proposed bus laybys on Wharf Street long enough? Or will the rear of
buses be partially stuck out into the main carriageway?

• If we are removing all the parking on Wharf Street, is signing to the available
parking/car parks adequate?

• What’s the thinking behind such a long raised table on Hollins Mill Lane? Is this
appropriate for a shared space? It’s predominantly commercial/industrial.

• Is a Zebra crossing an appropriate option on Wharf Street? With such high traffic
flows, a zebra, with random pedestrian crossing movements might be too
disruptive to traffic flows. A signalised crossing facility may be a better option.
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Bull Green to King Cross 

• This doesn’t look to be a very well thought out idea, there are far too many
junctions along the route where cyclists would have to stop, making it ineffective.
Bus stops/shops/high pedestrian use/visibility at junctions etc. Most of the
carriageway has double yellow lines, so a on road cycle lane might be more
appropriate. Once you get past High Street it’s far more open and pedestrian
flows are lower. There are no shops/junctions etc. so this may be a section to
consider for shared use.
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Appendix. E.2. 

Comments from [name redacted for GDPR] on the A646 corridor improvement
programme consultation 

The formal objectives set for the WYCA CIPs are predominantly related to economic benefits 
that are claimed will be produced by increasing the flow of road traffic along principal radial 
routes. It should be noted that there are no particular objectives relating to the impacts such 
CIPs could create in town centres along the route, to the severance and environmental 
impacts that could potentially be increased if increased traffic flows were to be generated as 
a result of the schemes. This asymmetry in the objectives means that there is the potential 
for disbenefits to be imposed by such schemes which therefore should be properly 
scrutinised. 

It’s a particularly unfortunate feature of the A646 CIP that, despite repeated requests, 
data that would reveal such disbenefits has not been disclosed. It will be possible to 
argue that this has been deliberate because it would undermine the case and support for the 
scheme. 

The traffic flow objective for the CIP – ‘Improve accessibility to employment sites by 
reducing journey times for general traffic along the corridor by 8% or more in the AM and PM 
peak by opening year’ - would tend to result in shortened journey times from Halifax to 
Mytholmroyd/ Hebden Bridge of around 2-2.5 minutes, and to Todmorden of  around about 
3.5 minutes. The schemes cost benefit is calculated by adding up millions of these 
individually small journey time savings. 

The way the scheme will work is principally by removing obstacles to the smooth flow of 
traffic along the route: for example in Hebden bridge area by removing parked cars or the 
opportunity to turn off or onto the A road at junctions which can cause queueing. These 
interventions will therefore benefit vehicles travelling along the A road whilst disbenefiting 
vehicles on adjacent side roads, or in town centres bisected by the A road, and people 
seeking to cross that road. What is not explained in the consultation is that if the capacity for 
road is effectively increased (by the removal of those obstacles), and with a consequent 
travel time benefit to motorists, then the likely consequence is that the number of vehicles on 
that route will increase such that after a certain amount of time a similar amount of 
congestion will be recreated and journey times will once more be lengthened 

The approach of removing obstacles in order to increase traffic flow results in: 

Hebden Bridge: The closing of Commercial Street to northbound traffic in order to remove 
the queueing that can sometimes occur the A646. In consequence considerable other 
changes to the town centre’s one way system are precipitated. The argument was made to 
me that in any case Commercial Street is also too narrow for modern levels of traffic, but I 
regard that as implausible. 

Substantial changes to the town centre one-way system. Proposals to do with this were (if I 
recall) not included in the previous version of the CIP, so their appearance in this revision is 
surprising and should be given very considerable scrutiny. The eventual configuration of the 
current one-way system was evolved to out of considerable work in the 2000s traffic review 
but is now being proposed to be significantly changed without an adequate demonstration 
that the revised layout will work adequately or will not cause significant adverse 
consequences (e.g by increasing traffic flows northwards up Crown Street. I know that 
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consultation responses detailing such consequences have been prepared by other 
consultees). The argument was also put that the new layout might assist the further 
extension of pedestrianisation from St George’s Square, but I cannot immediately see why 
this is the case. (As the original proponent of the current pedestrianisation scheme I did at 
the time suggest that, in its current orientation, through-traffic could be removed from Crown 
Street by adding a ‘no right turn’ at its junction with the A646, which I suspect is still better 
way of achieving a further extension of pedestrianisation). 

These substantial changes to the town centre highway network are being imposed in order to 
achieve unquantified benefits to traffic flow on this short section of the 646; maybe these are 
very small in value. They will cost a considerable amount of money (which could be spent on 
other measures within the CIP), could potentially cause traffic disruption if the new 
configuration turns out to have flaws, and will also cause economic disruption to town centre 
businesses during their implementation.  

Removal of parked cars on Market Street. This was also considered within the traffic review 
and then as now I supported the removal of this limited number of parking space. One strong 
reason would be that the smoother traffic flow would tend to reduce stop- start air pollution. 
But these measures cannot be taken in isolation because the consequence of their removal 
would be to increased speeds on Market Street particularly outside peak hours and would 
tend to turn the ‘bear right onto the River Calder bridge’ (>Halifax) into something like a 
racing chicane. The failure to include objectives ensuring that the CIPs interventions also 
supported parallel highway regimes such as 20 mph zones means that these consequences 
for traffic speed have been ignored. 

Pavement improvements for pedestrians have been set aside in favour of improvements for 
motorists. At the junction of Commercial Street there is a proposal to provide some additional 
pavement where at the moment it’s missing, but on the south side of the A646 at Machpelah 
where there is much more significant absence of a pavement for a short stretch of maybe 
20m this is not being provided, meaning that pedestrians and particularly disabled people 
proceeding along the south side pavement from the town centre seeking to access the 
station are placed in a situation of danger. During the traffic review I repeatedly asked for this 
to be dealt with but it wasn’t. In the consultation session I was told that the reason why it 
could not happen was that there needed to be a minimum of 6.7m carriageway width at that 
point, the implication being that this was not available. However when looking at the detailed 
paper plans for the Hebden Bridge interventions, which were not displayed on the 
consultation boards or available to examine there (I did this subsequently with the copy in the 
library) it turns out that there is a proposal to narrow the A646 at this point but on the north 
side by the provision of an east-bound cycle lane (although I’m not sure whether this is by a 
physical widening of the north side pavement or by road markings). My point is that, with a 
long recognised issue like this, benefits to pedestrians/disable people have again been set 
aside without any consideration. 

On the proposed removal of parked cars alongside Mayroyd there’s a balance of arguments 
to be considered (which I won’t deal with here) but it’s certainly possible to note that there’s 
been a lack of attention to detail as to what will happen to the parked cars that will be 
displaced. It’s also the case that this stretch of the A646 is one of the widest along the length 
of the route and that consequently traffic flows there are already smooth flowing. I suspect 
that the core reason why this proposal is being advanced is that it provides an opportunity to 
achieve some marginal gains for reduced journey times within the modelling for the overall 
scheme. 

Mytholmroyd: In the previous consultation there was no explanation given as to why there 
were no interventions at all proposed in order to reduce the effect of north-south severance 
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caused by the A646. At the time I pointed out that the Calderdale strategic transport model 
was predicting substantial increases in road traffic through the village centre to 2032, and 
also on New Road and feader routes such as Scout Road. It is unclear whether that 
modelling included the additional traffic generated by the 200 space station car park, or 
proposed development at the Top Plans business park which under proposed modifications 
to the Local Plan would now be changed to mixed-use probably therefore generating still 
more traffic movements. I pointed out that these traffic increases would threaten the 
intentions of the draft Hebden Royd & Hilltop Parishes neighbourhood plan which  
fundamentally required a diminution of the impact of road traffic on the village core combined 
with measures to overcome traffic severance. The fact that 2 proposals from WYCA which 
will both increase road traffic have ignored their impact on pedestrian movements and place 
making in the town centre demonstrates an indifference to local impacts in favour of 
continued dominance by traffic. 

Regardless of the intentions of this corridor improvement programme proposal in my view it 
would be remiss of the Town Board if it did not note the potential negative impacts on the 
two town centres (of various types); on pedestrian movements and severance; and of 
the potential for the scheme to increase road traffic volumes, carbon emissions and 
air pollution levels. These would be imposed because the overarching objectives of the 
WYCA CIPs are to provide benefits to road vehicles without proper consideration of the 
disbenefits to town centre functioning, public amenity and environmental impacts. Repeated 
requests for data relating to these disbenefits has not been disclosed and therefore, as a first 
step to establishing whether such impacts would actually occur, the Town Board should 
require data relating to road traffic flows generated by the scheme and carbon/air pollution 
emissions be presented to it before the scheme proceeds any further.  

53



Appendix. E.3. 

A646 TRANSPORT CORRIDOR 

    HEBDEN BRIDGE 
A corridor and/or a community? 

1. Clearly for all who live in the town and most who visit it, it is a
community first.
Decimated by the collapse of the textile industry in the 1960’s, this town
gradually re-invented itself, mostly by the hard labour of its inhabitants. A
massive clean-up and emphasis on its significant Industrial Heritage and
magnificent rural setting attracted visitors, new residents, enterprise,
investment and cultural activities.

2. Today it has a thriving visitor economy, over 200 small independent shops, an
advanced business start-up presence and an active cultural scene. More
recently this has been somewhat dented by severe flooding in 2012,2015 and,
again last week plus the interminable roadworks which follow. However, a
resilient town with a resilient population, it will recover, provided it gets the
sympathetic help which it needs.

3. What it does not need, as it struggles back to its feet, is to be designated as a
mere Transport Corridor designed to speed traffic on the route from Leeds
and Halifax to Todmorden and Lancashire.

4. Currently, apart from the flooding, the greatest threat to the success of its
visitor economy, employing almost 1000 people in and around the town, is the
severe shortage of car parking spaces. The transport planners in Leeds and
Halifax clearly have little knowledge of the above --- or perhaps they don’t
care!

Are we just a little dot on their grand strategic maps of traffic flows and their 
wish to speed it more rapidly around the country --- something most unlikely 
to be realised in the Calder Valley by minor tinkering with a few road junctions 
In Hebden Bridge and the removal over 100 desperately needed car parking 
spaces. 

5. Do they actually want to kill our town for the sake of saving two minutes on
the journey of through traffic? All the existing traffic hold-ups will remain --- 4
sets of traffic lights, pedestrians, slow moving vehicles and an almost total
lack of overtaking opportunities on the entire A646/A6033 through the valley.

6. The £5 million budget may bring a few gains for local motorists. A right turn
lane at the foot of Crossley Hill and one way ‘in’ along Albert Street with one
way ‘out’ via Commercial Street could be an improvement but the direction of

54



one way flow on Old Gate will need to be reversed to stop that becoming a 
‘rat-run’ for Todmorden to Keighley traffic.  

7. But these gains are as nothing when set against the loss of 75 parking spaces 
long the A646 plus a dozen or so elsewhere. Each parking space is worth 
many £1000’s per annum to local business and jobs. Is this factored into the 
cost benefit calculations for this work?

8. Removing parked cars from the A646 may be a good thing in some ways but 
we need an assurance that NO parking spaces, anywhere, will be lost until 
a convenient replacement has been created (--- a multi-storey on Garden 
Street?) A646 parking does not prevent traffic moving at the current speed 
limit, so why try to remove it?

One surprising suggestion is that it would allow the creation of a cycle lane, ---
but why do this when, only a few years ago, a specially dedicated cycle track 
was built parallel to the road on the other side of the river as part of the 
Sustrans National Cycleway network (at a cost of almost £1M). Hardly anyone 
uses it.

However, whatever is decided by Calderdale/Leeds City Region, will it take full 
account of all the other plans in preparation --- notably, the Environment 
Agency’s flood resilience plans and the Local Plan/Neighbourhood Plan. We 
need joined uo thinking!

9. Hopefully a cogent case is made above in defence of community interests. 
However, this does not mean a lack of support for a realistic approach to the 
development of an A646 Corridor which could effectively speed traffic 
AROUND the town, rather than THROUGH it.

There is one line, and only one line where this is possible--- not easy and not 
cheap --- but feasible and mostly on land already in public ownership.

This involves dual use of land currently owned by Network Rail, taking a line 
from the approach to the current station carpark, alongside the rail tracks, 
rising to pass above the railway on stilts, replacing the narrow bridge 
connecting Shelf Road to Palace House Road, to rise above the rail tunnel 
and descend alongside the railway to rejoin the A646 at Whitely Arches.

10.  Many will scoff at this idea, but it would be a simple task for the road builders 
in the Alps, or indeed, in many third world countries. In the new world order of 
our national politics, we are exhorted to be bold, to use newly elastic budgets 
for investment in structural projects, especially in our northern heartlands!

In 1967 [information redacted for GDPR] a by-pass for Hebden Bridge was on 
the agenda. Now, over half a century later, it is time to “GET IT DONE” 

[Name redacted for GDPR]

 February 13th 2020 
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Appendix. E.4. 

I write with specific regard to the proposed upgrade of the junction between Burnley 
Road (A646) and Heptonstall Road between Mytholm and Hebden Bridge at the Fox 
and Goose Public House. 

I am broadly supportive of the proposals to upgrade this junction; however, I believe 
that this upgrade should be used as an opportunity to improve pedestrian safety at 
this junction by upgrading the traffic lights to provide a signal-protected pedestrian 
crossing (pelican) across Heptonstall Road. 

Currently there are two pelican crossings at this location, enabling pedestrians to 
cross Burnley Road either side of the junction. Experience shows that the vast 
majority of pedestrians walking between Mytholm and Hebden Bridge use the 
footpath on the north side of Burnley Road and therefore cross the bottom of 
Heptonstall Road, which is not currently signal protected. Reasons for this 
preference by pedestrians include: 

• Most locations that people walk between are located to the north of Burnley
Road, including Hebden Royd Primary School, residential properties on
Church Lane and Eaves Road, Mytholm Meadows Residential Care Home,
St. James Parish Church, the Fox and Goose Public House and the majority
of Hebden Bridge’s retail premises.

• The footpath is considerably wider on the north side of Burnley Road and
therefore preferred for safety reasons by pedestrians, notably those with
young children, pushchairs and mobility scooters. It is too narrow for someone
with a pushchair and a young child.

• The narrowness of Burnley Road, combined with the narrowness of the
footpath on the south side, means that pedestrians walking along this side of
the road feel vulnerable due to their proximity to traffic, particularly the wing
mirrors of large vehicles overhanging the footpath.

• Walking on the south side of Burnley Road necessitates crossing Stubbing
Holme Road – a junction that is expected to get busier due to the proposed
new car park – and Hebble End – a junction that is already busy due to traffic
accessing the Co-op and Palace House Road.

• Vehicles delivering to properties on Bridge Lanes typically pull onto the kerb,
thereby blocking the footpath on the south side of the road.

• Despite the absence of a pelican crossing, crossing Heptonstall Road is
quicker and perceived as safer than making two crossings of the far busier
Burnley Road via the existing pelican crossings.

• Sight lines along Burnley Road in the Todmorden direction are not good for
pedestrians at the bottom of Heptonstall Road due to the inclination and
curvature of Burnley Road. This situation is exacerbated by vehicles travelling
to Heptonstall accelerating up the hill and many not indicating their intentions
to turn left from Burnley Road onto Heptonstall Road. However, in spite of
these factors, most pedestrians still prefer to cross Heptonstall Road and stay
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on the north side of Burnley Road. It is possible that widening the footpath in 
the vicinity of the Fox and Goose Public House, narrowing Heptonstall Road 
and introducing a traffic island will encourage pedestrians to cross further up 
Heptonstall Road from where visibility of vehicles turning from Burnley Road 
towards Heptonstall is reduced. 

For the reasons outlined above, I request that the upgrade of this junction include 
improvements to enhance pedestrian safety through the installation of an 
additional pelican crossing across Heptonstall Road. 
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Appendix. E.5. 

Toucan Crossing – Kebroyd Lane 

What basis is this being approved by the Combined Authority as it appears there is a clear 
conflict with a number of the key objectives, whilst delivering no benefits, even beyond the 
foreseeable future.  

I understand that these proposals should: 

1) Improve traffic flow
2) Improve journey times (Aiming to deliver an 8% reduction in journey times for all

traffic)
3) Reduce journey times for buses (Aiming to deliver a 12% reduction in journey times

for buses).
4) Reduce Accidents (Aim to reduce accidents throughout the schemes by 10% by

2022, particularly involving pedestrians and cyclists).
5) The two programmes cover well used routes through Calderdale which can be

congested during peak times, suffer from pockets of poor air quality and limit
the potential for economic growth because of variable journey times.

Points to raise/consider: 

1. General Pavement width - It is not clear why you are providing a toucan crossing
when there isn’t the width for cyclist on the pavement.  If they do cross, where will
they go ?

2. 

This will also create conflict with cyclist and pedestrians as it is not wide enough.  
Extending the pavement widths will then create issues for the HGV’s using this route 
(diversion route from M62).  

Why would you introduce cycling to a pavement which surely adds conflict with 
pedestrians of all ages and abilities and not keep on the carriageway, where there is 
clear evidence that the carriage way is generally clear.   
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Width of carriage way (specifically Kebroyd Lane) – this is not suitable for 
queuing traffic.  The width of this lane is narrow and is already difficult for motorist 
pass, with one having to wait at the bottom for others to come down.   

There is only a pavement on one side, with is extremely narrow and is not even wide 
enough for wheelchairs and pushchairs at points.  This results in pedestrian walking 
in the road.  Vehicles that do not wait to let other past, end up mounting the 
pavement and other resident’s drives.  If motorist entering Kebroyd Lane cannot 
manoeuvre up the road, this will back traffic up unnecessarily on Halifax Road. 
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3. Proposed Cycle way - There is no current benefit as the ‘cycle way’ does not exist.
This cycle way has been talked about for years and has never moved forward due to
land ownership issues – this is a chicken and egg situation, you need to do the
cycleway first, and then consider the access and crossing. The referred to cycleway
is a foot in mud for a lot of the year, so is difficult to manoeuvre along.

4. Inconvenience - this will create an inconvenience to residents in the vicinity for a
path that goes nowhere and foe something that isn’t needed.

5. Decrease Journey time – putting a toucan at this location will not improve journey
times, it will have the complete opposite effect in increasing the journey times as
traffic will be halted at a location whereby there is no requirement for this currently.

6. Worsen Air Quality – The air quality at this location will worsen due to traffic waiting
at the crossing, particularly as demand at lights may only exist at peak times.

7. Cost – I understand that this type of crossing costs in the region of £30-40k + – this
is a complete waste of tax payers money which could be spent on other parts of the
corridor, where parking causes traffic flow issues or where there are a number of
visitors to a location.

For example:

Meadow Croft Lane and Ryburn Lane – this section is difficult to manoeuvre through
due to parked cars, especially for HGV’s or larger vehicles as they have to pass by
an island and manoeuvre around the parked cars (serious crash here last year where
by a vehicle hit the island whilst manoeuvring around parked vehicles).

Kebroyd Playing Fields/Ryburn Football Club – There are a lot of parked cars and
pedestrians crossing at this point due to the park and football club – again a crossing
would be more suitable here to aide these crossings.

Rochdale Road, Triangle (next to Triangle Primary School) – this can often be a
pinch point at peak times, due to the proximity to the school and the narrow
carriageway, with high numbers of parking by parents on Rochdale Road and
Butterworth Lane and surrounding streets.  There was a situation whereby an
ambulance could not get through due to parked cars last year and the patient died –
this has created tension within the area (resident’s v’s parents).

8. Crossing at this location – There are no current issues with crossing the road at
this location.  Prior to 2018, it is accepted that crossing was more difficult due to
parked cars, parking up to the junction, however following the introduction of double
yellow lines, this has improved the sight lines massively and is no longer an issue.
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Appendix. E.6.
[Address redacted for GDPR]

15/2/2020 

CCIP 
A6033/A646 Corridor 
Section E A646 
Sowerby Bridge 

I am totally opposed to the proposed new road scheme (section E A646 Sowerby 
Bridge) 

I heard about the proposal by a chance conversation on 13.1.20. I called on five 
neighbours who could be directly affected by the proposed change of road priorities 
to Water hill Lane and Blackwall Lane, and they know nothing about the proposals: 
very slack notification system. 

Further points on the proposed scheme: 

• The Road Traffic Act states that it is illegal to go the wrong way down or
along a one-way road. The proposed arrangement in Water Hill Lane and
Blackwall Lane would cause the residents to have to reverse into a one-
way system in the wrong direction, thus being the cause of a crash if one
occurred. Duty of Care forbids this type of arrangement.

• Reduction in the number of islands on the A646 would put children at risk
crossing the road as rush hour to catch the bus to schools along the A646.

• Access to farm traffic to Hoyle House Farm would be very difficult with
vehicles having to reverse along the access track which is also a public
footpath.

• Children going to Warley Town School being accompanied by mothers
with prams will have to avoid fast vehicles coming down Blackwall Lane.
The volume will be greater since Water Hill traffic will be included and all
will be going faster because is coming up to slow them down.

• A646 will be compromised by drivers wanting to turn from the west bound
lane into Water Hill. Quite a build up will occur until the east bound lane
stops to let them through.

• In icy conditions Water Hill Lane is un-navigable. Vehicles will skid back
down onto the A646 into incoming traffic.

• Increase in noise level and pollution from vehicles going up Water Hill in
first gear.

• Delivery vans and residents down Blackwall Lane will have to navigate the
blind corner at the Blackwall / Water Hill junction.

• The existing system slows traffic and since its instigation fewer crashes
have occurred.
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• Large vehicles will bottom out when turning into Water Hill Lane.
• A left-hand turn into Hoyle House 1,2,3 & 4 would be impossible to

conduct in safety. Strangers encountering the on-way sign at the top of the
steep part of Water Hill will have to reverse up Water Hill Lane to access
Blackwall Lane, very dangerous, or risk continuing down Blackwall Lane to
the A646. Asking for trouble.

• The A646 is constricted by the island near Friendly Fisheries guaranteeing
west bound hold ups caused by vehicles waiting to enter Water Hill Lane.

• More fuel used because of lower gear work, more waiting stationary traffic
on the A646 and extra distance for residents. More pollution. We are trying
to reduce pollution.
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Appendix. E.7. 
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Appendix. E.8. 

An Alternative Plan for Improvements to the A646 in Hebden Bridge 

1) Make no changes to the traffic flow and circulation in the town centre north of the
A646.

2) On the A646 junction with Commercial Street (A6033), place signs forbidding right-
turn-out of Commercial Street and left-turn-into Commercial Street (to/from
Todmorden). If Commercial Street is not two-way, then the bus routes 594/5 cannot
operate and all of Birchcliffe, including Stubbings School, becomes inaccessible to
vehicles larger than a small van.  Provide a pedestrian crossing a safe distance up
Commercial St from the A646.

3) Consider traffic signals at the A6033/Hollins Place/Birchcliffe Road junction to ease
access and improve pedestrian safety. Replace existing ‘puffin’ crossing by these
signals.

4) Reset the traffic light timings at the Albert Street junction to favour the A646 by
limiting the daytime ‘on-demand’ phase from Albert Street and by resetting the
sensors for the exit from Tanpits so that the lights are not triggered by pedestrians
or vehicles entering, but only by vehicles waiting to exit from Tanpits. (see the
alternative plan for Tanpits)

5) Re-site the signal at this junction adjacent to Croft House (North-west corner of
junction). Currently, vehicles leaving Albert St. often wrongly stop midway across
the junction on sight of this signal at ‘red’ for the westbound main road traffic.

6) Review the phasing of the traffic lights at the A646/ Holme Street junction.
Restricted sightlines towards Todmorden suggest that retention of these lights,
although not ideal, is probably necessary, especially with Royal Mail and school
traffic in and out of Holme St.

7) Either replace the two pedestrian crossings in Market Street by ‘puffin’ crossings or
amalgamate into one zebra crossing midway between the existing crossings.

8) Remove parking on Market Street & restrict any loading bays to limited off-peak
hours only

9) Review the phasing of the traffic lights at the A646/Heptonstall Road junction to
improve traffic flow and pedestrian safety.

10) Ensure that all traffic signals on the A646 from the ‘puffin’ crossing at Station Road
to the lights at Heptonstall Road are linked so that vehicles can pass through in
either direction at a steady speed, whilst not exceeding the speed limit. This will
ensure that traffic attempting to join the A646 will not be impeded by standing traffic
waiting for the next set of lights. Consider box junctions where applicable.

Cycling 
1) Two cycle lanes on the A646 between Station Road and Fallingroyd are not

essential; most cycle routes are two-way, so this could be two-way also, on the
existing path. Although shared by pedestrians there is limited foot traffic along here,
thus reducing conflicting uses.

2) This section is paralleled by the canal towpath and the national cycle route 66, both
of which provide safe off-highway cycling routes.
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Parking 
1) Retain as much as possible of the existing car parking in the town centre, but

review provision, i.e. distribution of general/disabled/taxi-rank/loading-bay.
2) Removal of car-parking on the A646 towards Fallingroyd may improve safety and

traffic flow, but replacement parking must be provided elsewhere, near to the
station. This parking is primarily used by rail commuters and essential town-centre
workers. Many parts of the tops are not served by public transport, so even those
commuting by train must make the first part of their journey by car.
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Appendix E.9. 

Changes to Tanpits 

If these proposed changes are implemented, there will be the following results: 

Loss of parking: 
5 public spaces Tanpits 
2 private spaces Tanpits 
4 garages Tanpits 
3 public spaces Garden St. 
14 net loss of spaces, resulting in a financial loss to the Council of: 
£1837 – 4 garages in Tanpits 
£915 – (est.) 2 paid spaces (rented) in Tanpits 
£5528 – 3 spaces in Garden St car park @ 70p ph assuming 75% occupancy rate 
This is an annual loss of £8280 to the Council 

Structural considerations within the Conservation Area: 
Historic well 
Underground watercourses 
Main drainage 
Rights of access and rights of way 
Long-established wall adjacent to New Road. 

The proposed access via Garden Street is too narrow to permit two-way passing of 
vehicles, especially if one is a larger service vehicle, and the proposed demolition of the 
garages to ‘provide manoeuvring space for refuse vehicles’ would be unnecessary if the 
bins for Croft Mill were re-sited into their car park on the opposite side of the building. 
The removal of these garages and associated open parking will severely impact upon the 
parking provision for both local residents and businesses in the immediate area. In 
particular, the garage provision is a very important part of some tenants’ lifestyle. These 
changes will not result in improved community benefit, as one Council officer suggested 
was wanted, but will in effect provide, on public land and at public expense, a private 
access drive and possibly 2-3 extra parking spaces for Croft Mill. Probably the owners will 
be delighted, but it is not possible to see any gain for the general public or local residents 
and other businesses. 

A Better Solution 

The difficulties with the car parking at Tanpits are primarily concerned with the egress onto 
Albert Street via the traffic lights. Firstly, it is necessary to know that any ‘information’ 
gleaned from the traffic signal data is almost certain to be erroneous. The lights governing 
exit from Tanpits are triggered by pedestrian traffic and by vehicles entering, as well as 
vehicles waiting to exit. This may be due to a faulty or misdirected sensor. As a result of 
this, the data obtained will have overestimated by a large margin the true demand on this 
exit. 
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Analysis reveals a maximum vehicle count of 25 (11 in Tanpits including the garages, 10 in 
Croft Mill and with an allowance of 4 service vehicles per day). If every vehicle moves in 
and out once per day, this results in a total vehicular movement through the lights of only 
50 transits per day. In practice, many of the cars remain static for several days at a time, 
so actual transits are far fewer. 

The difficulties can be resolved in the following way: 
1) Retain the current access from Albert Street but as Entry Only. Provided that the

Albert St. stop line remains clear of this point, as it must to allow LGVs to enter
Albert St. from the A646, the traffic light control is not necessary. Signs marking it
as ‘Access Only’ and ‘One-way’ would be necessary.

2) Create the route through ‘the well’ into Garden Street as proposed, but as Exit Only
from Tanpits. This one-way route can fit in the available width without impacting
upon the historic well and will permit free circulation of service vehicles (including
refuse vehicles) accessing Croft Mill. Again, appropriate signage will be needed.

3) Retain all the existing parking, including the garages and the two spaces leased
privately from the Council. This can be done without hindering vehicles going into
the new exit route.

4) Make the 4 or 5 spaces in the open car park to be permit-only, operated on the
same basis as residents’ permits elsewhere; i.e. at a small charge, for qualifying
residents only, shared with local businesses that also hold permits.

This has many advantages: 
• One phase of the traffic signals at the Albert Street junction will be removed.
• Loss of car parking will be minimised (only two in Garden Street car park).
• Financial loss to the Council will be minimised and in part offset by permit charges.
• Circulation of large vehicles and visitor access to Croft Mill will be significantly

eased
• Local taxpayer residents and businesses will retain important existing facilities.
• With the prospect of continued beneficial use, garage tenants would be willing to

improve the garages and surrounding area without aid or finance from the Council.

The only costs involved with this wholly beneficial and uncontroversial proposal would be 
for resurfacing, marking of routes and parking bays, signage and creation of a suitable 
roadway through the short passage via ‘the well’ into Garden Street. This is significantly 
less work than that contained in the existing proposals for Tanpits and therefore should 
involve less expenditure overall. 

This proposal is to be commended for adoption as the best workable solution which 
satisfies the essential requirements of all parties and minimises capital costs whilst 
maintaining revenue. 
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Appendix. E.10. 

Comments on CCIP A646 Proposals 

A646HEB-011 Commercial Street junction 

Is the reasoning behind this is to prevent vehicles making a left turn into Commercial 
St., or queuing on A646 to right-turn in, thus impeding the traffic flow on the A646? 

No existing Puffin crossing at point marked 

Station Road crossing – agree with widening but what is new kerb layout? 

Lorries from Keighley going to Todmorden will still try to turn right onto the A646. If 
your plan is implemented, needs a ‘No-right-turn’ sign out of Commercial St. 

A646HEB-012 Tanpits 

What is the reasoning behind demolition of garages and blocking of access from 
Albert Street? (including pedestrian access) 

Demolition of garages and removal of the public car park, which are used mainly by 
elderly and disabled nearby residents, would cause a loss of income to the council 
and great inconvenience to local residents on the east side of the river who have 
been consistently victimised since car parking charges were introduced, compared to 
other local town residents on the west side who get free residents’ permits and free 
car parking at Bridge Lanes. 

Why is there a no entry sign at the proposed entry and exit for Tanpits car park? 

Is it wide enough for two-way? Are you proposing to remove the historic well? 

Why does the refuse lorry require demolition of the garages which produces income 
to the council? Either use a smaller lorry or require Croft Mill to put their refuse bins 
in the yard at the back, in Garden Street Car Park. Further, research on turning radii 
suggests that a small refuse vehicle, e.g. Dennis OL-19N, can turn without needing 
demolition of the garages. 

It appears to be making private access and parking for Croft Mill by doing this, on 
publicly owned land. They are the only people who will benefit. 

How many public car park spaces would be created and will there not be problems 
because people will enter the area looking for car parking find there is none there 
and have to turn round? 
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Widening of road to allow a right-turning lane:  This will disrupt the New Road Car 
Park entry and exit. 

Loss of historic wall. 

The existing stop line in Albert St. was placed specifically at this point to allow LGVs 
to enter from the west. This was tested at the time with a 16.5m articulated LGV. The 
proposed stop line in Albert Street is too close to the junction to allow lorries coming 
from Todmorden to turn into Albert Street. 

Are there still traffic lights at this junction? They are not shown on your map. 

Traffic island in middle of the road will prevent lorries turning in or out of Albert Street 
from or to the west. This proposed island will also prevent large trailer vehicles and 
cranes from entering the working boatyard between the main road and the canal. 
(“The Marina”) It is essential to retain this facility, both for the continued viability of a 
small but important local business and to provide craning services for boats; 
something which is not possible elsewhere on the western part of the Rochdale 
Canal. 

A646HEB-009 Town Centre 

What is the thinking behind reversing the one way in Crown Street, Carlton and 
Cheetham Street? The earlier traffic reviews went into great depth and considered 
this option to be the worst as it puts more traffic through the main shopping street 
and round the turn near St George’s Square and the market area.  

Reversing Crown Street means lorries will have to use the main shopping street to 
access Keighley Road, because Hope St is designated buses and access only and 
Albert Street would not be accessible from the Todmorden direction by large lorries. 

How many more LGVs going to Keighley from Halifax direction will have to go up 
Albert Street and use awkward turn near the market area? 

Where are the loading bays in the centre of town? 

If a delivery is to go to Oasis, or to the florists from Halifax direction they will have go 
via Albert Street, turn round the end of the old Lloyds bank Building which mayt not 
be physically possible, turn right into Cheetham Street having passed the library, turn 
right into Crown Street and turn right again into Carlton Street or continue up Crown 
Street for the florists.  The one to the florist would then be going round at the end of 
Crown St, near the Market area. 

How much more lorry traffic is going to have to use Crown Street – the main 
shopping street? 
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As a result of all these changes, how much town-centre car parking will be lost? 

Is the bus stop remaining in Hope Street? 

‘Except for access’ sign – access to where? – LGVs will try to use it for access to the 
town centre to unload.  Will they have to turn left into Cheetham Street, right into 
Crown Street? 

How does moving the car parking to the opposite side help the situation on these 
narrow streets? 

Lorries from Halifax have to turn right into Albert Street, which will overspill from your 
proposed right-turn lane and block the car park entrance. 

Proposed disabled car parking is where much of the unloading for upper Crown 
Street takes place. 

Where is the taxi rank? 

Give way in Garden Street where? 

Commercial Street – removal of bus stops – how does this work for buses to 
Keighley? 

The buses going up Birchcliffe: how do they pick up people? What will their route 
be? Will they have an awkward turn from the town centre into Birchcliffe Road? 
Information suggests that this turn in not possible for even the small buses used on 
the local routes 

What is the point of widening the footpath at bottom of Crown Street to introduce the 
left turn?  

LGVs going to Keighley from Todmorden will go up Crown Street in preference to 
Albert St, directed by sat-nav. Crown St. is the busiest shopping centre and round by 
the market area. 

How many more LGVs will be going via Crown Street? Why are you encouraging 
large lorries to take this route? 

All the extra traffic going via Hollins End will make it even more difficult for 
pedestrians to get across at that point. 

A bus layby could be created for eastbound buses by Hope Chapel on the extra-wide 
pavement and chapel forecourt. 

A646HEB-010 Market Street 

Where are the pedestrian crossings? 
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Will the loading bays block motorists’ views of the crossings? 

Why loading bays? They will become parking bays on the excuse of ‘loading’. 
Currently delivery vehicles just stop anywhere no matter what restrictions or traffic 
conditions. 

A646HEB-007 Bridge Lanes 

Single file traffic – what are these for? How is it going to help the flow of the traffic to 
and from Heptonstall and on the main road? 

What are the cycling signs for? 

Why is the footway widened? 

Car Parking 

Why provision of cycle lanes on both sides especially when there are two parallel 
traffic-free cycle routes - Route 66 though Mayroyd and the canal towpath, both 
accessible at Fallingroyd and Carr Lane and going to Station Road? The underused 
footpath between Station Road and Fallingroyd on the A646could be used as a 
shared bi-directional cycle route and footpath. 

The provision of parking at Fallingroyd is in the wrong place except for the boat 
dwellers nearby, whereas the people who park on the main road are mostly train 
users who find any space in the station car park or people working in Hebden Bridge 
who cannot find (or afford) long-stay car-parking. 

Many people have homes on the hilltops, with no bus service. They are trying to use 
the train, thus minimising their ‘carbon footprint’, but have to make the first part of 
their multi-modal journey by car. There is little purpose in developing faster routes for 
road vehicles if there is nowhere for them to stop at the end of the journey. Perhaps 
Hebden Bridge is to be treated on just an inconvenience on the arterial route 
envisaged in this plan. 

Spelling Errors. 

Cheetham not Cheethams Street. 

Hebdon is the wrong spelling; it is Hebden Picture House and Hebden Water not 
Hebden Beck. 

Cannot find map 8 
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Addendum re: proposed ‘new’ car park on Stubbing Holme Road 

This proposed car park has already been proposed by CMBC, following the floods of 
December 2015. It cannot be considered as a new idea. 

Although this car park would be welcome, its only access is via a narrow road, with a 
narrower bridge over the river, which joins the A646 at a downhill junction as the 
road enters Hebden Bridge. The probability of congestion on the A646 is high. 

The adjacent existing car park was considered, by CMBC highway engineers, to be 
too far out of town (and also too small) to have parking meters installed. This 
provision of ample free parking for residents of the eastern part of the town has 
caused great resentment among those on the east of Hebden Water, who quite 
rightly feel harried and victimised by the current onerous parking regime. 
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Calderdale Corridor 
Improvement Programme 
January 2020 
─ 

[Name and address redacted for GDPR]

Appendix. E.11.
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  1 
 

Context 
I understand the overall approach of the scheme and the desire to prioritise pedestrian, 
cyclist and public transport while maintaining a flow of traffic along the route.  Overall the 
proposals appear ingenious and deserve progressing.  My comments here are suggestions 
to improve the scheme based on daily use of this corridor. 

A factor in my comments is the occasional use of the route as a diversion.  I realise that this 
route will never be able to accommodate the whole of the M62’s traffic and cannot be 
engineered in this way.  That said, the prevailing view that this is exceptional needs to be 
challenged.  A brief survey of the 12 months suggests that either the M62 was closed or 
traffic slowed to an extent that Ripponden was gridlocked on around 20 occasions.  In 
addition recent issues in the Calder Valley with burst water mains in Mytholmroyd and 
Hebden Bridge have diverted cross-Pennine traffic through Ripponden. 

Whole-Route Considerations 
1. Traffic control needs to be centrally controlled to provide priority, for example, 

when the M62 is closed or even during usual peaks in traffic.  The current sequences 
of lights do not seem to reflect when the route becomes the diversion for the M62. 

2. The needs of pedestrians, bus users and cyclists are prioritised and this appears to 
be embodied in the schemes. 

3. Cycle provision is welcomed. 

Rishworth: Rishworth New Road 
Having travelled up and down this road for close to 15 years I am yet to see a significant 
number of Rishworth School pupils being dropped at the east side of the road and crossing 
over.  Most parents appear to use the school’s drive to drop off. 

My recommendation is that a crossing is provided closer to the War Memorial/Junction of 
Rishworth New Road.  This would calm traffic a little and be of significant use to those 
alighting service buses that have to cross.  I also suggest that the markings for a right turn 
to Rishworth New Road are lifted and replaced with a lane in each direction.  The space at 
the West of the carriageway should be hatched and -- from South to North -- include: 

● Bus Stop (already provided by currently within the lane) 
● The junction of Rishworth New Road and the A672 is brought in to the carriageway. 

This would improve dramatically both car users’ sight lines and give cars the 
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  2 
 

incentive to have a line of sight up Rishworth New Road before turning the corner. 
Rishworth New Road has no footways and this would reduce risk. 

● A proposal that the westbound bus stop remain but only used exceptionally: since 
all service buses use the turning circle at this point, a better solution would be to ask 
all buses to drop off and pick up on the eastbound carriageway in a hatched stop 

● A pedestrian crossing sited to serve both Rishworth School and the larger number 
of bus users (including school buses) that drop off on the East side of the road. 

● Parking for the houses at the end of Rishworth New Road 
● Bus Stands for Rishworth School 

 

The below sketches this out. 

 

Rishworth: Slitheroe Bridge 
Additionally, the opportunity arises to re-site 
the bus stop at Slitheroe Bridge.  Since this is 
set back from the road bus drivers have to 
almost stop before deciding whether to turn 
left to the stop.  If the shelter was brought to 
the corner then drivers could still pull off the 
main carriageway but have early warning of a 
need to pick up. 
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Ripponden 
The proposals here do not go far enough to tackle some very prominent issues that are 
severe whether the M62 is flowing or not. 

Parking 
Parking is a critical issue that has a number of impacts -- 

● Double parking on Rochdale Road 
limits passage at times to one 
direction traffic at a time.  This 
occasionally blocks the junction in 
the centre of Ripponden.  Shown 
right. 

● Double parking on Oldham Road 
reduces available capacity of one 
direction at once with some 
opportunity for very close passing 
(ie the carriageway takes four 
vehicles side-by-side provided they 
are cars and not buses or goods 
vehicles) 

My unpopular proposal is that double yellow lines are needed on one side of the road or 
the other between Ripponden centre and Slitheroe Bridge.  Having been over this a few 
times I can see that for 80% of the distance dwellings/businesses are one one side of the 
road or have parking provided (the business park, for example).  If double yellows are not 
palatable then perhaps a single yellow between 0800 and 0930 and again between 1630 
and 1930 would be an alternative. 

My view is that it is essential -- for both the movement of traffic and pedestrian safety -- to 
find a way of keeping at least one lane of traffic moving in each direction.  This would 
provide much greater opportunity for cyclists, too, who are currently threatened in using 
this section at peak times. 

Traffic Control and Junction Design 
It’s time to consider the Oldham, Rochdale and Elland Road junctions as distinct parts of 
the same issue.  The usual ‘local’ or sat nav user forced off the motorway tends to head to 
Ripponden and then right towards Ainley Top/Huddersfield.  This flow currently relies on 
other road users giving way. 
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When traffic is free-flowing those heading from Sowerby Bridge have no opportunity to see 
anyone mid-way through the crossing at the top of Elland Road and it’s a matter of time 
before a wheelchair/pram user is hit by a car turning down here.   

As mentioned above the lights seem to have no provision to help the junction work as a 
local service distinct from when the road is used as an M62 diversion. 

I’d suggest that the junction covers the current lights on the Oldham and Rochdale roads 
but are extended back towards Halifax to cover the Elland Road junction, too.  In 
themselves these would provide a clear route from each direction and limit dramatically 
the halt in traffic awaiting another road users’ generosity.  It would provide protection for 
those crossing Elland Road.  If there was a dynamic element to the lights they could be 
adjusted to reflect traffic conditions -- for example when roads are closed to bad weather 
(as happened in March 2018); acting as a diversion to the M62 or the A646 or simply when 
traffic is bad in one particular direction.  Yellow hatching might be needed to ensure that 
the junction was never blocked. 
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Sowerby Bridge West 
I’m sorry that the originally-suggested and imaginative proposal for a one-way system has 
been dropped, but don’t know the reason why.  The best use of the road capacity is to have 
a single column of slow (c. 20mph) traffic that never stops while moving over the bottleneck 
of County Bridge.  Having this moving at almost all times would be a phenomenal 
improvement for traffic.   

The current proposal does not do 
enough to keep traffic flowing and 
prioritise pedestrian movements.   

My suggestion is a re-look at the 
gyratory proposal with some 
amendments.  My suggestions based 
on the initial proposal are -- 

● I feel that ambiguity over 
priorities are different parts of the 
gyratory will lead to conflict.  The 
principle of ‘give way to the right’ 
should be used to make this a 
roundabout-like prioritization. 

● For the majority of the gyratory 
only a single lane of traffic can be 
accommodated and this will avoid 
weaving.   

● While the ‘U’ turn at the head 
of the junction looks severe I think 
this is less severe than the proposed 
turning circle in Ripponden. 
Exceptionally, very long vehicles can 

head up to Pye Nest and loop back around.  That said the flow of traffic between 
Sowerby and Ripponden should be limited. 

● Plenty of zebra crossings would emphasise the priority of pedestrians, but also act 
as a natural control -- where traffic stops to allow a pedestrian to cross, other flows 
of traffic can join the gyratory and keep that steady column of traffic moving. 

 

78



  6 
 

Sowerby Bridge West: Detailed Sketch 
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Sowerby Bridge Centre 
I’m very pleased the left turn up Tower Hill remains.  Just two points on this: would the 
provision of parking spaces on Tower Hill above Corporation Street threaten to box in 
those heading down from Dale Terrace?  I can foresee a queue of traffic forming up Tower 
Hill and if this should reach the parking spaces then it would stop anyone leaving downhill. 
Secondly, should Corporation street become one-way to avoid making a rat-run for those 
turning on to Hollins Mill Lane and then up Corporation Street to avoid queuing on the 
main road.  One way downhill would avoid this.   

I’ve seen some dissenting voices, but agree that a single line of traffic moving at 20mph 
through Sowerby Bridge would be a better alternative to the current free-for-all on parking 
and obstructing the carriageway.  That said, is there any option to offer more on-street 
parking in well-defined bays (perhaps where the bus layby is taken up, for example); and 
could consideration be given to re-alignment of the road (currently shown as ‘Disabled Bay 
for 5 Cars’) to allow two lanes of traffic heading east from Wharf Street -- a filter lane left 
and another lane straight ahead. 

Sowerby Bridge East 
This can be as problematic as Sowerby Bridge West but I’m not sure what can be done 
here.  Is there a chance to re-prioritise more explicitly the travel around Pye Nest -- a 
stronger encouragement for those heading North East to go up Bolton Brown and for 
those heading South West to head down from Pye Nest Road? 
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Appendix E.12. 

 

Hi all, 

Thought I'd better share this link on here regarding the corridor improvement 
programme that the council is rushing through, with minimal public consultation or 
publicity. Please note this requires urgent attention as the closing dates for feedback 
is 27th January 2020.  

Here is the link to the feedback page:  

https://cip-pinpoint.calderdale.gov.uk/instance/calderdale  

This is the main council page detailing the CIP: 

 http://news.calderdale.gov.uk/have-your-say-on-road-improvement-plans/  

There is an option to provide feedback, so I'm hoping this will allow the voice of 
Hebden Bridge residents to be heard. 

In my opinion, the plan has glaring omissions regarding improvements to walking 
and cycling infrastructure and there has been a strong bias towards benefits for 
motor vehicles exclusively.   

This flies in the face of a global trend towards encouraging journeys to be taken by 
bicycle and on foot due to the obvious sustainability, environmental, economic, and 
health reasons. 

In particular the omission of a dedicated "mobility hub" in Hebden Bridge will be of 
concern to those who reside in Hebden Bridge and surrounding areas. 

Please share widely on local facebook groups and ensure that your voice is heard on 
the topic.  Hopefully this will prevent residents from missing out on contributing to the 
outcome of this once in a generation upgrade to our transport infrastructure. 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Tuesday, 14 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

Steady on - nothing's being rushed through with minimal consultation. 

The draft proposals were published and consulted on during the summer of 2018. I 
was pleased to discuss them and make my comments to the very well-informed 
Council officers at Hebden town hall. 

Since then there have been amendments and adjustments which are now published, 
as expected by the overall project timetable. If you follow the links given in the 
previous post you can see the detailed plans which are now being put forward. 

I don't agree with all of the proposed improvements, but I am aware of the need for 
improvements all the way through the Calder Valley, for all modes of transport. The 
funding for this scheme is largely devoted to improvement of the trunk roads, I think, 
so if Council officers have managed to incorporate public realm improvements too - 
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pedestrianisation of parts of Tod, better pavements and junctions favouring human-
powered traffic then so much the better. 

There's a lot to be said for keeping an eye on the Council, and all it does for us in 
spite of the effect of decades of cuts and a particularly bad case of Austeria more 
recently.  

I'd go so far as to say that there's much more to be said for keeping an eye on 
Facebook - at least the Council is obliged to answer your questions and keep 
information about you confidential.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Tuesday, 14 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

Leaving aside the merits or otherwise of the proposals (where are all the cars going 
to park that now park on Burnley Road?), the prospect of disruption caused by 
further road works on the A646 just as the EA ones finish is enough to drive one to 
despair. 

I have tried to use the website to respond, but by accident or design, it is so buggy 
as to be unusable. I also note that the events were held when anyone working 
normal hours would have been unable to attend.  I suspect the council sees the 
scheme as a fait accompli, and the 'consultation' is a fig leaf. 

We have local elections in May.  Let's hear what our councillors are saying about 
this.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Friday, 17 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

As referenced earlier this public consultation has been ongoing for 18 months now 
with feedback and wider engagement through community, town council and open 
public events. “Rushed through” it has not been. Having visited the day event earlier 
this week and studied thoroughly the plans whilst talking to council officers and 
reading feedback from the HB business association (HBBA) I thought I'd proffer an 
alternative and better-informed stance. 

The scheme is although being delivered by Calderdale is funded by the West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority (WYCA) and has strict guidelines as to what should 
be achieved, that is improved journey time not to speed up traffic which would be 
illegal.  

The “corridor” from Tod to Halifax is real as is congestion around Machpelah and 
Market street, (partly through parked cars and through A646 priority turning onto 
Keighley Road). This scheme although not perfect seeks to address that.  

Hebden Bridge is a quirky and alternative thinking town. One with 3 Labour 
councillors, a Labour town council and plenty of free-thinking creatives yet the HBBA 
seem keen on keeping the town dominated by the almighty car. When similar pretty 
towns in the Dales and Lake District have no car parking centrally without any 
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detriment to trade, to suggest such is a nonsense.  60 more car parking spaces at 
the now fully accessible Hebden Bridge train station and 200 more in Mytholmroyd 
both with mobility hubs are the real “park and ride” (or walk) suggested here.  

Therefore, the removal of around say 50 cars at Mayroyd in favour of a segregated 
cycleway is much welcomed and should have no impact on parking (god forbid). 
Although personally I would like to see more cycle infrastructure generally, I 
understand within the confines of the funding criteria they have dropped in bits like 
this where possible. 

I wonder who the business forum truly represents? Many small business owners are 
mindful now of their impact upon the planet. I wonder if they had a say? Do we want 
to be a town known for cars jostling for a spot and parking everywhere now we have 
260 more spaces within walking distance coming or through this and the upcoming 
flood works is there an opportunity to rid ourselves of the smelly car in the centre of 
town? 

Hebden Bridge is in an air quality management area, stopping cars and HGVS stop-
starting will have many benefits to overall air quality which is broadly improving 
according to reports, this is surely a good thing.  

Finally, I asked the question to officers about disruption around the flood scheme. I 
was told that although the works would begin later this year, it would be staggered 
with neither the flood scheme or the Corridor work having very little effect on the 
main highway like seen in Mytholmroyd.  

I wait to see reflections from the local XR group on this scheme as well as the 
disability forum, councillors and cyclists, as I’m sorry to say the HBBA response was 
kneejerk, ill-informed and entirely negative without any wider knowledge of other 
schemes - which would be known had any of them taken the time to speak to officers 
(as I did).  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Saturday, 18 January 2020) 

__________________________ 

I went to the Town Hall consultation on 13th December, and was very disappointed 
by the way the process is being handled. The changes are timetabled to start at the 
end of 2020. 

The Calderdale Council representatives were all consultants who seemed to have 
little idea about Hebden Bridge and how many visitors come to the town, where 
visitors come from, or how important people are to our community. 

The Town Hall event was labelled as a consultation, but was in fact presented as a 
fait accompli. 

From discussion with the consultants there appears to have been little / no 
assessment of the road and parking changes and the effect it will have on visitor 
numbers. I asked what assessment had been undertaken on road/ parking changes 
vs town impacts. The council representatives were unable to give any figures of any 
type. 
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The parking on the road was blamed only on commuters, and that visitor parking 
was not an important factor. I asked where were people going to park following the 
removal of main road parking, and was told people should park in the station car 
park or Coop. I am sure that will be a surprise to both sites.  

(The loss of parking is going to be exacerbate further when the flood defence work 
starts soon. The contractors will be taking over at least one car park for their offices 
and management parking). 

I was also told by one of the council consultants, that they had travelled to Hebden 
Bridge that day, and there was no train problems and visitors were essentially local. I 
was told that I was simply making excuses as to why visitors may not want to take 
two or more trains to get to our town, but rather drive. 

As many of towns and villages are suffering from economic effects, we as a 
community already do our upmost to bring in visitors and keep our part of the valley 
thriving. This is why Hebden Bridge is frequently cited as a place to go to. 

I am all for making improvements, but before road and parking measures are 
initiated, we need to have the robust transport infrastructure that the valley needs in 
place first.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Monday, 20 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 

I too went along to the consultation event last week and do not recognise (name 

redacted for GDPR)’s characterisation of it. The officers at the event were fully on top 
of the details and it was clear that a great deal of time, effort and planning had gone 
into these proposals. 

Whenever significant changes are considered, there are always some positives and 
some negatives. So long as the former significantly outnumber and outweigh the 
latter (which they do in this case) we should be receptive to embracing change.  

It goes without saying that those car drivers that park on the main road near the 
station, will be a little miffed. However, the station car park will be expanded 
considerably, along with the provision of a number of extra spaces near to the former 
Walkleys Clogs site. The designers have obviously tried their best to balance the 
competing factors at play.  

As far as the positives are concerned, all the car drivers, bus passengers, goods 
transporters (for small, medium and large businesses) will benefit in shorter journey 
times as they travel through the valley. And these will number on the tens of 
thousands over the course of each and every week. 

Who else will benefit? Well, all those local residents that live along Market Street and 
in other localities where dangerous levels of air pollution blight their daily lives. Of 
course, the benefits in terms of improvement to these pockets of poor air quality will 
not be massive. But they will nevertheless be significant and long lasting. The 
solutions to combatting deadly air pollution do not come in the form of a magic silver 
bullet. Especially at local government level. Instead, implementing as many small 
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improvements as possible is the only practical and realistic approach that is 
available. The bigger the problem, the more important it is to embrace solutions that 
help tackle it. Even if the benefits are not as big as one would hope for.  

When we compare the winners and losers from this scheme, it is blatantly obvious 
that far more people/businesses/residents will benefit from it than will lose out. Many 
of those winners will gain from an improvement in air quality. The health of the any 
losers will not be affected in any way at all.  

The designers of this scheme should be commended. They have done their best to 
balance the various competing factors. And they have tried to ensure that as few 
people as possible will be negatively impacted by these necessary improvements.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Monday, 20 January 2020) 

____________________________ 

I've been pretty neutral on this issue up to now. I'm not averse to change - for 
heaven's sake, we've seen so many different road layouts, as new graduates in 
Town Planning try to put their mark on our town, that we've come to expect it every 
decade or so! Whatever is put in place this time won't last long. 

Several recent posts do, however, leave me puzzled. 

(Name redacted for GDPR) says that the scheme is designed to improve journey times 
rather than speed up traffic which, in his words, "would be illegal". Now I know I am 
putting my schoolboy maths against the wealth of experience of a qualified engineer, 
but surely distance = time x speed? So if the distance remains the same, and the 
time is reduced, surely speed has to go up? Is that really illegal? Or is there another 
way to "improve journey times" that I haven't considered? 

(Name redacted for GDPR) says "…it is blatantly obvious that far more 
people/businesses/residents will benefit from it than will lose out" That is an 
incredible assertion from someone who has merely visited a Council roadshow. I 
assume he has more research results and more evidence to justify his claim. As it 
stands, I think I would rather accept the opinions of the HB Business Forum, who 
have the welfare and prosperity of local businesses at heart, than an individual. So 
(name redacted for GDPR), can you provide more evidence to back up your 'blatantly 
obvious' claim? 

OK, call me a cynic, but I've seen too many of these 'consultations' not to realise that 
they are simply box-ticking exercises. In other words, 'we've consulted the hoi pollio 
but we'll ignore them anyway'. If this consultation were genuine, how could you begin 
to put a timescale on the commencement of construction? 

And I won't even start on the almost paranoid aversion to cars apart from the fact 
that they're with us, there will certainly be more, and we need to accommodate them. 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Wednesday, 22 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 
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Looking at those plans, it seems that there will be no right turn from Burnley Road 
onto Commercial Street / A6033 when approaching from Mytholmroyd so all traffic 
for Dodd Naze, Wadsworth, Peckett Well, Oxenhope and Keighley will be directed 
through the town centre to the junction of Albert Street / Commercial Street. 

Traffic for Birchcliffe, Dodd Naze, Wadsworth, etc will then have to negotiate the 
ridiculously tight left hand turn onto Birchcliffe Road.  

I see nothing in those plans about making alterations to that junction to allow 
vehicles to safely use the "wrong" side of the road to have enough room to swing out 
and make the manoeuvre in one attempt. Far from improving traffic flow I feel this 
will become a serious point of congestion and potential danger. 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Thursday, 23 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 

Adrian, traffic coming from Tod or Keighley already have to go on the opposite side 
of the road to go up Birchcliffe.  By removing the traffic coming from the Halifax 
direction I assume the idea is to remove this point of conflict and improve traffic flow 
at the Albert Street/Keighley Road junction.  Again I'm assuming, but modelling 
should have been done to show that the junctions can cope with the changes in 
traffic flow.  

(Name redacted for GDPR), in response to your point about speed, I think it's more 
about smoothing the traffic flow so there is less stop start.  In principle, if traffic can 
move at or near the speed limit then journey time will be reduced.  Conversely, idling 
time/static traffic and associated air pollution will be reduced. 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Friday, 24 January 2020)  

____________________________ 

Hi (name redacted for GDPR). I thought the logic behind my statement was pretty 
obvious. One simply has to add the huge number of people/businesses that would 
benefit from reduced journey times (in and out of as well as through the valley) to the 
number of people that will benefit from the greatly increased parking availability at 
the station. Add to that, the number of residents that would benefit from an 
improvement in air quality. And then, subtract the number of people/businesses that 
will understandably feel a little inconvenienced at no longer being able to park on the 
main road. The predictions of how much quicker the journey times would be are in 
the plans. 

I am not suggesting you should accept my opinions over those of the HB Business 
Forum. Perhaps you could come to your own conclusion? Don't forget though, that 
when pedestrianisation of St George's Square was being considered several years 
ago, most of the shops and businesses located there were strongly against it. In fact, 
the owner of one shop was so incensed that he promised to close his business down 
if the plans got implemented. Indeed, that is precisely what he did. But does anyone 
now seriously believe that the pedestrianisation of the town centre was the wrong 
thing to do? 
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I will be happy to provide you with additional evidence regarding my claims (name 

redacted for GDPR), once you have provided me with some evidence to back up your 
claim that: 

"…we've see[sic] so many different road layouts, as new graduates in Town 
Planning try to put their mark on our town..." 

Are you seriously suggesting that these changes are being proposed simply because 
inexperienced University leavers are wanting to 'make their mark'? I am afraid to say 
that strikes me as an inaccurate, unfair and unduly cynical view that is not supported 
by the available evidence.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Friday, 24 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

A major flaw in the plan is that buses to Dodnaze and Old Town will be unable to 
make the right turn up to Birchcliffe. They currently come up from Commercial Street 
and go down via Crown Street. The company are not able to reroute via Keighley 
Road, due to parked cars at Nutclough and route times. This is a well-used service 
and carries school children, the shoppers and commuters up and down the hillside. 
Losing this route would be catastrophic for isolated people.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Friday, 24 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 

It's interesting to see that not a single correspondent had acknowledged that there is 
a world beyond Hebden Bridge! 

In fact there are over 15,000 residents living a couple of miles up the valley who are 
sick and tired of the of the traffic chaos and journey time delays caused by their 
much smaller neighbour. 

The quirky tourist tag may a positive thing for some but not others. 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Sunday, 26 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 

There have been relatively few disruptions to traffic flow in Hebden Bridge over 
recent years, and the current delays are due to essential flood improvement works in 
Mytholmroyd, not, HB (name redacted for GDPR). Perhaps if you are looking to 
apportion blame and responsibility for that, you should direct your annoyance to 
God, for these delays directly flow from one of one of His acts. And the current 
proposals are not an unwelcome love child of Hebden Bridge's residents and their 
officials. They are designed regionally to improve the travel times (and for some 
people, pockets of poor air quality) for residents of the entire area, including 
Todmorden. My initial post did try to convey this last point. 

As for the legitimate concerns of (name redacted for GDPR) and (name redacted for 

GDPR), the plans do seem to include improving the junction from Commercial St to 
Birchcliffe Road (see here ...click on the bottom left 'Town Centre png' to view).  
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I am assuming the planners are aware of this important and well used bus route and 
will allow for that bus to come up Albert St (instead of its current Commercial St 
route) and to be able to make the sharp left turn. However, just in case they haven't, 
this is exactly the type of issue that needs to be flagged up during this consultation 
period. Indeed, I have put this very question to them and will post their response 
here once it comes. By the way, the deadline for the consultation process is 14th 
February.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Sunday, 26 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

I am sure that segregated cycle provision on the A646 is pretty low down on the wish 
list for most regular cyclists. It just looks like an excuse to remove some car parking, 
as they could achieve the same effect by predesignating the existing footway as 
shared use. Don't get me wrong, it will be great if you only ever cycle between the 
station and Fallingroyd, but if you go further than that in either direction there are 
immediate pinch points where the road narrows, cyclists are vulnerable, but 
segregated cycle lanes are impossible.  

If the council are serious about encouraging cycle provision, let's see some plans for 
the Bridge Lanes uphill section, central Mytholmroyd, Luddendenfoot to Tuel Lane, 
the narrower sections of Cragg/Turvin Road, and the A58 leading up to Blackstone 
Edge. Not dedicated cycle lanes, but how about "soft" cycle lanes i.e. markings and 
green tarmac to encourage cars to leave a safe margin when overtaking.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Sunday, 26 January 2020) 

_____________________________ 

"Are you seriously suggesting that these changes are being proposed simply 
because inexperienced University leavers are wanting to 'make their mark'?" 

Well of course, (name redacted for GDPR), that was somewhat tongue-in-cheek but 
not without some foundation. In the forty plus years I've lived here, there have been 
numerous changes to traffic flow and pedestrianisation. I know you'd like me to 
identify them all, but they're simply too unmemorable for me to remember (sorry, it's 
an age thing!). We simply live with them, knowing they are a passing fad and will be 
changed before too long, as will the current proposals. There are so many more 
important things in life to worry about! 

But I still take exception to the 'blatantly (sic) obvious' comment. Are these proposals 
going to blatantly and obviously help struggling businesses in Hebden Bridge? Or 
will they encourage cars to move as swiftly as possible through our town with no 
chance of parking and spending money? Surely the input from local businesses 
should be taken into account? And isn't their only effective corporate voice the 
Hebden Bridge Business Forum? 

As for the consultation that Calderdale have undertaken - we know what the 
proposals are at present. Let's see what difference the articulate and informed 
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comments from the residents of Hebden Bridge make to these proposals. I suspect 
zilch! 

(Name redacted for GDPR - Sunday, 26 January 2020)  

_____________________________ 

(Name redacted for GDPR) is right. Even allowing for Mytholmroyd roadworks, 
whenever I’ve driven between Halifax and Tod - outside rush hours too - the slowest 
section has always been the centre of HB, making up a disproportionate chunk of 
total journey time. I’m grateful I’ve never had to do it regularly. I’m not sure though 
whether these proposals will make much difference to traffic flow or anything else. 
The problem with HB and traffic is that everyone wants a better cake but the 
ingredients remain stubbornly the same.  

(Name redacted for GDPR - Monday, 27 January 2020)  
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Appendix. F.1. Diagramatic submissions
Comments from an individual in relation to the below diagram: “The right turn from Arden Road onto King Cross Road [A58]  (see red arrow on 
annotated copy of the referenced drawing) needs a filtered right turn. This turn is the main exit from the Saville Park / School Lane area for all 
traffic heading via the dual carriageway down the A58 for routes North and East out of Halifax. It only takes one person to dither waiting to turn 
right and the traffic backs up down Arden Road. Currently vehicles have to occupy the yellow hatched box area while waiting to turn right. I 
don’t know what the accident stats are there, but there is plenty of opportunity for collisions between vehicles speeding across from Parkinson 
Lane to Arden Road and those trying to turn right onto A58.” 
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Set One - The current condition of Water Hill Lane 

Set Two - The turning into Waterhill from Waterhill Lane 

Appendix. F.2. Photographic submissions 
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Set Three - Waterhill and Water Hill Lane 
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Set Five - Dangerous parking on King Street, Hebden Bridge 

Set Four - Dangerous parking at the bottom of Birchcliffe Road 
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Appendix. G. 

Appendices G.1 – G.16 contain a series of responses from businesses, groups and 
organisations which have been deemed too detailed to be coded and should be read 
in full. These responses are verbatim except that any names, addresses or other 
identifying information have been removed to protect personal identity. Names of 
businesses, groups and organisations have been retained, as have contact email 
addresses that are already in public domain. 

Any comments received beyond the closing date (14 February 2020) have not been 
included here. However, they have still been sent to the project team for their 
consideration.     

Where meaning was obvious beyond reasonable doubt, minor spelling and grammar 
has been corrected. 
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Appendix. G.1. 

 

Please find comments from Parking Services below – happy to discuss/explain – you 
will be aware of most, as we have discussed them previously.  If you need me to 
send on to the other email address let me know.  

 

1. King Cross Road (Outside one Stop) – The plan was not clear whether the 
parking would be removed outside One Stop – this shop relies on people nipping 
in/out and also uses the loading bay.  If this is removed, they will still park here 
and create a requirement for more enforcement.  

2. King Cross Road (Barry’s Cash and Carry) – there is an existing request to 
improve the parking and turnover of spaces on this section of road.  I understand 
that there is also a request for residents parking, due to the fact this section of 
road is heavily used by commuters, so no turnover of spaces.  Mary spoke to me 
about this and she suggested this went into your scheme as an improvement.   
Parking restrictions need to be applied to the parking areas on this section to 
remove commuter traffic and to support businesses.  

3. Burnley Road Mytholmroyd – Introduction of DYL’s to remove the parking and a 
cycle lane on the other side – the cycle lane will need formalising for us to 
enforce.  

4. Bridge Lane Car Park/Subbing Holme Car Park – I couldn’t see any reference to 
these car parks – are they in your scheme ? 

5. Central Street, Hilton Street, Salem Hebden Bridge – These streets are behind 
Market Street.  You are changing the off peak limited waiting bays to an off peak 
loading bay.  In order to accommodate any short term parking in this area and 
support the residents and school, pick up drop off, the restrictions of Central 
Street, Hilton Street and Salem Street remarking or re-introducing/formalising.  
The main bay on Central Street is a shared bay (Resident permits/limited waiting) 
– there may be an opportunity to introduce P&D here.   

6. Albert Street – Does sending all traffic up Albert Street, not worsen the air quality 
in Hebden Bridge Town centre instead of improve? 

7. Tanpits – To accommodate the loss of spaces in Garden Street car park – are 
you extending any on street spaces? 

8. Crown Street, Hebden Bridge – We appear to be losing some P&D at the top of 
Central Street and the plan shows it is being replaced by disabled spaces - is this 
an increased number of disabkled or is the on street P&D being moved opposite? 

9. Commercial Street, Hebden Bridge – Is the proposed one-way system goes 
ahead, is there an opportunity to create some on street parking – it currently 
accommodates two-way traffic? 

10. Keighley Road, Hebden Bridge – Formalising the parking on Keighley Road has 
been discussed over recent years as there is currently around 10-20 cars park 
here daily.  If we are going to accept it is safe to park here, this needs formalising 
– if it is not safe, it needs DYL’s.  

11. Halifax Road, Todmorden – Is the police bay remaining opp Castle Hill School?  
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12. Halifax Road, Todmorden (near Der Street) – there has been previous TLO 
requests to relocate this bus stop to nearer the Heath Centre to assist with those 
travelling to this location.  

13. School Lane, Todmorden (behind One Stop) – One Stop Loading bay – the 
directional change may cause issues with the loading area used by One Stop – 
they have a raised area at one side and changing the direction could impact this. 

14. School Lane Todmorden – The SYL is heavily used by disabled badge holders, 
which may impact traffic flow and access to loading area – this entire length 
needs a loading ban.  

15. School Lane, Todmorden – Maybe consider a controlled parking area, with sign 
on entry (like a pedestrian area), which removed the requirement for yellow lines 
and it would say no loading beyond this point this would cover this one way 
system? 

16. Ripponden – Bus layby/slip road – the bus will get stuck in HGV traffic going 
through this to turn round, delaying journey times.  

17. Rochdale Road, Ripponden – Consider extending the DYL’s to Spring Street to 
remove parking near traffic lights 

18. Tuel Lane, Sowerby Bridge – The top of Tuel Lane is difficult to turn right out of.  
This results in traffic queuing – have you considered traffic lights? 

19. Rochdale Road (Pye Nest, next to Hanover House – There are a high number of 
elderly crossing – you need a formal crossing here, bearing in mind, you are 
introducing cycles lanes? 

20. Free School Lane (Closure of junction) – there is no reference to what you are 
planning to do with area you close – will it remain as a highway or will you 
convert to a car park? 

21. Skircoat Moor Road (next to Enterprise) – Enterprise appear to be extending their 
business on to the high – are you changing or restricting the layby area they use 
– it is possible they will extend their business into the top of Free School Lane, if 
you close junction.  

22. West Street, Sowerby Bridge – The mill opposite West Street received a number 
of HGV deliveries a week and the car park wall often gets damages – what 
impact will your changes have in the mill and their deliveries – they could end up 
parked across the crossing, again requiring extra enforcement.  

23. Water Street, Sowerby Bridge – This new traffic light junction will need a loading 
ban as disabled badge holder often park on these yellow lines, which will affect 
the swing of vehicles – again required additional enforcement.  

24. Victoria Road, Sowerby Bridge (behind swimming baths) – Are you intending on 
reviewing the parking on Victoria road as part of this – the road will become 
busier with traffic and is currently heavily used for parking.  

25. Station Road, Sowerby Bridge – Please take account for the proposals Stuart is 
working on and ensure we are kept in the loop about any proposed changes.  
This shows the taxi bay on the opposite side of the road to existing, but we are 
changing this to a shared bay – P&D 8am – 6pm, taxi 6pm, 8am.  

26. Bolton Brow, Sowerby Bridge (O/S Working men’s club and florist) – these 
parking bays need a time limit.  
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27. Tuel Lane Car Park – This car park requires a new surface – will this be done as 
part of your scheme. 

28. Tuel Lane Car Park entrance – Vehicles (mostly Private Hire) have taken to 
parking on the DYL’s restricted access to the car park.  This is mostly in the 
evening, when enforcement is reduced, so a mechanism of managing this out is 
welcomed – bollards around the kerb edge?  

29. Wharf Street, Sowerby Bridge – I have a general concern that loading activity will 
continue to happen on the main Wharf Street and if the carriageway is narrowed, 
this will create massive tail backs and congestion.  I accept DYL’s mean no 
waiting, but disabled badge holders and vehicles loading are permitted to stop.  A 
loading ban goes some way to stopping this, however it will need additional 
enforcement, which needs to be accounted for.  

30. Burnley Road, Mytholmroyd – We have a temporary TRO for the DYL’s in the 
vicinity of Russell Dean and Midgley Road - this is to ensure than no one parks 
here during the EA works – once these works are complete, these DYL’s will be 
removed.  Please consider whether you need them to maintain free flow of traffic 
along this part of the corridor.  Please also take account that we have 
authorisation to introduce charges in the car park, so this may displace motorists 
onto the highway and if no restrictions will cause problems.   

General Comments 

In the design stage, please do not use materials that you don’t want to paint road 
markings on, if they are required.  

Please consider additional enforcement requirements, expectations - our 
enforcement team is only a small team, so may not be able to accommodate without 
increasing numbers, which comes at a cost. 
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(Formerly West & North Yorkshire Branch of Campaign for Better Transport) 

 14 February 2020 

yourvoice@westyorks-ca.gov.uk 

West Yorkshire Combined Authority, 
Wellington House, 
40-50 Wellington Street,
Leeds,
LS1 2DE

Dear Madam/Sir, 

Representation Regarding Corridor Improvement Programme: A58/A672 

Corridor 

We thank you for the opportunity to be consulted on this Corridor Improvement 
Programme scheme, and in particular for making available to us the 39.3MB Appendix C – 
A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518 and the 44.8MB Appendix D – A646 CIP Outline 
Business Case 110518 pdf files. Owing to the time it took to receive these files and their 
lengths, we have been able to consider just the A58/A672 Corridor Improvement Scheme, 
though we believe our comments also apply to the A646 Corridor Improvement Scheme.   

The manner in which this consultation has been conducted we consider has been capable of 
vast improvement. The public text on the WYCA website concerning this specific A58/A672 
Corridor gave some aims but no indication as to whether, and if so, the extent to which the 
aims would be realised. The public were entreated to a series of engineering diagrams on 
the website, often of considerable file size (12-15MB), but with no accompanying text and 
so of dubious intelligibility to the lay-person. To be able to ascertain whether aims were 
being met, it was necessary to make special requests for documents reporting the business 
cases and these files proved to be enormous to transmit. These may be technical in content, 
but it should not be assumed that persons like ourselves are unfamiliar with nor incapable 
of interpreting and judging the nature and quality of the analyses undertaken and on those 
grounds withholding them from public examination.   

Aims 

The WYCA website states the aims of the Corridor Improvement Programme (CIP) overall 
“…to deliver benefits for all road users with an emphasis on reducing journey times, in order 
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to improve connectivity and accessibility to economic growth sites, including those located in 
spatial policy areas. In order to achieve this, the programme aims to deliver an 8% reduction 
in journey times for all traffic, with a higher target of 12% reduction in journey times for 
buses.” Further the aims of the A58 Corridor Improvement schemes are stated to be:   

• “Improved journey time reliability on the A58/A672, particularly for public transport 
users and reduced variability between peak and off-peak time periods. 

• Reduced congestion along the A58/A672 by reducing journey times for general traffic 
along the corridor by 8% or more in the AM and PM peak by opening year, in order to 
improve productivity and attract new investment, in particular to attract new 
businesses to occupy employment land allocated in the emerging Local Plan. 

• Future housing growth supported by reducing transport constraints to development 
on the corridor– enabling residential units located on preferred sites accessed via the 
corridor in the emerging Calderdale Local Plan to be realised by 2032. 

• Enhanced provision for active modes in order to increase the sustainability of new 
development – closing gaps in network connectivity on the walking and cycling 
networks to limit net growth in car trips by 2026, once trips generated by new 
development are accommodated. 

• Improved air quality – ensure the annual mean nitrogen dioxide levels observed in 
the AQMA declared in Sowerby Bridge town centre are improved by the end of the 
opening year. 

• Accidents reduced by 10% throughout the corridor by 2022, with a particular focus on 
collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists.” 

While there is recognition of some of these aims in the Strategic Case section of the Outline 
Business Case for the A58/A672 Corridor (its pp.11-51), these is not pursued in many cases 
into the later analysis and especially the TUBA modelling undertaken.  That Strategic Case 
documents the present baseline situation, not that with any future interventions and so 
how the aims are met.  

We examine now each of the stated aims in turn.  

Improved journey time reliability particularly for public transport users and reduced 
variability between peak and off-peak time periods, as far as we can discern, has not been 
assessed explicitly in the TUBA analysis undertaken. It should have been and the results 
made abundantly clear. Public Service Vehicles (PSV) appear to have been omitted from the 
TUBA analysis and certainly do not figure in the extensive TUBA output tables. If reducing 
PSV journey times is an aim, one would expect explicit and separate analysis of them in the 
TUBA analysis, but that analysis is fugitive. We have not the slightest understanding of 
whether or not bus journey time will be reduced by at least 12% and persistently into the 
future. We have found no explicit reporting of whether journey time variability between 
peak and off-peak time periods will be lessened. The TUBA analysis seems to have lost sight 
of the aims of the CIP.  

The second aim is to reduce congestion along the A58/A672 by reducing journey times 
along the corridor by 8% or more in the AM and PM peak by the opening year to attract new 
businesses, new investment and raise productivity. The TUBA analysis undertaken uses 
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modelling for the opening year of the CIP (2021) and 15 years hence (2036), but only by 
comparison to the TrafficMaster 2016 data can one ascertain whether or not the sought for 
8+% journey time reduction in the AM & PM peaks by the opening year will be achieved. We 
have looked in vain for this comparison, but the text fails to draw any conclusions as to 
whether or not the proposed investment will realise this aim. While the evidence may exist 
that road investment attracts businesses and their investment inward to locations, none is 
presented in the A58/A672 CIP documentation. Certainly, no analysis or substantiated 
evidence is provided for this relationship to apply in this part of Calderdale, and so the 
achievement of this aim rests solely on conjecture. The Appendix G Economic Assessment 
Report of the A58 Corridor Improvement at the end of the Appendix E – A58 CIP Business 
Case Appraisal Report pdf file just considers ‘Wider Economic Benefits’ in a blazé 
generalised text rather than providing any insight into the attainment of this important aim. 
Given the availability and size of employment sites currently available along this Corridor, 
we are sceptical that this aim will be achieved. Our view is reinforced by the Appendix E – 
A58 CIP Business Case Appraisal Report saying employment growth is restricted by the 
topography of the District, a view with which we concur. The aim itself also needs revision if 
it is to attract inward investment. It is not just in the opening year that journey times need 
to be reduced, but in all subsequent years of the CIP. Currently, traffic growth can be 
anticipated post the opening year, but no evidence is provided that journey times with 
higher traffic flow levels will remain 8%+ below those in 2016. It would be rational for any 
inward investment to be deterred by sensing that journey times will revert to current or 
even worse times as traffic increases.          

The next aim can be summarised as ’reducing transport constraints on sites to facilitate 
housing construction’. While Appendix E of the OBC gives a long list of potential housing 
development sites, their numbers of dwellings, and a judgement as to their likelihood of 
realisation, it does not identify how many sites and their locations are deemed to be 
constrained by transport access or impacts.  As the proposed CIP does not propose any new 
roads but just link and junction amendments, it is difficult to see to what extent this aim 
might be met by the CIP. Again, in the text, we have failed to find an assessment of the 
achievement or otherwise of this aim.  

The fourth aim of the CIP is stated to be ‘enhanced provision for active modes through 
closing walking and cycling network connectivity (we paraphrase to be succinct). We are 
aware of some pedestrian space provision and pedestrian crossing provision at some 
junctions, and the provision of some cycle lane allocation of existing road space, in this 
proposed CIP, but we have failed to identify where the walking and cycling proposals have 
been analysed in their own right. For example, how do walking and cycling benefits get 
included in the presented economic analysis?  The TUBA analysis again is bereft of explicit 
inclusion of these benefits. That is partly because it is not designed to handle active travel 
proposals. The consultants should have used WebTAG Unit A5-1 Active mode appraisal, but 
have not. Hence, assessment of the achievement of this aim goes amiss. A CIP scheme 
should not have reached the stage this one has with the mediocre standard of assessment 
of aims so apparent in this CIP’s documentation. With the 2011 Census revealing that 40.5 
of Calderdale residents travelled under 5km to work and 18% travelled under 2km, we agree 
there should be much potential to gain modal shift from car and van to walking and cycling, 
but this is not grasped firmly in this CIP. Instead, it is car oriented.   
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A fifth aim is stated to be to improve air quality, and this is then very narrowly defined as 
ensuring “…the nitrogen dioxide levels observed in the AQMA declared in Sowerby Bridge 
town centre are improved by the end of the opening year”. While the documentation 
provided for this CIP (Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518 pdf file) contains a 
Table 5 reporting the observed NO2 levels for 2012-14, just where has the analysis been 
undertaken and reported as to what reductions in NO2 might occur in Sowerby Bridge town 
centre with the CIP? The TUBA analysis reports changes in CO2 but not NO2. Indeed, it is 
admitted that the TUBA analysis results for air quality and noise are not available from the 
TUBA runs for the A58 because no initial data was included in the TUBA input file.  Again, 
the analysis undertaken fails to substantiate whether or not the aim will be realised. The 
issue is surely not just a reduction of NO2 emissions to below EU threshold levels but to 
much lower levels as NO2 emissions are harmful to the health of Calderdale residents 
whatever their levels and at all locations along the Corridor, not just where an AQMA 
happens to have been declared. We submit the aim should be to reduce NO2, CO2, PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions to absolutely minimal levels along the Corridor.  

We are told at page 35 of the Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518 pdf 
document that 4.5% of the deaths in Calderdale are attributable to exposure to small 
particulates alone, or the death of 85 persons per annum in 2013. We suggest that 
prevention of deaths and morbidity owing to exposure to small particulates is far more 
important than road collision reduction in Calderdale, yet reduction in particulates does not 
figure at all in the aims of this CIP. We suggest the aims ad analysis need revisiting.   

We are aware that an Environmental Impact Assessment has yet to be undertaken for his 
CIP, but that is inexcusable given the resources that have clearly been spent on modelling 
and TUBA appraisal. An EIA should be used to mould the design of a CIP, not just to mitigate 
the CIP’s adverse effects. 

The final aim is to reduce accidents by 10% throughout the Corridor by 2022 with a 
particular focus on collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists.  We are told in section 4.4.5 
of the Appraisal Specification Report of the ‘Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 
110518’ pdf file that COBALT analysis will be used to assess accidents as per WebTAG Unit 
A4.1, Section 2. In its Table 4 (page 34) and Figures 19-21 the baseline information on past 
5-year accidents and the proportions involving pedestrians and cyclists is given. Any COBALT 
analysis of what reductions in accidents might be achieved and their valuation appears to 
have taken flight as we can find no such analysis. Indeed, the commentary on Table 4 reads 
“The majority of the accidents involving pedestrians are shown to be on the main A58 
carriageway, and not at junctions. The accident descriptions do not appear to highlight any 
clear link for the causes of the accidents being as result of the A58 crossing arrangements.” 
(page 37 of Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518). In the Economic 
Assessment Report of the A58 Corridor Improvement Programme starting at page 235 in the 
‘Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518’ pdf file we find all the entries for 
accidents are blank. We ask where is the analysis and valuation of reduced accidents, and so 
the achievement of this aim? The commentary on table 4 suggests the interventions 
proposed at junctions are unlikely to contribute to achieving this aim, so our minds naturally 
question the achievement of this aim.  
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We have examined all six aims against the analysis presented and found the analysis to be 
seriously inadequate. It is woefully short in providing any evidence that the aims will be 
achieved. The TUBA cost-benefit ratios given in the ‘Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline 
Business Case 110518’ pdf file are consequently misleading and possibly false. The 
modelling and TUBA analysis have been conducted without aligning them to the aims of 
the CIP. As such any further expenditure on this CIP could be a waste of public money. 
Progressing this CIP should cease until it can be demonstrated incontrovertibly that the 
aims of the CIP will be met in full.    
 

Bus based Public Transport 

Our understanding from CIPs elsewhere in West Yorkshire is that usually CIPs include an 
element of bus promotion. Here, there is an aim of reducing bus journey times by 12% or 
more, but this is not translated into any subsequent analysis. Indeed, we believe the 
Calderdale Strategic Transport Model (SATURN) has been run without inclusion of a public 
transport component, and the TUBA economic analysis has failed to include PSVs as a 
vehicle category or to produce any results on whether or not a greater bus journey time 
reliability or shorter bus journey time may be expected to occur. This needs rectification.  

Climate Change Objectives 

Calderdale Metropolitan Borough Council declared a Climate Emergency at the start of 
2019, and WYCA also signed up to a Climate Emergency declaration in July 2019. We have 
failed to find any recognition in the documentation for this CIP of the implications of these 
declarations or actions being taken to meet the pledges made. One of the implications is 
that one has to stop building and widening roads to facilitate the movement of more road 
vehicles and at faster speeds. The CMBC website page concerning climate change points to 
actions that are being taken in relation to transport as promoting active travel especially 
walking and cycling, improvement to air quality, the promotion of the use of public 
transport, and the adoption of electric cars. We submit this CIP runs contrary in many 
respects to this adopted policy: it is a scheme to ease and speed up the flow of road traffic, 
it hardly promotes walking and cycling, its improvements in air quality are only the barest 
minima set legally for NO2 alone, and there are only very minor proposals for public 
transport especially rail. Like many bodies and people, the CMBC appears not to understand 
that while the operation of electric cars will help to reduce the emissions of greenhouse 
gases, provided the electricity is produced from renewable resources, electric cars still 
embody much  greenhouse gas emissions in their manufacture and they do not address the 
primary health impacts of cars, namely small particulate emissions (PM10 & especially PM2.5) 
arising from road, tyre and brake wear. Electric cars are usually actually heavier and so have 
higher per km small particulate emissions.     

Generated Traffic 

Widening and speeding up the traffic flow via this CIP will generate additional traffic that 
otherwise would not occur without this investment. This was recognised officially some 26 
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years ago with the publication of the ‘Trunk Roads and the Generation of Traffic’ report 
(SACTRA, Department of Transport, December 1994, HMSO, 264pp), and has been re-
endorsed by a recent official review (‘Latest Evidence on Induced Travel Demand: An 

Evidence Review’, WSP and Rand Europe for the Department for Transport, May 2018, 
54pp). These reports distinguish between the shorter- and longer-term traffic generation 
effects, but both concur that generated traffic will occur and be substantial especially in 
congested urban conditions as are claimed to apply along the A58/A672 Corridor. We 
understand that the modelling undertaken was not using any variable demand model so 
generated traffic was not handled that way. How generated traffic has been handled in the 
traffic modelling and TUBA analysis is unclear, and not as far as we see been explicitly 
considered so leading to over-estimation of benefits. We are conscious that the Tempro 
forecasts used incorporate an element of generated traffic based on a regional estimate of 
the incidence of such traffic. But what proportion of the Tempro forecasts have been 
treated as normal traffic growth and what proportion treated as generate traffic is unclear. 
Further, the traffic generated by proposed housing developments based on TRICS estimates 
has been loaded on the trip matrix used for the SATURN modelling and so TUBA economic 
analysis. This has almost certainly led to double counting of some of the generated traffic as 
it will have been subsumed partly in the regional Tempro forecasts. This is important as the 
benefits attributed to generated traffic should be halved compared to those attributed to 
normal or re-assigned traffic. We can find no reporting of how generated traffic has been 
handled and valued in the SATURN and TUBA analysis, and so believe no confidence should 
be placed in the results. We also caution anyone placing much reliance on users of the TRICS 
database (as here) as that database is open to much manipulation through the choice of 
which records to include and which to exclude, and the use of other filters.  

Alternatives Considered 

A long list of possible interventions is said to have been considered and whittled down to a 
few with the proposed A58/A672 CIP emerging as the front runner. We question to what 
extent radical real alternatives were considered. Were, for instance, the following 
considered: 

1. Removing all vehicle parking along the A58 and A672, with subsequent strict 
enforcement: we believe that could have at least commensurate outcomes as he 
proposed CIP but at a fraction of the cost;   

2. The rolling out of a travel demand management programme amongst residents and 
businesses along the A58/A672 Corridor entailing detailed advice and trip planning 
where we would expect to get around a 15% reduction in peak school day demand, 
again with a much lower cost than this CIP; 

3. A programme to encourage all travel to and from schools to be by foot, cycle or 
public transport with the complementary banning of vehicle parking within 400m of 
schools at opening and closing times of the day;  

4. Promotion of the switching of transport modes, including to more bus, more rail, and 
more active travel use. In section 3.2.9 on page 146 of the Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline 
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Business Case 110518 pdf file it is noted that the Calderdale Strategic Transport Model 
(referred to as SATURN elsewhere in this representation as it is based on SATURN) will 
not assess responses such as modal switching, but modal substitution should be one of 
the assessed alternatives surely; and 

5. Much greater use of the extant railway as an alternative and with feeder bus access 
integrated. The only slight promotion of the railway we have noted is minor access 
enhancement at Sowerby Bridge. A major expansion of vehicle parking at Sowerby 
Bridge could be considered. Elland railway station is due to be built in the not too 
distant future and will decant some demand from roads in this A58/A672 Corridor. The 
Calder valley Line has received two upgrades in recent years but it is likely to gain 
further enhancements of infrastructure and services while the TransPennine Route is 
upgraded and the Calder Valley Line used as a diversionary Line for trains between 
Leeds and Manchester that currently move via Huddersfield. While this CIP is pursued 
without recognition of the potential of the Calder Valley railway Line as an alternative 
route, its assessment is distinctly questionable.  

All these alternatives are ways of lessening the V/C ratios calculated for future years on the 
road network, but we cannot detect that traffic engineering analysis has encompassed any 
of them.   

Just a Road Scheme 

The A58/A672 CIP is just a road scheme slightly dressed up. We are told that half the 
residents of Calderdale commute out of the District especially using this Corridor to link to 
the M62. All this scheme would do is promote more of the same out-commuting rather the 
inward investment and provision of a diversity of jobs close to where residents live in 
Calderdale.  

The operation and maintenance costs of this road scheme should be included in its costs 
allocated to the years of occurrence over the appraisal period of the CIP, but this seems to 
have been side-lined in the Outline Business Case (OBC). Even the capital costs we are told 
are not known fully as the preliminary design information is incomplete. It is also unclear in 
the OBC how contingencies and optimism bias have been estimated and considered, but the 
sensitivity analysis in the Economic Assessment Report of the A58 Corridor Improvement 
Programme starting at page 235 in the ‘Appendix C – A58 CIP Outline Business Case 110518’ 
pdf file gives some indication that contingencies have been set at 10% (they should be 
higher than this until final contract award) and a 44% optimism bias is tested but apparently 
not included in the core TUBA analysis as it should be at this stage of scheme development 
(vide Treasury Green Book). The costing of delays during construction appears to have 
escaped from the Economic Assessment Report.   

The scheme has been subject to a bog-standard SATURN and TUBA analysis, and in our view 
the modelling has been allowed to obscure the aims of the scheme. 
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Conclusions 

Our first conclusion is that this A58/A672 CIP is an unadulterated old-fashioned road 

scheme that has failed to reflect changing priorities, especially climate change 

declarations. Substantiation and initial demonstration that this CIP meets all its aims has 

failed to be demonstrated. At the moment, we can see no way to justify the public money 

that is proposed to be spent on this scheme. The economic analysis we believe to be 

faulty and not related to the declared aims. This CIP needs to change from being an 

infrastructure led scheme to one that concentrates on behavioural change.  

Yours faithfully, 

[Name redacted for GDPR]

Chair, Rail Group, Action for Yorkshire Transport 
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Comments on CIP

Appendix. G.4.

131



Mytholmroyd – New Road Bridge; 
Provision for cyclists and pedestrian crossings

• What is the proposed provision/ route for cyclists over the
bridge?

The proposed footbridge would provide two pedestrian routes, 
but are unsuitable for sharing with cyclists, who would end up 
among the cars on this narrow carriageway, inevitably slowing 
the car journey times. Would it be possible to convert the 
existing path on the west side/ northbound route into a cycleway 
for cyclists crossing into Mytholmroyd centre, and direct 
pedestrians exclusively onto the new footbridge? This would 
alleviate delays and potential conflict on this pinch-point (which 
is a popular route for cyclists heading up/down Cragg Vale or 
coming from/to the Calder Valley Cycleway/ Pennine Cycleway, 
or going to/ from the station)

• What is the proposed provision/ route for pedestrians
crossing the bridge carriageway East-West?

There is currently no safe crossing point over New Road, at any 
of the obvious or popular crossing points eg at the station, by the 
Riverside Café or at the junction with Burnley Road.  This is 
already unacceptable, particularly as a mother with young 
children. There is a raised ‘bump’ outside the White Ribbon 
offices, but I would like to see a formalised crossing in this area 
particularly with a new footbridge and public realm going in.  I 
would strongly advocate for a continuous pavement-level 
crossing, providing a speed-bump for vehicles, slowing drivers 
and raising awareness of pedestrians using the retail outlets 
(bakery, hairdresser, grocer, station) in this area. This could be at 
either (or both) end of the bridge, or set back near the station.

Cycle route?

Pedestrian 
Crossing(s)?
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Mytholmroyd – Burnley Rd School canal access;
Junction with Burnley Road

• I am anxious about the ‘proposed bollard’  Would this 
still enable eg double buggies, strollers, cycles with 
trailers, adaptive bicycles, wheelchairs etc though? 
There are very few accessible access points to the canal 
path in Mytholmroyd (see map on following page) and 
this would be a good opportunity to improve access.
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Good accessible access

Poor access (steep ramp/ narrow access point)

No accessible access (steps only)

Proposed access point

Canal Path Access Points in Mytholmroyd
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Mytholmroyd – Calder Valley Cycleway and New Road 
Junction

• This junction is terrible for cyclists and other road users.  
Cyclists coming off the cyclepath need to drop off a kerb to 
join/ cross the carriageway with no filtering lane etc. This 
leads to them impeding drivers who have to wait for them to 
turn etc.

• At the very least I would advocate for removal of the barriers 
on the path that prevent pedestrians and cyclists from safely 
sharing and navigating through the area, a better aligned 
dropped kerb and some kind of ‘be aware of cyclists’ signage 
for drivers.

• There is also little connectivity with the new footbridge by 
the side of the Shoulder of Mutton – some tidying up of the 
various crossing points and dropped kerbs in this area would 
be appreciated. 

Why is the dropped kerb not in line, and why is it funnelling cyclists/ pedestrians 
into the carriageway with no safe crossing point?

This is not a good bike/ 
shared use path route 
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Hebden Centre – Pedestrian priority at crossings

• It seems like this would be a great opportunity to install 
passive traffic calming measures such as raising all the 
junction crossing points in the centre to pavement level, 
providing a continuous level surface for those with mobility 
issues/ children in buggies etc.  Drivers would have to then 
go over a low bump at all crossings, reducing speeds and 
raising awareness of other road users and pedestrians, and 
clearly signifying this is an area of pedestrian priority. 

• This would help calm traffic, improve accessibility, and 
increase visibility between motorists and pedestrians.
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Appendix. G.5. 

 

Calderdale Corridor Improvement Programmes: Engagement on proposed 

designs. 

Location: along the A58 / A672 from Junction 22 of the M62 to King Cross in Halifax 
and the A646 / A6033 from Todmorden to Skircoat Moor. 

Feedback on behalf of Calderdale Cycle Forum. 24th January 2020. 

Dear [Sir], 

You have recently engaged with residents of Calderdale to share details of the 
above Corridor Improvement Programmes. Members of the cycling community have 
been invited to participate and provide comments on the schemes, particularly from 
the perspective of cyclists using these routes. 

Both yourselves, as part of Calderdale Council or the Programme team, and riders 
using these roads, we have joint aims: to enhance routes for cyclists and to minimise 
risks for riders. As Chair of the Calderdale Cycle Forum, I am providing consolidated 
feedback (on behalf of riders in Calderdale) on your proposed schemes with these 
objectives in mind. 

Specifically, we recognise some of your key goals for the Corridor Improvement 
Programmes as: 

• Improve journey time reliability, particularly for public transport users 
• Reduce congestion 
• Enhance provision for active modes in order to increase the sustainability of 

new development 
• Closing gaps in network connectivity on the walking and cycling networks to 

limit net growth in car 
• Reduce collisions – by 10% throughout the corridor by 2022, with a particular 

focus on collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists 

 

Overview feedback 

I believe there is a substantial risk of increased traffic volumes (particularly cars at 
peak times) driven by: 

1) Reduced congestion on corridor routes 
2) Reduced parking around stations  
3) Lack of investment in cycle parking or other facilities to improve cycle take-up 
4) Lack of detail/benefits/locations of mobility hubs  

I believe it is vital that the CIP adopts a new objective – and measures its success, 
namely: 

• To reduce net car journeys 

137



I note that many of the proposed changes impact car parking along the A627, A58 
and particularly A646 corridors. Whilst I support all initiatives to reduce risk to 
pedestrians and cyclists, I am concerned that the loss of parking is an emotive issue 
for residents, and will prompt the logical questions: “How do I get to the station/town 
centre?”. It is vital that the CIP measures overall traffic volume, and strives to reduce 
this where possible through promoting alternative modes (walking, cycling, train and 
bus). 

Simply reducing the number of parking spaces around, for example, Hebden Bridge 
station may well have undesirable consequences: people using cars for journeys 
rather than train, higher traffic volumes and hence more congestion. 

There are many initiatives that could reduce car journeys and promote cycling in 
Hebden Bridge (as an example) that would mitigate against the loss of car parking 
and would deliver reduced congestion – these should be clearly linked to the CIP. 

 

Rishworth School 

Drawing: Oldham Road South 

Comment: We welcome the proposed puffin crossing point. The introduction of a 
proposed new parking bay on the West of Oldham Road significantly narrows the 
carriageway immediately prior to the proposed puffin crossing. Please consider 
placing time restrictions on the parking to minimise risks to pedestrians and cyclists 
outside school drop-off and pick-up times. 

Drawing: Oldham Road North 

Comment: The introduction of permanent kerbs either side of the proposed parking 
bays will significantly narrow the available carriageway. I appreciate the need to 
improve safety for pedestrians around school drop-off and pick-up times, but the 
permanent narrowing of the carriageway will result in a more dangerous environment 
for cyclists at all times, including weekends when this road is particularly well-used 
by riders. We would prefer to see time-limited parking outside of school and other 
engineering solutions to deliver a safer pedestrian environment at the appropriate 
times, whilst not reducing carriageway width outside these times. Specifically, we 
strongly disagree with the use of extended kerbs to permanently narrow the carriage 
way when the expected benefits fall into a very narrow time window. 

 

A58 between Sowerby Bridge and Rishworth 

Drawing: N/A 

Comment: There is currently a 700m stretch of the A58 carriageway with a 40mph 
speed limit between Sowerby Bridge and Triangle. The carriageway is too narrow: 
there is a risk to cyclists from motorised traffic passing with insufficient safety gap. 
This is exacerbated by the refuges in the centre of the carriageway. Many 
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Calderdale riders who use the A58 have reported near-miss incidents on this stretch 
of road.  

Riders report that cars are often inclined to attempt to overtake along these stretches 
of road, and are prevented from giving cyclists a wide pass by refuges in the centre 
of the road. Cars are therefore passing cyclists with insufficient clearance, where the 
speed differential between motor vehicles and riders is high, and therefore the risk of 
a serious/fatal accident is greater. 

There is a further 1,000m stretch of 40mph carriageway between Triangle and 
Ripponden. This again is insufficiently wide, and is made more dangerous for riders 
by a combination of centre-carriageway refuges and parked cars. The current cycle 
lane is often blocked by parked vehicles. 

Please take this opportunity to review the risks to cyclists along this stretch of the 
A58 and take measures to reduce the danger. We urge you to consider reducing the 
speed limit to 30mph, removing central refuges within 40mph areas and restricting 
parking along this stretch. 

 

Sowerby Bridge 

Drawing: Sowerby Bridge West 

Comment: Proposed one way system around Station Road, Victoria Road, West 
Street will have an impact on many riders. There are both pros and cons to the 
scheme, however signalising the west end of this loop could potentially improve rider 
safety and traffic flow. The logical westbound cycle flow (under CIP proposals) would 
see riders exit Victoria Road onto West Street (heading North) or Sowerby Street 
(heading West). It is important that the signals facilitate these two journeys for 
cyclists. 

At the East end of Station Road, I would suggest revising the traffic priorities and 
junction heads to prioritise the primary traffic (and hence cycle) flow: 1) Eastbound 
from Station Road into Holmes Road, and 2) Westbound from Holmes Road into 
Norland Road. Changing these priorities could both improve traffic flow and also 
reduce risks for riders at this junction, particularly for the Westbound rider. 

Drawing: Sowerby Bridge Centre 

Comment: Sowerby Bridge centre poses one of the most significant journey 
obstacles to riders in Calderdale. Although good quality cycling routes exist both to 
the East and West, there is a significant disjoint in the centre of town, which prevents 
many less experienced riders from making journeys through the town. 

Although the proposed crossing between the market and Old Cawsey goes some 
way to address this disjoint, it is critical that the whole connection from Rochdale 
Canal to Old Cawsey is significantly improved if cycle participation is to be 
increased. It is unclear from the drawing provided, but currently the rider wishing to 
travel from West to East must exit the canal, weave across a car-park, descend a 
narrow ramp next to the market, exit the ramp onto a pavement and stop at a 
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crossing (whilst avoiding blocking the pavement). There should be clear line-of-sight 
from the crossing to the canal, clear signage and more visible cycle route marking to 
alert vehicles (in the car park) and pedestrians (car park, market area and 
pavement). 

Proposed improvements to the bottom of Tuel Lane will benefit riders exiting Tuel 
Lane Eastwards. 

 

King Cross to Bolton Brow 

Drawing: Rochdale Road to Pye Nest Road 

Comment: Rochdale Road from King Cross has a substantial gradient: downhill 
when travelling Westbound. However, the cycle lanes either side of Rochdale Road 
no not reflect this. Cycle speeds in the downhill direction will be much closer to traffic 
speeds. However, uphill, cycle speeds will be well below the speed of motorised 
traffic. The programme should consider removing the cycle lane in the downhill 
direction and widening the cycle lane in the uphill direction to 2m width.  

Drawings: Willow Hall Lane to Bolton Brow; Pye Nest Road to Crow Wood Park 

The cycle lane along Pye Nest Road is warmly welcomed. This clearly sets Pye Nest 
Road as the preferred route for riders ascending from Bolton Brow and King Cross. 
However, consideration should be given to the island at the junction of Bolton Brow, 
Rochdale Road and Pye Nest Road to allow riders to cross the island safely. 

At the top of Pye Nest Road, there is a risk to riders turning right (uphill) into 
Rochdale Road. The junction could be improved substantially by creating a separate 
left turn lane and right turn lane, which would create a safer junction head for the 
rider waiting to turn right. 

Drawing: Aachen Way to Rochdale Road 

Comment: At the top of Rochdale Road (ie King Cross), the combined use area 
allowing riders to turn left from Rochdale Road into Burnley Road will need to be 
wider than 2m – I suggest 3m – to allow all riders and bicycle types (including 
tandems and cycles with trailers) to make this turn safely. Linked to this, the crossing 
at the junction of Burnley Road and Warley Road appears to be staggered, which will 
not be usable by riders on tandems or with trailers. 

Please provide advanced stop lines at the junction heads of Skircoat Moor Road, 
Burnley Road, King Cross Road and Aachen Way to increase rider safety at 
departure from these signal-controlled junction heads. Cyclists are often squeezed at 
this major junction. ASLs help to protect against this and also make cyclists more 
visible to oncoming traffic. 

Bull Green to King Cross 

Drawings: Mayfield Avenue to Aarden Road; Burdock Way to Hopwood Lane 
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Comment: On the shared use path marked (South side of King Cross Road / A58) 
the junction heads at all subsidiary roads (Hyde Park and Norfolk Place) should be 
set back, and the shared use path should have priority. Raised sections should be 
used to emphasise this. If this is not redesigned, riders will not use the shared use 
path, and either will ride in the carriageway or avoid this route.  

The same is true for all junctions off King Cross Road (including York Street, Delph 
Street, Regent Street and Carlton Place). 

We urge the Programme team to reconsider proposals for this section of the plan 
and redesign. Adrian Lord has submitted helpful and well-considered design input in 
his feedback to you. 

Alternatively, a “quiet roads” approach to this route (for riders) may be appropriate, 
and several options are viable (eg Bull Green, Bull Close Lane, Savile Park Road, 
Haugh Shaw Road).  

 

Todmorden 

Drawing: Town Centre 

Comment: I am concerned about the location of the new zebra crossing outside the 
Town Hall. At its current location, outside the Duke of York pub, at busy times, the 
traffic builds up beyond the traffic island back into Rochdale Road. At this point, the 
traffic island becomes dangerous for cyclists, with stationary traffic in one direction 
and other traffic (from Burnley Road into Rochdale Road) trying to get through. 
Moving a crossing closer to this island will make this problem much worse. 

 

Hebden Bridge  

Drawing: Hebden Bridge Burnley Road Commercial Street junction 

Comment: I welcome the new section of one-way flow at the end of the A6033 
(Keighley Road) which will reduce traffic congestion on the A646 and improve rider 
safety from Station Road westwards towards Hebden Bridge town centre. 

Drawing: Market Street 

Comment: I welcome the removal of the parking bays on Market street – on the 
basis that loading is not permitted during peak traffic flow hours. Traffic parking in 
these bays (and the resultant evasive action by other drivers) is a very significant risk 
to riders using Market Street. 

Drawing: Hebden Bridge - Bridge Lanes to Stubbing Holme car park 

Comment: The uphill section of the A646 from Hebble End to the junction of A646 
and Heptonstall Road is narrow and the gradient steep. Rider speeds are 
consequently low, and this frequently causes both a build up of vehicles behind the 
rider, or risky overtaking. The pavement on the opposite side of the A646 (North) is 
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very wide and pedestrian volumes are very small. There appears to be an 
opportunity to increase rider safety – and pedestrian safety – on the South side of 
Bridge Lanes by creating a Westbound cycle lane from Stubbing Holme Road to the 
junction of A646 and Heptonstall Road. 

Drawing: Falling Royd Lodge to Acacia House 

Comment: The proposed cycle lane on the South side of the A646 should begin at 
Carr Lane, and hence offer protection to cyclists riding uphill through the narrowest 
section of the A646. Currently, the road narrows and there is a central reservation 
just as cycle speeds are lowest. Vehicles hence squeeze riders at this point. 

 

Mytholmroyd 

Drawing: Burnley Road School 

Comment: The proposed shared use path connecting the canal bank with Burnley 
Road is very likely to be poorly used and hence poor value for money. There are 
several routes onto Burnley Road for cyclists, all of which provide better access to 
facilities or onward journeys. A far better use of funds would be to provide access 
from the canal to Grange Dean medical centre. 

 

Luddenden Foot 

Drawing: Burnley Road 

Comment: The proposed parking area falls very far short of addressing the chronic 
issues in this area at school drop-off and pick-up times. Currently, parents are 
parking from North of Cooperfields all the way to Tenterfields estate. The risk to 
cyclists of “car dooring” is very substantial; as an experienced cyclist who has used 
this road very often, I am well placed to judge this particular stretch as one of the 
riskiest in Calderdale. To solve the issue, a more substantial change is required; for 
example, abolishing parking on the North side of A646 from Cooperfields as far as 
Foamworks car wash at the crest of the hill.  

Alternative approaches would be to improve access (and signage) to and from the 
canal. 

 

Sowerby Bridge North 

Drawing: Burnley Road Blackwall Lane junction 

Comment: The proposed change to traffic circulation around Water Lane and hence 
no-entry to Blackwall Lane is very welcome, and reduces risk for riders caused by 
right-turning vehicles on the A646 just West of the top of Tuel Lane. 
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Calderdale Green Party

Comments on the proposals for the Calderdale
corridor

Calderdale Green Party

13th February 2020

1 General comments
1.1. The overall impression given by the proposals is of relatively superficial, and sometimes

cosmetic, changes to existing arrangements.

1.2. Few opportunities have been taken to improve the situation for pedestrians, particularly
those using public transport, and cyclists; these are mostly at opposite ends of the route.

1.3. No opportunity appears to have been taken to improve access to public transport, to
integrate public transport or to encourage those with private transport to use it to access
public transport.

1.4. Though Calderdale Council is now beginning to use electric vehicles, there are no pro-
posals for electric charging points or bays near stations or shopping centres to encourage
the use of electric vehicles.

1.5. It is not clear whether the proposals will contribute to the future sustainability of any of
the communities in Calder Valley.

2 Specific comments
2.1. A58 Bull Green – King Cross: we welcome the provision of a shared cycleway on the

uphill side from Bull Green towards King Cross; however, we see no point in the short
cycleway opposite The Feathers in King Cross. Given the number of bus movements at
this point, a shared bus/cycle lane would make more sense.

2.2. A58 King Cross – Bolton Brow/A58 Sowerby Bridge East: there should be a cycleway
on the uphill side from Sowerby Bridge through Bolton Brow towards King Cross.

2.3. A58 Sowerby Bridge Central/A58 Sowerby Bridge West and Mobility Hubs: the distance
between bus stops has been greatly extended with the relocations; since about half the
current parking places in Sowerby Bridge are being removed, presumably to encourage
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more use of public transport, greater attention should have been given to making public
transport more accessible for those wishing to visit the centre of Sowerby Bridge and the
opportunity should have been taken to look at greater integration between rail and bus
transport by making transfers between different forms of transport easier.

2.4. A58 Sowerby Bridge Central: we oppose knocking down the market building and having
an open space where pop up stalls can be set up. There is a cafe in the market which
opens every day. It is cheap and unpretentious and several people, including some with
learning disabilities, are using it as a community space, meeting and chatting there.
There will be nothing replacing it. There are other cafés but nothing as accessible and
cheap. Young people hang out in the market space in the rain. The proposals offer
nothing to replace these community resources.

2.5. A58 Sowerby Bridge West and Mobility Hubs: since a lot of the parking in Station Road
and the road behind the station is overflow from the station car park, more spaces for
park and ride should be created near to the station to encourage people to use the train
from Sowerby Bridge as part of encouraging greater use of public transport.

2.6. A58 Sowerby Bridge West and Mobility Hubs: we do not believe that the one way system
via Station Road and Victoria Road is practical because of the state of the bridge on
Victoria Road and the difficult exit into the A58.

2.7. A646 Hebden Bridge: we welcome the attempt to integrate cycle routes in Hebden Bridge.
We are unclear what will be the proposed access to the A6033 from the A646 once the
exit from the A6033 onto the A646 is made one way. If this will be Albert Street,
improvements to the exit from Albert Street onto the existing A6033 seem called for.

2.8. A646 Todmorden: we welcome the attempt to integrate cycle routes in Todmorden and
to improve the experience for pedestrians.

3 Recommendations
3.1. We recommend that:

a) further consideration to be given to improving facilities for cyclists on those parts
of the corridor where no improvements have been put forward;

b) further consideration be given to ways of improving access to public transport,
integrating public transport and encouraging those with private transport to use it
access public transport;

c) specific provision for electric charging units and electric charging bays near stations
or shopping centres be incorporated in the proposal;

d) the market building in Sowerby Bridge be retained;
e) the proposed one way system in Sowerby Bridge be reconsidered.

2
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Appendix. G.7. 
[Address and contact details redacted for GDPR] 

10.1.2020 

Free Post Consultation Team WYCA 

Re. New Road ideas. Town Hall Street/Wharf Street/Tower Hill/ Greenups 

Terrace  

Thank you first of all for the meeting you held which was very informative, and the 
folks there had all done their homework.  

I am writing as a person who lives on Greenups Terrace, opposite St.Paul's Church 
and also as a former minister there and now a member of the congregation and 
Chair of the Property Committee.  

I attended the meetings you had in 2018 and sent in a report but have to say just 
about all of it was ignored as I now look at the new plans. Therefore, my comments 
are very much the same.  

I can see what you are trying to do, to create a short cut to Tuel Lane North, for cars 
so that some of the cars going on Wharf Street will not have to use the traffic lights at 
the bottom of Tuel Lane. I think it might help a little, but the nett result will be a 
disaster for St.Paul's Church. The main reasons being, loss of parking, higher 

pollution levels, crossing points in the wrong place and road danger to 

children, elderly adults and people with dementia.  

Loss of Parking 

You are removing nearly all the off-street parking. 

This will affect everyone coming to any meetings and activities using the building. 
The building is in use 7 days a week usually morning, afternoon and evening. It is 
the most modern up to date facility in Sowerby Bridge. It is in major use by the NHS 
not least the Blood Donor Service, who need at least two lorry spaces, adjacent to 
the Greenups Terrace doors for loading and downloading, and all the people who 
call. We also use 'Access' bus parking for the dementia care group. Parking for very 
many youth services. All this amounts to 1OO's of people per week.  
Pollution  

We already have a problem in Sowerby Bridge this will Increase in that cars and 
HGV (delivery below Tuel Lane exit) these will go much slower, or stop and turn 
round at the 'no entry' sign. How do you turn around a 35-ton vehicle in Tower Hill? 
All this will affect everyone living near (flats and houses) and all the people in the 
building or leaving, not lease the children.  
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Crossing points 

These seem to be in the wrong place. I gather the one in Tower Hill is for the few 
people who don't shop by car so they can reach Wharf Street. They can anyway by a 
number of routes.  

Increased road accidents. Tower Hill 

As this will be a short cut, higher volume traffic road, with one crossing in the wrong 
place, there seems to be great vulnerability to everyone. Dementia adults, elderly 
people, children, all crossing roads trying to find where their car or minibus is, and 
parents of young people trying to park anywhere to pick up their children after many 
youth activities. Seems a bit of a disaster waiting to happen.  

There are solutions, if you must provide this short cut 

Move the crossing to a safer place further up Tower Hill. 

Cannot see any solution to increased pollution. 

The main solutions are with the parking 

1. Create a park at the front of St. Paul's on their land for maybe 6 cars
2. Make the front access drive go onto the garage area at the end, this will

prevent cars reversing onto a busy road in Tower Hill.
3. Leave the parking on Tower Hill. This will be only down for a limited number of

cars and the existing room will be adequate. 10-12 cars
4. Ask Lidl Supermarket permission to use a small part of their car park near the

church on evenings only when shoppers are low in number. Say 10 cars
5. Make a new car park where some of the garages are, next the church. Maybe

6/7 cars

I do hope some of this letter is useful 

I gather that myself and some of the folks who attended the meeting are going to be 
invited to a special meeting with the interested users of the building, not least all the 
young organisations leaders, and feel this could be very helpful, to hear more of your 
ideas and all our concerns. 
If nothing changes and you go ahead with this scheme as planned, then I feel this 
could have disastrous results for both the church and more importantly for all the 
users of this major and main community resource in Sowerby Bridge. 

Yours truly 
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We are not a corridor – we are a 
community! 

 

HBBF wish to draw your URGENT attention 
to the Calderdale Corridor Improvement 
Programme. 
Plans have been released and a period of public engagement is now open but only 
until 27th January 2020. 

A series of drop in events have taken place but these were poorly advertised and 
few residents and business owners had an opportunity to attend. 

Hebden Bridge Business Forum committee members are all local business owners 
and we unanimously and vehemently oppose the majority of plans within this 
programme. We would like to draw attention to these proposals so that other 
business owners and residents can voice their opinions. You might not agree with us 
– but we think you should know what is in store.  

To make matters worse, these traffic works are scheduled to start just as the 
Environment Agency are scheduled to start their programme of flood alleviation 
measures in the town centre. We don’t believe either the proposed flood works or 
these so called traffic improvements will help our town. (Please join us at our Crisis 
Meeting scheduled for Wednesday 12th February, 6pm at the White Lion if you want 
to know more about the impending flood alleviation works). 

Meantime, it is urgent that objections are raised before the engagement period ends 
on the 27th January. 

You can view more information via this website: www.yourvoice.westyorks-
ca.gov.uk/ccip2 

You can also contact Calderdale Council direct via: yourvoice@westyorks-ca.gov.uk 

The scheme is being promoted by Calderdale Council as a means of championing a 
West Yorkshire Key Route Network. The aim is to improve connectivity and deliver 
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an 8% reduction in journey time from Halifax through to Todmorden. However, the 
improvement in traffic flow comes at a cost, a cost which we feel local business 
cannot bear. The plans will see street parking from Machpelah through to 
Mytholmroyd abolished, together with decreased parking in the town centre itself. 

 Our major objections are: 

*Hebden Bridge is a community and not a corridor – these plans do not address the 
needs of our local community but prioritise the larger towns. 

*Emphasis seems to be placed on getting as much traffic as possible through the 
valley as fast as possible – which will have a negative impact on health and safety 
and emissions as opposed to improving conditions for residents. 

*Reducing parking in the town centre will have a major detrimental impact on 
business and trade. It will also make it harder for people to work in the town and of 
course deter visitors. 

*Removing parking along Burnley Road for rail commuters will make more people 
use their cars to commute as opposed to using the trains. 

*All this work is a major cost and not a priority for local business – we want more 
people visiting and stopping in the town not driving through faster. 

* The timing is obscene – starting in Autumn 2020 – just as the EA flood works are 
due to commence. We have suffered 3 years of disruption in Mytholmroyd – which 
has been the major cause of congestion in the valley – we need a rest not more 
works and disruption. 

*Speeding up and promoting this “corridor” will divert more HGVs to use the route as 
opposed to the M62 – which again affects safety and pollution in the valley. We local 
residents and traders are quite happy for this to be a country A road and do not want 
a faster, busier trunk road to change the character of our “corridor” communities. 

*One way traffic on Commercial Street will push more traffic into the heart of the 
town centre. 

*Other than spend money changing the town's one way systems, why not invest in 
acquiring land for park and ride schemes. There are sites suitable at Walkely Cloggs, 
Mayroyd Mill or out by the turning circle. Edge of town parking will greatly relieve 
congestion in the town centre whilst providing for the needs of local people and 
visitors. 
 

Please view these plans and voice your opinion - it's our community - not their 
corridor!  
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CALDERDALE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PLANS 

Our major objections are: 

• We were not made aware of ‘engagements’ or ‘drop ins’ in 2018, nor were
businesses notified of the importance of these sessions. We only found out at
the last minute via social media of the ‘drop in’ at Hebden Town Hall Monday
13th January taking place between 12pm and 6pm when most business
owners are working!

*Hebden Bridge is a community and not just a corridor – these plans do not
address the needs of our local community but prioritise the larger towns.

*Emphasis seems to be placed on getting as much traffic as possible through
the valley as fast as possible – which will have a negative impact on health
and safety and emissions, as opposed to improving conditions for residents.

*Reducing parking in the town centre will have a major detrimental impact on
business and trade. It will also make it harder for people to work in the town
and of course deter visitors.

*Removing parking along Burnley Road for rail commuters will make more
people use their cars to commute as opposed to using the trains.
*You fail to acknowledge that parking on Burnley Road is NOT just rail users
but many business owners and workers from businesses in Hebden Bridge.
Burnley Road is also where our visitors park as there is insufficient parking in
Hebden Bridge. Removing this parking will seriously affect the visitor
economy and see more businesses close in Hebden Bridge.

*All this work is a major cost (£5.09 million!!) and is not seen as a priority for
local business, you have almost disregarded the importance local business is
to the visitor economy – we want more people visiting and stopping in the
town not driving through faster!

* The timing is obscene – starting in Autumn 2020 – just as the EA flood
works are due to commence. We have suffered 3 years of disruption in
Mytholmroyd – which has been the major cause of congestion in the valley –
we need a rest not more works and disruption.
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*Speeding up and promoting this “corridor” will divert more HGVs to use the
route as opposed to the M62 – which again affects safety and pollution in the
valley. Many local residents and traders are quite happy for the A646 to
remain a country ‘A’ road and do not want a faster, busier trunk road to
change the character of our “corridor” communities.

*One way traffic on Commercial Street will push more traffic into the heart of
the town centre.

*Other than spend money changing the town's one way systems, why not
invest in acquiring land for park and ride schemes. There are sites suitable at
Walkely Cloggs, Mayroyd Mill or out by the turning circle. Edge of
town parking will greatly relieve congestion in the town centre whilst providing
for the needs of local people and visitors.

* Creative solutions are needed not kneejerk reactions to the Climate Change
Crisis these plans seems to be hiding beneath. You can NOT take away
parking without giving it back. Alternative solutions to the parking problem in
Hebden Bridge must be made first.

We, as a Business Forum, want to protect those small independent 
businesses Hebden Bridge is so well known for and sadly we are already 
losing some due to the Flood Alleviation works starting here also Autumn 
2020. Everyone has to work together otherwise there will be disastrous 
consequences for our lovely valley. 
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Appendix. G.10. 

A646/A6142 corridor improvement programmes:  
consultation response from Calderdale Friends of the Earth 

From a national perspective, ‘corridor improvement programmes’ of the type proposed to be 
implemented in West Yorkshire are attempts by the Department for Transport to fulfil its 
strategy of facilitating increased road traffic which (ceteris paribus) will result in increased 
carbon emissions, vehicle air pollution, and in particular circumstances community 
severance. Unless such potential impacts can be demonstrated not to occur Friends of the 
Earth cannot support such measures. 

A) Inappropriate CIP objectives will result in undisclosed disbenefits

Scheme outcomes are driven by the objectives originally set for them. The implicit objectives 
for CIPs by the DFT nationally have already been referred to. The formal objectives set for 
the WYCA CIPs are predominantly related to economic benefits that are claimed will be 
created by increasing the flow of road traffic along principal road corridors. Conversely no 
particular objectives have been set relating to the impacts such CIPs could cause to town 
centre funcioning along the route, and to the severance and environmental impacts that could 
potentially be increased if increased traffic flows were to be generated. This asymmetry in the 
objectives means that there is the potential for disbenefits to be imposed by such schemes. 

It’s a particularly unfortunate feature of the A646 CIP that, despite repeated requests, 
data that would reveal such disbenefits has not been disclosed. It will be possible to 
argue that this has been deliberate because it would undermine the case and support for the 
scheme. 

No criteria by which these 3 negative impacts should be assessed have been identified, but 
in the case of air quality the objective that has been established – ‘Maintain and where 
possible improve air quality’  – our emphasis is unacceptable. The objective has to be 
lawfully compliant air quality, and it should be the purpose of this programme investment to 
deliver that. 

The traffic flow objective for the CIP – ‘Improve accessibility to employment sites by reducing 
journey times for general traffic along the corridor by 8% or more in the AM and PM peak by 
opening year’ - would tend to result in shortened journey times from Halifax to Mytholmroyd/ 
Hebden Bridge of around 2-2.5 minutes, and to Todmorden of around about 3.5 minutes. The 
schemes cost benefit is calculated by adding up millions of these individually small journey 
time savings. The way the scheme will work is principally by removing obstacles to the 
smooth flow of traffic along the route: for example in the Hebden Bridge area by removing 
parked cars or the opportunity to turn off or onto the A road at junctions which can cause 
queueing. These interventions will therefore benefit vehicles travelling along the A road whilst 
disbenefiting vehicles on adjacent side roads, or in town centres bisected by the A road, and 
disbenefiting people seeking to cross that road.  

What is not disclosed in the consultation is that if the capacity for road is effectively increased 
(by the removal of those obstacles), consequently generating a  travel time benefit to 
motorists, then the likely consequence is that the number of vehicles on that route will 
increase such that after a certain amount of time a similar amount of congestion will be 
recreated and journey times will once more be lengthened 
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B) Adverse impacts of CIP proposals on Hebden Bridge and Mytholmroyd - The
approach of removing obstacles in order to increase traffic flow results in:

Hebden Bridge: i) The closing of Commercial Street to northbound traffic in order to remove 
the queueing that can sometimes occur the A646. As a consequence considerable other 
changes to the town centre’s one way system are precipitated. The argument was made that 
in any case Commercial Street is also too narrow for modern types of traffic, but this is 
implausible. 

ii) Substantial changes to the town centre one-way system. Proposals to do with this were not
included in the previous version of the CIP, so their appearance in this revision is surprising
and require a proper justification. This is not been provided. The eventual configuration of the
current one-way system was evolved as a result of considerable work in the 2000s Traffic
Review, but is now being proposed to be significantly changed without an adequate
demonstration that the revised layout will work adequately or will not cause significant
adverse consequences including increasing traffic flows northwards up Crown Street. (I know
that consultation responses detailing a range of other consequences have been prepared by
other consultees). In an unrelated meeting I also heard mention of an apparent proposal to
close Oldgate to northbound traffic, but this is not included on the town centre map. In
principle a proposal to transfer the routing of northbound through-traffic through the centre of
the town rather than diverting it round the edges of the town (on Oldgate and Commercial
Street respectively) is obviously a retrograde step, so a written technical justification must be
provided. Any substantive changes to the town centre traffic network need to be included
within and supported by the draft neighbourhood plan.

The argument was also put that the new layout might assist the further extension of 
pedestrianisation eastwards from St George’s Square, but I cannot see why this is the case. 
(As the original proponent of the current pedestrianisation scheme I did at the time suggest 
that, in its current orientation, through-traffic could be removed from Crown Street by adding 
a ‘no right turn’ at its junction with the A646, which I suspect is still better way of achieving a 
further extension of pedestrianisation). 

These two substantial changes to the town centre highway network are being imposed in 
order to achieve unquantified benefits to traffic flow on this short section of the 646; maybe 
they are very small in value. They will cost a considerable amount of money (which could be 
spent on other measures within the CIP), could potentially cause traffic disruption if the new 
configuration turns out to have flaws, and will also cause economic disruption to town centre 
businesses during their implementation. If alternatively they are meant to be part of a strategy 
for improving the public realm in the town centre by extending its pedestrianisation then this 
should included within the neighbourhood plan. 

iii) Removal of parked cars on Market Street. This was also considered within the previous
Traffic Review and then as now there are reasons for this to be supporteded. One strong
reason in favour would be that the smoother traffic flow would tend to reduce stop-start air
pollution in this principal zone of the AQMA. But these measures cannot be taken in isolation
because the consequence of their removal would be to increase speeds on Market Street
particularly outside peak hours and would tend to turn the ‘bear right onto the River Calder
bridge’ (>Halifax) into something like a racing chicane. The failure to include objectives (so
referring back to section A above) ensuring that the CIPs interventions also support parallel
highway regimes such as 20 mph zones means that these consequences for traffic speed
have been ignored.

iv) Tan Pit Yards: the ostensible justification for this intervention appears implausible, and I’ve

152



heard mention of undisclosed ulterior purposes. This no doubt quite expensive measure 
appears to be gratuitous. 

v) Pavement improvements for pedestrians have been set aside in favour of improvements
for motorists. At the junction of Commercial Street there is a proposal to provide some
additional pavement where at the moment it’s missing, but on the south side of the A646 at
Machpelah where there is much more significant absence of a pavement for a short stretch of
maybe 30m this is not being provided, meaning that pedestrians and particularly disabled
people proceeding along the south side pavement from the town centre seeking to access
the station are placed in a situation of danger. During the Traffic Review it was repeatedly
requested that a pavement be provided at this location but it wasn’t. In the consultation
session I was told that the reason why it could not happen was that there needed to be a
minimum of 6.7m carriageway width at that point, the implication being that this was not
available. However when looking at the detailed paper plans for the Hebden Bridge
interventions, which were not displayed on the consultation boards or available to examine
there (I did this subsequently with the copy in the library) it turns out that there is a proposal
to narrow the A646 at this point but on the north side by the provision of an east-bound cycle
lane (although I’m not sure whether this is by a physical widening of the north side pavement
or by road markings). The point is that, with a long recognised issue like this, benefits to
pedestrians/disable people have again been set aside without any consideration.

vi) I think it’s the case that the proposal for the section between Station Road and Falling
Royd is for the removal of all parked cars on the northern side but I make the technical point
that there’s nothing on the detailed plans available on the website to identify this. On the
north side of the carriageway there is a brown line along the line of the existing pavement,
and on the south side a thinner green line, but the purposes of these aren’t identified either.
The best way to assess the proposed removal of parked cars is by testing its purpose: the
benefit is said to be to allow a cycle path to be created along the north side, but against that
is the fact that this would now be the 3rd parallel cycle route to be provided at this corridor
location (the 2 others being the canal towpath and the route through Crows Nest wood). This
stretch of the A646 is one of the widest along the entire length of the route, so consequently
traffic flows are already smooth flowing. The removal of parked cars will therefore tend to
result in an increase in the speed on this section, where campaigning a decade ago got them
reduced from 60mph to 40mph. It must be suspected  that the underlying reason why this
proposal is being advanced is that it provides an opportunity to achieve some marginal gains
for reduced journey times within the modelling for the overall scheme. The proposal to
provide some replacement parking spaces on the existing green verge opposite the former
Walkley’s site would I suspect create a safety hazard for vehicles manoeuvring to access
these spaces.

Mytholmroyd: In the previous consultation there was no explanation given as to why there 
were no interventions at all proposed to reduce the effect of north-south severance caused 
by the A646 (for example of the type proposed for Todmorden, or Sowerby Bridge). At the 
time I pointed out that the Calderdale strategic transport model was predicting substantial 
increases in road traffic through the village centre to 2032, and also on New Road and feeder 
routes such as Scout Road. It is unclear whether that modelling included the additional traffic 
generated by the 200 space station car park, or proposed development at the Top Lands 
business park which under proposed modifications to the Local Plan would now be changed 
to mixed-use probably thereby generating still more traffic movements. It was pointed out that 
these traffic increases would threaten the intentions of the draft Hebden Royd & Hilltop 
Parishes neighbourhood plan which fundamentally require a reduction of the impact of road 
traffic on the village core combined with measures to overcome traffic severance. The fact 
that two proposals from WYCA which will both increase road traffic - the CIP and rail station 
car park - have ignored their impact on pedestrian movements and place making in the town 
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centre demonstrates an indifference to local impacts in favour of continued dominance by 
traffic. 

C) Measures for Sowerby Bridge and Todmorden - The proposals for central Sowerby
Bridge appear to be detailed and also to strike a better balance between benefits for different
types of users including pedestrians. However any such positive judgements would need to
be balanced by an understanding of the consequences of the scheme in terms of generated
road traffic increases; whilst the statement in the objectives - ‘ensure the annual mean
nitrogen dioxide levels observed in the AQMA declared in Sowerby Bridge town centre are
no worse than existing levels by opening year’ our emphasis is unacceptable. The
objective has to be lawfully compliant air quality, and it should be the purpose of this
programme investment to deliver that. Those for Todmorden would be part of a welcome
masterplanning improvement of the public realm in the town centre but don’t appear to be
related to a corridor IP.

D) Mobility Hubs - This concept is welcome but the CIP program appears to only include
proposals for Sowerby Bridge and Todmorden, whereas there have been proposals for such
a hub in Hebden Bridge in the Hebden Bridge 2020 vision document and the draft
neighbourhood plan for almost a decade. Again if the purpose of the programme is to deliver
end-to-end corridor improvement then you’d expect to find similar proposals in all appropriate
settlements along its length.

E) Asymmetry between benefits for motorists v disbenefits for communities &
environment/ Failure to disclose embedded negative impacts

In addition to the ‘objection in principle’ to CIPs identified in the opening paragraph, there are 
a series of specific problems with the current proposals: a lack of consistency in the 
treatment of individual settlements (e.g no measures to counter severance in Mytholmroyd; 
no mobility hub  in Hebden Bridge); excessive/unnecessary and possibly unworkable 
changes to town centre functioning (in the case of Hebden Bridge), but on the other hand an 
absence of such necessary interventions in the case of Mytholmroyd; but especially a failure 
to disclose the potential negative impacts on the town centres on pedestrian movements and 
severance; and of the potential for the scheme to increase road traffic volumes, carbon 
emissions and air pollution levels.  

The latter are being imposed because the overarching objectives of the WYCA CIPs are to 
provide benefits to road vehicles without proper consideration of the disbenefits to town 
centre functioning, public amenity and environmental impacts. Repeated requests for data 
relating to these disbenefits have been ignored. Therefore, as a first step to establishing 
whether such impacts would actually occur, the CIPs should not be allowed to continue 
further until such time as their consequences for road traffic, pollution and carbon emission 
levels have been disclosed so that these can be the subject of public debate. 

WYCA and Calderdale Council have therefore not so far demonstrated with evidence that the 
benefits of this type of programme to A road users are not substantially outweighed by the 
disbenefits to other parties. In a time of climate emergency, where the emissions sector with 
the greatest problem is road transport, it’s not acceptable to continue to proceed with 
programmes the outcomes of which if disclosed could be seen to actually make that problem 
worse. When the West Yorkshire transport emissions pathway is made available for public 
scrutiny over the next few months it may be possible to begin to understand whether so much 
of the West Yorkshire+ Transport Fund in fact needs to be radically redirected to quite 
different purposes. 
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Appendix. G.11.

MINUTES OF THE ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
Held in the Council Chamber, Todmorden Town Hall, Bridge Street, Todmorden, on 

Tuesday 11th February 2020 at 7:30 pm 

Councillors Present: Cllrs C Potter [Chair], R Coleman-Taylor, T Roberts, J Williams, , P Taylor, 
A Greenwood, K White, L Levick, A Hollis and L Needham. 

Absent Councillors: Cllrs The Revd G Kent was away from home and S Martin was 
unavailable. 

Observing Councillors: Cllrs D Skelton, M Carrigan, M Holmstedt and M Taylor 

Officers:  Susan Miles – Assistant Town Clerk (Minute taker), Colin Hill - Town Clerk 

Members of the Public: 3 members of the public attended, Ms N Stocks, Mr B Menear and 
 Ms J Greaves 

2020(D)044 Item 1 Apologies for Absence 

To receive and approve apologies for absence and reasons given to the Clerk prior to the 
meeting 

Proposed by Cllr Potter and Seconded by Cllr Levick   Unanimous 

RESOLVED:- 
That the apologies and reasons for absence be noted, namely Cllrs the Revd G Kent was 
away from home and S Martin was unavailable be received and accepted.     

2020(D)045 Item 2 Declarations of Interest 

To receive disclosures of personal and prejudicial interests from members on matters to be 
considered at the meeting. Officers are required to make a formal declaration about council 
contracts where the employee has a financial interest.  

Note: Members must generally declare a disclosable pecuniary interest which he or she 
has in any item on the Agenda. A Member with a disclosable pecuniary interest may not 
participate in any discussion of the matter at the meeting and must not participate in any 
vote taken on the matter at the meeting. In addition, the Council’s Standing Orders require 
a Member with a disclosable pecuniary interest to leave the room where the meeting is 
held while any discussion or voting takes place.   

None declared 

Town Clerk’s Office, 
Todmorden Community College, 

Burnley Road, Todmorden OL14 7BX 
01706 548135 

townclerk@todmorden-tc.gov.uk 
www.todmorden-tc.gov.uk 
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2020(D)046 Item 3 Public Participation 

To adjourn the meeting to allow members of the public to make representation on the 
business of the agenda for the meeting. 

Note: No resolutions can be under public participation. 

None received. 

2020(D)047 Item 4 Exclusion of Press and Public – Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings Act 
1960) 

To consider and confirm any agenda items that require the exclusion of the Press and 
Public in accordance with the Public Bodies (Admissions to Meetings) Act 1960 for matters 
appertaining to confidential or exempt information. 

Proposed by Cllr Hollis and Seconded by Cllr Coleman-Taylor  Unanimous 

RESOLVED:- 
That the agenda items for the meeting do not require the exclusion of the press and public 
and that they be allowed to remain for the duration of the meeting. 

2020(D)048 Item 5 Consultation for A646 Works Including Pedestrianisation of Bridge St 

To receive a written update. 

The chair explained that the meeting invitation had been opened to all councillors because 
of the nature of the agenda. She said that members who are not part of the Development 
Committee may contribute to the discussion but may not vote. 

The chair welcomed Steven Lee, Assistant Director Strategic Infrastructure, Calderdale 
Council to the meeting.  

1. Mr Lee started his presentation/discussion by saying that copies of the consultation
(two sites - the A58 and the A646) have been available on the Calderdale Council
website for the last six weeks. There have been around 10,000 visits to the website
and several responses. On the website, there is a facility to ‘zero in’ on locations of
interest in the plans. The deadline for comments is Friday,14 February 2020. Members
are welcome to respond either individually or as a council body.

The website address is www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov/ukccip2

Mr Lee said that the additional pedestrian crossings will remove congestion at the
roundabout. He said that the proposals had been based on modelling to identify the best
ways to reduce travel times and to show how the connectivity with pedestrians/cyclists
will work.

2. Mr Lee emphasised that this consultation is a step along the way to finalising the plans
and that nothing will be cast in stone at this stage. As the proposal involves changes to
roads, the Traffic Regulations Order requires that there be a statutory consultation
exercise.

3. Mr Lee explained that the objective of the proposals is to reduce drivers’ journeys by 8%
and bus journeys by 12%.The main features of the A646 proposals are
some additional crossing points, including a ‘tiger crossing’ (which is like a zebra
crossing but has a separate cycle lane). The purpose of the extra crossings is to
discourage pedestrians from crossing the road except by using designated crossings.
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 Some bus stops may be moved. A raised table (flat top speed hump) is proposed for 
 Myrtle Street which will allow pedestrians to cross more easily. There is also proposed 
 a new traffic regime with ‘no entry’ streets and a new ‘puffin crossing’ (push button 
 crossing with the red/green indicators near the button pad) at the top end of the Town 
 Hall. The existing crossing will remain in place. It is also proposed that some form of 
 (working day) pedestrianisation could take place on Bridge Street. There will also be  
 additional parking and bus stops around Castle Hill School. 

 A member said that a crossing is required by Lidl/the Health Centre. Mr Lee explained 
 that ideas such as this can be input to the consultation. 

 Another member said that the shops on Bridge St have been leafletted and have been 
 invited to respond to the consultation. Anecdotal information is that Boots have said that 
 they may relocate to the Health Centre if the proposed pedestrianisation goes ahead. 

4. A member commented that the function of the Rochdale Canal towpath appears to
have changed in the consultation plans from a mixed area to one giving priority to
cyclists. They went on to say that this was not acceptable as the towpath is the only flat
area for walking, especially for people living with disabilities.  If the area is designated
primarily for cyclists they may speed. If it is designated as mixed use; cyclists will then
take care. Part of the towpath (which is managed by a residents’ association) is near
sheltered housing which is the only route for people to walk to the market. Mr Lee said
that the towpath will still be a mixed route although it already forms part of the national
cycling route (this section is Route 66). Discussion took place about the speed limit for
cyclists. One member said that cyclists are asked to slow down although there is no
actual set speed limit.

5. A member requested that the road speed limit from Tipside to Holroyd Rd (where there
Is sheltered housing) be reduced.

6. Another member mentioned that the route from Holroyd Rd through Stansfield Road
had become the ‘Todmorden Bypass’ which is problematic as Victoria Rd (with parked
cars)  and the railway bridge on Holroyd Rd are single track roads. The question was
raised whether the proposals will displace traffic from the centre to this route? Mr Lee
said that this would be included in the modelling but asked if the member could leave
their details so that he could update them.

7. Another member said that they appreciated the welcome attention to the safety of
pedestrians with the additional crossings, however, they are wondering whether this
would reduce the flow of traffic rather than increase it. At the most, journey times would
reduce only by around 3 minutes. Mr Lee confirmed that modelling is used to calculate
the impact of the additional crossings.

8. Another member said that the removal of the traffic lights near the Duke of York pub
could impact seriously on the sight line for the small shops/businesses on Halifax Rd.
This is currently the only sight line between the market and that part of Halifax Rd.
Many visitors coming to Todmorden for the market might not see the shops on Halifax
Rd and they could end up closing.

9. Another member said that there appeared to be no traffic lights outside the B&M shop.
Mr Lee said that he would check that the existing traffic lights are included in the
proposal.

10. A member raised the issue of the timing of this proposal for the pedestrianisation of
Bridge St as there is another plan looking at shopping and the options for Bramsche
Square and it would be better not to spend twice pedestrianizing this area. Mr Lee
clarified the position regarding the ‘£25m funds’ available to Todmorden. He said that
prior to the General Election an announcement was made that the money from the
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 Towns Fund would be available for two towns in Calderdale to bid for (Todmorden and 
 Brighouse). 

 He said that the information about this money is scant and is being drip fed. There will 
 be stringent requirements for bodies administering the fund. The money for the A646  
 proposals is not part of the £25m but is part of a £1.2m West Yorkshire fund. Calderdale 
 has approximately £6m to draw down for the A646 and A58 work. He mentioned that  
 there is a cost benefit analysis approach used (such as a reduction in accidents or  
 saving travelling time (which earns credits which can be added towards the cost benefit  
 analysis). For every £1 spent, £2 must be saved to justify the spend. When the  
 comments have been received from the consultation, the proposals will be refined and  
 the cost benefit analysis will be applied again. If the savings cannot be achieved the  
 proposal will be engineered down. 

 A member mentioned that three councillors are on the Todmorden Civic Pride board and 
 there are proposals create a one-way system in Todmorden, to remodel key parts of the 
 area in question. Concern was expressed that any proposals for pedestrianisation might 
 be premature. 

11.Several members emphasised the health and safety issues caused by the poor state of
many of the pavements in the town centre, including Bridge St. It would be great if
some of the money for the A646 development could be spent improving these.

12.A member asked if there were plans for the A6033? Mr Lee said that this scheme will
be quite different to that for the A646. It will be a safety scheme, which will rationalise
signage, starting from Todmorden and going through to Littleborough. The other part
goes to Hebden Bridge.

13.Mr Lee emphasised that the important consideration with the proposals is not to fetter
the possibility of further plans.

14.Another member, with experience of working for First Group bus services, said that the
journey time between Todmorden and Halifax, which includes 92 bus stops, had
increased since the introduction of the 20 mile an hour speed restriction. He was in
favour of some of the proposals but not the pedestrianisation of Bridge St which he
believes will impede business viability/jobs.

15.The member said that one road where pedestrianisation is badly needed is on Water St
where there are several vacant business units. He was in favour of some of the bus
stops being moved as currently, for example, the 2 bus stops opposite Wellington Rd
sometimes causes a road blockage where two buses stop at the same time on either
side of the road. Mr Lee said that Calderdale Council need to understand members’
ideas. He said that he would note the suggestion for the pedestrianisation of Water St
and the route to Market St.

 A member said that the Development Board had commissioned a survey of the  
 suitability of pedestrianisation in Water St in 2016. This was submitted to Calderdale  
 Council and it was recognised that pedestrianisation would be possible, but it would not 
 be a high priority for attention. Another member said that the Full Council had written to 
 the Calderdale Council to invite proposals for the pedestrianisation of Water St.  

16.The Town Clerk suggested that the minutes to this meeting be circulated for members
to check they are happy with the comments there. The minutes which would then be
submitted to the A646 consultation via Mr Lee. Mr Lee agreed that he would put any
comments (including from the minutes), he receives by 14 February 2020 into the
consultation. He emphasised that this is the first consultation and it will be followed by a
statutory consultation.
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Cllr Potter proposed  Cllr Coleman-Taylor seconded   Unanimous 

RESOLVED:- 
That the minutes from this meeting (including comments about the consultation) would be 
circulated to members for comment before being sent to Mr Lee, on 13 February 2020, for 
inclusion in the A646 consultation.  

Mr Lee continued his presentation/discussion to introduce a very early draft of a concept to 
improve the attractiveness of the area outside the market (a possible event area) and then 
the public area to the North West of this. He issued the visual document to members 
(which he collected later).  

17. Mr Lee outlined the document, starting with:

a. The existing buildings and the potential locations for (potentially 2) additional
buildings.

b. It is suggested that there be a large building adjacent to the Methodist Church, but
it would need to be considered whether this would be appropriate there.

c. He then went on to the next images relating to the ‘stepped mass’ where the scale
and height of the two buildings is shown, with the taller building at the back and the
lower one in front.

d. He then described the ‘development area’ where there could be shops and a
forecourt to the buildings.

e. The next image was the ‘introduction to the 5th façade’ which showed the pitched
roof of the buildings.

f. The building is in two parts to allow a route between to enable connectivity.
g. There was then an artist’s impression of what the site would look like, potentially

with a restaurant, a hotel, retail units, café, residential units and a car park. They
would make sure there would be enough car parking for existing use and the new
development. There are currently 111 parking spaces currently in the area.

18. Mr Lee explained that there was synergy between this concept, the A646 proposals
And other ideas being discussed at the Development Board but that the costs would
be met from different funding streams and working to different timescales.

19. Mr Lee then ran through the early ideas for Bramsche Square and the Rose St site.

a. The first images related to the existing site and how it is currently being used.
b. The next was to outline the public realm and landscape precedents with ideas and

photos of similar sites that have been developed elsewhere. A pedestrian route is
included in the plan.

c. The extent of Bramsche Square was then described, with lines of development
between the Town Hall and the market, the Town hall to the Methodist Church and
the Methodist Church to the market. This triangle includes the important buildings
to be retained.

d. The next images showed how people may perceive the site and the way sunlight
enters the site.

e. The next image was a grid showing the visual connectivity between the linear
routes as far as the canal.

20. The Town Clerk said that that the presentation had been helpful as it shows the bigger
picture including:

• The interconnectivity, including pedestrianisation.
• The design of the public realm.
• If a hotel/residential accommodation is included this will stimulate local businesses.
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• The creation of a public space/entertainment and leisure area are key factors in
increasing the amount of time people spend in the town centre (‘dwell time’).

• Parking – there are different arguments to support short as opposed to long stay
parking.

• If the current A646 pedestrianisation proposal is not supported, the funding for it
with this consultation may be lost as an opportunity.

• That all the plans and consultations need to be joined up.

The chair thanked Mr Lee for his helpful presentation. 

Mr Lee confirmed that in future Town Clerks will be informed about all consultations. 

This part of the meeting was closed at 8.45pm. Mr Lee, Cllrs Carrigan and Skelton, left at 
this point. 
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Todmorden Specific Proposals for CCIP 

Document for Discussion 

Halifax Road from roundabout near Town Hall to Keysike Lane 

This is a small section of the proposed CCIP A646?A6033 route which runs 
through the market town of Todmorden. Since there are no foreseeable plans for 
a by-pass taking through traffic away from the centre of Todmorden, changes 
should not affect Todmorden or residents adversely. Restrictions which benefit 
passing motorists at the expense of the residents and small businesses must be 
detrimental to the development and prosperity of the town, not to mention the health 
and wellbeing of the residents and existing and future businesses. 

The area in question is a very short distance along the route from Halifax to 
Todmorden but successful management of the town's needs and the needs of the 
CCIP is essential for the town and its future. 

There are a number of unavoidable obstacles to a clear run for traffic through 
the town, bus stops, traffic lights and pedestrian crossings. Changing the sites 
of these obstacles will have very small impact on motorists but could impact 
very badly on the town and residents. Proposed changes should take this into 
account. 

The proposals for works within Todmorden are summarised on the consultation 
website as follows with comments open for discussion. 

•Anew controlled pedestrian crossing on Burnley Road: ie traffic lights

Moving from current place from Bus Station to Vet - unspecified positioning. 
Wherever the site it will slow traffic, and possibly impede access for the market 
traders informal unloading. Moving it nearer to the Town Hall will cause difficulties 
to the approach to the mini roundabout 

• Amendments to mini-roundabout

Unspecified. Presumably to make it smaller 

• Traffic islands re-shaped

Presumably to make smaller and less prominent. Does this mean all three on 
Rochdale Road, Burnley Road, Halifax Road? 

Appendix. G.11.b
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proportion of residents over the age of 55 than average in Calderdale and disability 
access rights must be considered. 

•Anew uncontrolled pedestrian crossing (TIGER) on Halifax Road near to
Union St
What is a TIGER crossing?
Does this replace the controlled crossing outside the B&M shop? Will it provide
better access for the Health Centre?

•Anew controlled pedestrian crossing on Halifax Road between Sanworth
Street and Hey Street

What is the purpose of this controlled crossing? Who does it benefit?

•Anew uncontrolled pedestrian crossing (ZEBRA) on Halifax Road into Castle
llill School
• Provide off road parking for approx. 8 cars

Both these measures seem to be sensible but the crossing will cause delays in Halifax 
Road at the beginning and end of the school day 

Conclusions 

There should be careful consideration of the CCIP measures outlined for the part of 
Halifax Road in Todmorden. There is an inevitable clash of interests between passing 
motor traffic and the requirements of a successful small market town and its 
residents. 

Perhaps the impact on the town should take precedent. 
There is much to be said about the concept of 'Do NO Harm' .. 

Five Supporting documents are provided on the website to illustrate these proposals 
and these are appended to this document. 
These plans, along with other information about the CCIP can be viewed online: 

[Name redacted for GDPR]
Feb2020 
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- There was a comment that crossing times should be as generous as possible
- Further to the above [initials redacted for GDPR] suggested that the 

crossings could have crossing time count-down displays to help inform those 
crossing of the time left until lights change 

Parking Enforcement 
- Comment was made that a critical issue now and after the proposed changes

are made will continue to be that of parking enforcement and that there should
be sufficient / more resource to make sure that this is undertaken effectively

Parking provision 
- There was a view expressed that any new parking provision should match

and exceed that already in place.  This should apply in particular for disabled
parking

- Disabled parking bays should be thought about in terms of their space
requirements not only in terms of side access but also from the rear as a good
proportion of drivers with disabilities access their vehicles from the rear

Drop Kerbs 
- Should be considered and installed where-ever possible

Location Specific Comments: 

Mytholmroyd Towpath Access Path 
- Some concern that the location for the canal towpath access path isn’t close 

enough to the town centre.
- There was also a discussion about whether it was acceptable that this new 

path should be a shared use environment for cycles and pedestrians although 
no strong view was given that this wouldn’t be acceptable given that the path 
is due to be 3m in width.

- [Initials redacted for GDPR] had some concern was also raised about the 
sense of security on this route given that there will be 2m high fences on 
either side.  However when the design team shared the fact that this would be 
wire fencing with the ability to maintain longer distance sightlines, [initials 
redacted for GDPR] was reassured. 

Mytholmroyd Centre Replacement Bridge 
- There were questions about the fact that the orientation of the replacement

bridge as compared to an earlier design from an aesthetic perspective,
particularly in relation to the view of the listed main bridge structure.  SR
replied that the plan is for the replacement bridge to have a glass parapet to
view the listed structure

- Discussion on gradients in terms of access to the bridge highlighted the
difficulty of access from the southern bank by the café.  All understood that
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CIP Consultation – Disability Access Forum - 06.01.20 

Attendees: Mohammed Shah (MS), Steve Reay (SR), [Names redacted for GDPR]

General Comments: 

Crossings 



the project team will do what they can to make it accessible at the same time 
as knowing that the space available is sub-optimal in terms of full Equalities 
Act compliant provision 

Heptonstall Road 
- Attendees were in agreement that the proposal to widen the footway outside

the Fox and Goose was welcome
- There was a comment that works previously done at the above same location

effectively removed step access to the pub – this should be maintained with
any changes

- There was a question about whether the footway would be widened up a
continued length of Heptonstall Road – SR and MS stated that this wouldn’t
be possible as this was outside of the corridor area that the programme must
focus upon but that the widening would be taken up as significant a length as
possible

- Discussion on the provision for cyclists
o Understood that the cyclists left turn from Heptonstall Road to the A646

was acceptable due to the configuration of the suggested lights
phasing

o Discussion about whether the crossing being cycling accessible was
necessary.  This was cross referenced with the favourable view on this
arrangement as expressed by the Cycle Forum vs. a view from some
present that it wouldn’t be used.  Generally there wasn’t a strong
feeling for or against from most present

Stubbing Holme Car Parking Provision / Burnley Road Parking removal 
- There was a concern expressed by [initials redacted for GDPR] that the 

programme realities of the CIP vs EA flood-works programmes could mean 
that there would be a period when the amount of parking in the town could be 
reduced without any recompense from the Stubbing Holme provision

- There was concern that the removal of the parking from Burnley Road would 
mean that commuters increasingly park in residential areas 

Crown Street 
- There was a suggestion that the St Georges Square end could be

pedestrianised.  MS explained that in sensitivity to the potential loss of
disabled parking this was not taken forward but the other changes in the area
were such that if a future decision was made to make this change it would be
easier than it is at present

Commercial Street 
- The footway on Burnley Road will be made wider at the crossing point and 

right turns from Burnley Road into commercial street would be banned.
- An informal crossing arrangement is proposed at this point
- There was a discussion about how appropriate this is as an informal 

arrangement vs. more formal.  There was some is agreement between 
attendees here with [initials redacted for GDPR] asserting that it would be a 
big improvement

- There would be an improvement in the levelling of the footway either side of 
this junction head 

Birchcliffe Avenue 
- There was a concern about the width of the new junction head here and that

those crossing would have a significant distance to cross.  Drop kerbs would
be essential for installation at the junction mouth here

173



Lees Yard 
- There was a concern expressed about the ability for those with disabilities to

be able to use the footway on the south side of the junction here between
Lees Yard and Commercial Street.  MS and SR stated that this had been
looked at but it would be very difficult to make any changes here

Burnley Road 
- [Initials redacted for GDPR] mentioned that the bus stop outside station road 

is not accessible and that disabled people, wheelchair users in particular, 
cannot access and alight from buses here due to the width of the footway

- There was support expressed for the idea that parking restrictions/removal 
would provide benefit for disabled users of the pavement in removing the 
pavement parking issue on this stretch

- Further to the above this change would help in the ability to clear leaf litter –
an issue for visually impaired pedestrians – [initials redacted for GDPR] 

ACTIONS: 
HBDAF and ACDAF to share the consultation opportunity via their Facebook page 
[initials redacted for GDPR] to share information on Accessible Print and 
Presentation 
Project team to share the PDFs with [initials redacted for GDPR] in order that they 
can be shared with Forum members (PDFs can better for those with visual 
impairments 
[Initials redacted for GDPR] to engage [name redacted for GDPR] to provide audit 
support for the wider scheme area given the focus of this session on Hebden 
Bridge and Mytholmroyd 
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Burnley Road outside Town Hall and links to the station. 
 
Neither route to and from the station is fully accessible. Gradients are too steep on roads 
and footpaths. Because of this there is a need to ensure the bus stop is accessible, there 
are accessible taxi drop off points, accessible drop off points for car users. One member 
has pointed out that there is a legal obligation to provide an accessible route to and from 
the station to the town centre, and to provide a level or ramp access. The proposal to use steps 
as a main access route is not acceptable. 
 
Main Pedestrian route via steps: this route goes from outside station, crossing road at 
dropped kerb and onto pavement on right side descending on Station Parade. This leads 
to two flights of steps to cobbled sloping area beside Wetherspoons. After Wetherspoons,  
the pavement is inaccessible on right side due to parked cars. Pedestrian is forced to walk 
onto road after cobbled area and either onto narrow pavement on left side of Burnley road 
descending or in front of St Mary’s Church. Currently the way to cross Burnley road is by 
the refuges approaching the mini roundabout. There are two lanes of traffic on left side 
when approaching roundabout. 
 
Main issues: Pavements too narrow for full accessibility; sloping gradients too steep on 
Station parade. Steps are inaccessible for wheelchair users. Width to steps is too narrow 
to add a wheelchair platform lift. Gradient of slope is too steep outside Wetherspoons. 
Cobbles is an unsuitable surface to walk on. Pavement runs out after cobbles and leads 
directly onto the road. Nearest crossing point on Burnley Road are refuges by the mini 
roundabout. This too is not an accessible crossing. 
 
Suggested improvements: Widen pavements where possible; steps could be improved 
making them even spaced, no broken edges, yellow lines and tactile edges on each step: 
a continuous round handrail for good grip to cover all steps and including quarter landing 
and to extend horizontally at top and bottom as now. Then from the bottom of steps a non 
slip porous material path from steps through cobbles at least 900mm to 1000mm wide to 
join pavement on right side descending. Ban parking that obstructs pavement on right side 
descending. Widen pavement on Burnley road. Direct people to cross the Burnley road at 
the viaduct Pelican crossing. 
 
Alternative pedestrian route and cycle route from station: From station follow pave-
ment, left side descending. This leads to the road and no pavement. You then walk in front 
of parked cars down left side of road, on to a very narrow piece of road, no pavement at 
bend in road opposite Wetherspoons beer garden. These lead onto a dropped kerb and 
pavement at the bottom. This is a paved refuge and is not bad. It leads to another dropped 
kerb where you can cross another road and then down a steeply sloping path to Burnley 
road.  
 
Main issues: Pavements too narrow. No pavements at all on parts of the route. Gradients 
too steep for manual wheelchairs or people with disabilities walking on foot. 
Conclusion: This route is for fit and able adults only who can keep an eye out for all traffic 
including cyclists. It is not ideal for anyone with an impairment, or with young children. It 
may be taken by people who need to wheel luggage at their own risk. Please note: People 
using motorised mobility scooters and/or powered wheelchairs can manage this route and 
gradient. However, it still does not solve the problem of the narrowness of the path and the 
road, especially where there is no footpath. 
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Crossings on Burnley Road:  
1) The pelican crossing next to the viaduct on Burnley road is the only accessible crossing. 
Main issue: The timing of the crossing is too short and does not allow elderly and visually 
impaired people to cross in time. The beeper on pelican crossings lasts for 6.8 seconds. 
Time needs to extend to allow visually impaired people to cross and continue to feel safe 
accompanied by the beeper so they know they are safely across with it still sounding. 
 
2) The other crossing on Burnley road is at the mini roundabout where there is refuge to 
wait in the middle. It is not an accessible crossing.  On one side you need to cross two 
lanes of traffic; and also have the added danger of cars coming out from the junction be-
hind you.  It was hard to understand the plans. I think the road is to have two mini rounda-
bouts here. This is likely to make it even harder for pedestrians who are coming down the 
main pedestrian route. 
 
3) There is another crossing indicated on the plans on the far side of the Town Hall. No 
crossing exists here at present. If a crossing is to be put here, it may work as long as it is 
not too close to the viaduct crossing. Also you would still need a safe way to get to it from 
the main pedestrian route. 
 
 
Commercial Suggestions: This may not be part of the infrastructure project: To cater for 
those who cannot access the station on feet or in wheelchairs, provision of a regular shut-
tle electric bus service to the station from the town centre and other places around the 
town. Also encourage a reasonably priced taxi service. Taxi and bus stop could be sta-
tioned in town centre outside the Methodist Church where there is a taxi drop off point.  
At the station, move the bus stop for the shuttle service to the drop off point in the car park. 
Make this also a taxi drop off point. This area wider and is level compared to slope outside 
station where current bus stop is. This may also help the long term plan of reduction in use 
of the private petrol and diesel car and encourage use of a reliable, cheap alternative. It 
would also fit in with the long term plan for lifts for both platforms at the station. 
 
Final suggestion for Burnley Road: Drop off point and two or three disabled parking 
bays created on left side of road when approaching the Town Hall. This would enable peo-
ple with disabilities to be able to access the market and the Town Hall more easily. This 
would only happen if the outside market was in a different place on Bramsche Square. 
Also it must not interfere with any new crossing at that end of the Town Hall. 
 
_________________________________________ 
 
Plan two: Halifax Road from corner of Halifax Road opposite Roomfield Baptist Church to 
B and M and the Working Man’s Social Club; and then to the Town Hall. 
 
Crossings: on Halifax Road:  
General comments about crossing Halifax Road: At present on the Halifax Road there are 
no safe accessible crossing points from Callis Bridge until the Pelican crossing outside B 
and Ms.  
 
Today we started at the crossing on the corner of Halifax Road opposite Roomfield Baptist 
Church. 
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1) At the corner of Halifax Road, there is a refuge to cross at. This is a dangerous and fast 
corner and not easy to cross.  
 
2.) Crossing point outside Two Islands photography with drop tactile kerb. Not suitable for 
visually impaired or wheelchair users to cross at this point. Although the road narrows, 
there is no refuge and cars come fast around the corner. 
 
3.) New puffin crossing is welcome as on the plan, opposite a back door to the Hippo-
drome. (Puffin crossing means that the sensor will be able to sense whether the person 
has got across the crossing before light turns green for the traffic.)  We would welcome a 
beeping noise to enable the visually impaired feel safe to cross and to last until the person 
is safely across. Please also can we add the spinning tumbler. This is a little tumbler used by 
people with visual impairment. It is under the case holding the button which spins when the it is 
safe to cross. This is a safety feature for people unable to see the green man.  This new crossing 
will give access to the Health Centre and to Lidl and on the other side of the road, to the 
Factory shop and to the Hippodrome. 
 
4.) The pelican crossing is well used outside B and M. From the plans, we think this is to 
be retained. 
 
5.) Tiger crossing outside Todmorden Funeral Service. This is potentially a good place to 
move the crossing as it will give access both to Bramsche square and to the canal. The 
note of caution with Tiger crossing is please ensure that the cyclists are separated from 
the pedestrians. People cannot always hear or see cyclists coming up behind them and 
when they ride fast and abreast, it can be difficult for pedestrians to get out of the way. 
 
6.) Zebra crossing outside the Bookies: We consider that this may be a potentially danger-
ous crossing as car drivers coming round Town Hall from Burnley Road may not see the 
person in the middle of crossing in time to stop. As it is now it is relatively safe to cross at 
the roundabout at the Town Hall because of the refuge. It is not fully accessible.  However, 
the person crossing can stop at refuge to ensure the driver has seen them and will stop. 
Both car drivers and pedestrians in the group agree to this point.  There is a similar cross-
ing in Rochdale where this is a problem especially for those unfamiliar with the area. I am 
not sure what the solution is to make it more accessible as it is now possible only for those 
with good mobility and vision. 
 
Comments and suggestions about crossings:  
Drop kerbs with tactile surfaces need to be less steep. Tactile surfaces and are not neces-
sary in places where it is unsafe for a visually impaired person to cross. Please consider 
small bobbles or different tactile ridged surface, as people with small and arthritic feet find 
the bobbles too big and uncomfortable to walk on. Use of contrasting colours is good for 
all. 
 
 
Pavements, steps and bus stops on Halifax Road:  
 
1) Pavement on corner of Halifax Road opposite Roomfield Baptist Church-left side when 
facing towards town centre: Width would be suitable except the pavement lowers outside 
the old pub and the bollards restrict passage. Also there is parking on pavement outside 
houses. 
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2.) Pavement next to Lidl: Sufficiently wide pavement outside Lidl until bus stop and lamp 
post in middle of pavement. This acts as an obstacle and a hazard for both wheelchair us-
ers and visually impaired. 
 
3.) Steps into Lidl: this is a blind exit onto pavement from Lidl. People can’t see pedestri-
ans on pavement as they come down the steps. There are no tactile edges or level strips 
on edges of steps.  
 
4.) On opposite side of the road we agreed that the pavement outside the Hippodrome is 
wide and flat and reasonable, all the way to the Factory Shop and beyond in one direction 
and up to Roomfield Street in the other. 
 
5.) Pavement outside Health Centre narrows considerably as we approached B and M. 
Too narrow for wheelchair users to pass safely.  
 
6.) After B and M, the pavement narrows again outside the Social Club. Too narrow to be 
acceptably safe for wheelchair. People have to step into the road when passing each 
other.  
 
 
Pavement towards town centre on left side of road facing town hall: there is a relatively 
wide stretch. However very uneven and bumpy surfaces. Camber of pavement too steep 
in places. The opposite side of the road is flatter and easier to walk on at that point. 
 
Suggestions and recommendations about pavements: where possible widen pave-
ments 1.8m width is recommended for two wheelchair users to pass. Outside the social 
club on one side and Roomfield court on the other it is hard to see how this can be wid-
ened as all the highway  is narrow at this point. We discussed making an accessible route 
from the Health Centre, across the Puffin crossing or the Pelican crossing at B and M and 
then into Roomfield Street, and between Roomfield House and Roomfield Court. The 
pavements on Roomfield Street would need to be improved and widened as well as the 
path between Roomfield House and Roomfield court. Non slip resin porous material might 
be useful on footpaths to improve all the broken flags, kerb edges, bumpy tarmac etc. 
Roomfield Street is one way so the road could perhaps be made narrower.  
 
Bus stops:  
The bus stop outside Lidl is a hazard on the pavement. 
There is a bus stop on the very narrow part of the pavement outside the Social club. 
Equally the pavement is narrow on the opposite side of the road where there is also a bus 
stop.  
 
Suggestions about bus stops: Ideally the bus stops need to be on  widest pavements. the 
sign needs to be near the edge of the pavement and not in the middle. Seating would be 
appreciated near by if there is sufficient space on pavement. A bench with arms and a 
back with seat height at 18inches from the ground and space next to it for a wheelchair. 
 
 
Side roads leading into Halifax Road: 
 
1) Road junction to Lidl: Not safe to cross for wheelchair users and visually impaired. Po-
tentially three lanes of traffic. Visibility restricted for car drivers turning out of Lidl and so 
they pull too far forward onto the area where pedestrians are trying to cross. Although the 
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way for pedestrians is level, there are no tactile edges of kerb for the visually impaired and 
no signs to say give way to pedestrians. 
 
2.) The unadopted road to the Health Centre needs improvement. Pavements are too nar-
row into the car park, vans and cars also obstruct the pavement. There is a lamppost on 
pavement that needs to be resited nearer to wall of Health Centre car park as it obstructs 
the way and visibility for car drivers. The curved edges of the road and drop kerbs are too 
steep. 
 
3.) Road into B and M: dangerous junction for any pedestrian to cross, The pavement 
needs to be wider on Halifax Road and proper pavement on both sides of the junction. On 
Halifax Road it needs to be a wider curve, less steep drop kerb, wider pavement both 
sides of junction. If possible the pedestrians need to be directed to cross on a narrower 
part of the road. Because it is an entrance to two car parks, cars can be coming from three 
different directions, plus moving around the car parks themselves. 
 
Comments and suggestions about road junctions: 
Road junctions need to have sufficient pavements to be able to cross acceptably safely 
and at a narrow part of the side road. Good visibility needed for both car drivers and pe-
destrians with fewer obstructions. Make it clear that pedestrians have the right of way at 
junctions  with clear road markings and signage for the benefit of both pedestrians and motorists. 
However not too many signs to cause confusion or less visibility. 
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Appendix. G.14. 
 
From a cycling perspective, I'd like to see more speed cameras situated along 
Burnley road interspersed strategically between king cross and 
Todmorden.  Particularly in the built up areas where parked vehicles force cyclists 
into the centre of the road which poses a hazard to cyclists and pedestrians alike. 
Many accidents as we all know are caused by speeding traffic. Also, speed cameras 
would help moderate traffic flow through the valley. Often speeding vehicles cause a 
"caterpillar" effect causing traffic severe congestion and associated pollution in our 
towns. 
 
A consideration for bicycle sensors at traffic lights would be very helpful. 
 
I anticipated that at least one mobility hub would be present in hebden bridge and/or 
mytholmroyd, and was disappointed to see that there wasn't one planned. Forward 
thinking infrastructure for cyclists would improve tourism throughout the valley and 
this should be taken into consideration. Gentrification of mytholmroyd/hebden bridge 
appears short sighted in its planning for public transport, with many trains recently no 
longer stopping at mytholmroyd station at all. 
 
Ideally, I'd like to see more signposting for the Greenway and canal towpath access 
points (such as the bridges linking Burnley road to the canal towpath/ Greenway) to 
be included in the improvements. Once the signs are in place and use of the 
Greenway/towpath increases, perhaps the council could find the budget and will to 
improve the quality of the Greenway/towpath - specifically the greenway section 
between the end of caldene avenue and hebden bridge train station, behind walkleys 
cloggs. 
 
Perhaps a "ride through" could be arranged with the consultants involved with the 
corridor improvements to highlight the cyclist/walkers perspective and concerns. The 
attendance of these consultations have been understandably low due to the time of 
year. Publication of these consultations could perhaps be better (see hitchhiker's 
guide to the galaxy, chapter 1). 
 
Like the rest of us I have travelled across the UK over the years and can confidently 
state that the quality and care of footpaths and cycle routes speaks volumes about a 
place, and makes an enormous difference to its desirability as a place to live or visit, 
with a direct connection to the prosperity of the success of the local economy. The 
prevailing obsession with the car being the beneficiary of these improvements must 
be challenged, if not by you Tom then perhaps via other methods such as raising a 
petition. 
 
In an increasingly competitive country, particularly in light of global economic 
uncertainty, not to mention the uncertainty surrounding Brexit, simple things like 
laying a few hundred yards of tarmac in the right places can make a huge impact in 
the long term to the success of calderdale as a viable economy. Even more so in 
light of the strong possibility of yet another crisis in the middle East, leading to an 
inevitable oil price crisis. The day may well arrive, very likely sooner rather than later, 
when tourism is our only growth sector (if it already isn't the case). 
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Sorry for the soap boxing but I'm trying to drive home what I believe is a very valid 
point, from a global, national and regional point of view. Cycling and walking 
infrastructure should be equal, if not a higher priority than the motor vehicle. 
Unfortunately I'm getting the impression from these plans that it isn't. 
 
____________________________________ 
 
CIP comments 
 
Regarding the removal of the pedestrian crossing and installation of the Tiger 
crossing by Union St.  
 
At the public viewing, the consultant said that this was to ease cyclists wanting to go 
from the river path (that runs between the market and the Shell garage) and the 
newly upgraded canal path. 
 
Firstly - where are these cyclists and why are they doing this? I don’t remember ever 
seeing a cyclist on that river path…  
 
Let’s start by talking about cyclists who want to use this new crossing from north to 
south of the street - going form the Market to the canal… 
Currently, if you’re coming from the north (Lydgate) or the south (Walsden) it’s easier 
from both directions to get on to the canal by the bridge by Tod Library… If you’re 
coming from the east (Hebden) then it’s easier to get on to the canal by the Shell 
garage/Key Sike Lane - and because the river path and the canal run parallel, it’s 
odd that anyone would want to go from one to the other. With the new plan, the 
cyclist would come off the river path, cross the open, grassy area by the market 
(which would be great for a town-centre pump track, by the way…) and then be on 
Myrtle St. They then need to cross Myrtle St and ride up the pavement to get to the 
Tiger crossing. Cross the road and then they can turn down Union St to get to the 
canal. Simple (apart from crossing what will now be the only road in or out of the 
market, and the bit about riding on a pavement…) 
 
Now, going from south to north - so from the canal to the market - something that I 
can see cyclists wanting to do (cyclists love pies and the market has pies)  
Currently the cyclists would come off the canal at Union St, head across the car 
park, turn left for 20m and cross at the pedestrian crossing.  
With the new plan, the cyclists would come off the canal, head down Union St - now 
they have to cross to the other/east side of Union St, ride down the pavement for 
15m or so (which was illegal the last time I looked) and then use the new Tiger 
crossing. Which then deposits them on the pavement on the other side of the road, 
opposite a bench and a hedge. They now either have to turn right (on the pavement) 
to get to the market access road on Myrtle St - or they ride on the pavement to get to 
the flower basket ‘Bramsche Place’ pedestrian pavement that cuts through to the 
market.  
 
Not great. My points being - I don’t see many cyclists wanting to go from that river 
path to the canal full stop. If they wanted to go on the canal, they’d head east down 
the path to the Shell garage and cross on the blind corner between River St and Key 
Sike Lane (How about a crossing there instead?) or they’d appear by the market and 
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ride to the library, crossing the traffic there (how about a crossing there too?). And 
for cyclists wanting to cross to the market from the canal, they can currently go 20m 
and press the button the existing pedestrian crossing. Doing away with a traffic light 
crossing and relying on car drivers to stop is less great.  
 
I’m also concerned that the plan calls for doing away with the cobbled median bit 
outside the town hall. Unless there’s an actual kerbed roundabout, it’s going to 
encourage a lot of corner cutting by drivers wanting to go east from Rochdale Road 
to Halifax road - and as a cyclist who uses that roundabout daily, I can see that 
leading to higher speeds (which is what the plan is all about, I know) on dangerous 
junctions.  
 
Other points. The pedestrianising of Bridge St is going to mean that the only access 
to the market is through Myrtle St. So the little old ladies who get a (diesel) taxi to get 
their pension will now go in through Myrtle St and do a whole tour of the market to 
get in front of the post office.  
 
I didn’t see any mention of the electric car chargers that the Market traders have 
been lobbying for.  
 
Moving down the valley. Hebden looks OK. Though - going from Station road 
towards Hebden… will the very narrow kerb on the left hand (south west) side of the 
road be widened? Although everyone’s probably encouraged to cross at the 
crossing, by the time you’ve realised that the pavement narrows to nothing, you’re 
already past the crossing and would have to back track to use it. 
 
Good luck with removing parking on Burnley road between Hebden and 
Mytholmroyd… :-) 
Regarding that, it talks of a shared footway on the north side and a ‘mandatory’ cycle 
lane on the south. I don’t believe that any cycle lanes are mandatory. 
“Section 63 
Cycle lanes are marked by a white line (which may be broken) and are found 
alongside the carriageway. Although not compulsory, you should use the lanes 
whenever practical as they can make your journey safer. If you need to leave the 
cycle lane, always check that it is safe to do so and signal to other road users.” 
 
I don’t see why any cyclists wouldn’t use the lane, but it’s interesting that the 
language of the consultation appears to get this wrong - in the same way that it’s 
suggesting cyclists ride on the pavement to cross in the middle of Todmorden. 
 
So, overall, from me, as a local business owner, cyclist and electric car owner…  
 
There’s very little planning for cyclists (which I appreciate isn’t the aim of the 
consultation, but…) and what there is doesn’t appear to fulfil any actual demand. 
What has been planned will lead to more cyclist/pedestrian clashes without making 
life any easier for cyclists. I’d suggest that the consultants get on their bikes and 
actually ride though what they have planned…  
 
____________________________________ 
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R.e. Rishworth My only comment in addition to the ones already made is about the 
section in Rishworth. This is the only stretch of the A58 that is wide - as a cyclist it 
offers a certain level of protection from the traffic that is not afforded elsewhere due 
to the narrownest of the road. The proposals show the this would change to allow 
parking for the school, pushing cyclists back into a narrow road again. A wide road 
also means motor vehicles can safely pass cyclists in this section unlike elsewhere 
on the A58. 
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Technical Note 

Project: Calderdale Corridors 

Subject: Commentary on cycling and walking perspective 

Client: WYCA Version: Version 1 

Project No: 3759 Author: [Name redacted for GDPR}

Date: 20/01/20 Approved: Name redacted for GDPR}

1 Introduction 

1.1 Status of Comments 

1.1.1 I am sending these comments primarily as a local resident and cyclist, a member of Calderdale 
CTC and Condor Road Club. However, I am also the Infrastructure Advisor to British Cycling and 
author of the DfT Local Transport Note 2-08 Cycle Infrastructure Design (and its update to be 
published in March), DfT Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan guidance, Highways 
England CD 195 DMRB (Cycle Traffic and the Strategic Road Network) and the Welsh Active 
Travel Design Guidance. I am currently advising WYCA on local guidance to be adopted for TCF 
funded projects. 

1.2 General Comments 

1.2.1 The Department for Transport is hoping to strengthen its guidance relating to walking and 
cycling to ensure that funding is only given to projects (including general highway improvement 
schemes) that cater adequately for these modes. 

1.2.2 Local Transport Note 2-08 specifically states that conversion of existing footways for shared use 
by cyclists and pedestrians should be regarded as a last resort, and it has also withdrawn Local 
Transport Note 1-12 on Shared Use surfaces because of opposition, particularly by 
representatives of the blind and visually impaired. 

1.2.3 The forthcoming guidance (LTN 1-20), written in the light of a recent DfT pedestrian and cyclist 
safety review, reiterates this position. Furthermore, shared use footways that offer no priority 
over side roads are hazardous to all pedestrians and cyclists, and for cyclists they offer a lower 
level of service than the adjacent carriageway, and are therefore rarely used. I would suggest all 
such proposals be removed from the corridor plans and replaced with appropriate measures 
such as stepped cycle tracks or light segregation. 

Appendix. G.15.
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1.3 Extracts from Updates to LTN 2-08 

1.3.1 The following extracts illustrate some of the ideas included in the forthcoming DfT guidance 
about how to design for cycling. 

1.3.2 Key Principle: Cycle traffic has its own characteristics that are distinct from motor traffic 
and pedestrian traffic. These should be recognised and incorporated from the outset of 
the planning and design process. There are five fundamental design principles for all 
cycling infrastructure that will ensure that it is accessible to all. 

Table 4-2: Appropriate Protection from Motor Traffic on Highways1 

 

1 These figures are derived from guidance (table 5.2 and 5.3) in Design Manual for Bicycle Traffic, CROW Record 28, 
2016 and London Cycling Design Standards, Chapter 2, TfL 2016 and the Urban Bikeway Design Guide, NACTO, 2012. 
The numbers are based on the frequency of interactions between opposing vehicles at different speed/flow 
permutations and user satisfaction surveys (in the research for CROW and TfL design guides) which helped to define 
the points at which people feel uncomfortable sharing the carriageway. 
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Table 5.2: Cycle lane and track widths 

Cycle Route Type Direction 
Peak hour cycle flow 
(either 1-way or 2-way 
depending on Cycle 

Route Type) 

Desirable 
Minimum 

Width* 

Absolute 
minimum 

at 
constraints 

Protected space for 
cycling (including light 
segregation, stepped 
cycle track, kerbed 
cycle track) 

 <200 2.0m 1.5m 
1 way 200-800 2.2m 2.0m 

 >800 2.5m 2.0m 
 <300 2.5m 2.0m 

2 way >300-1000 3.0m 2.5m 
 >1000 4.0m 3.0m 

Cycle Lane 1 way All – cyclists able to use 
carriageway to overtake 2.0m 1.3m 

*based on an assumption that the saturation flow of cyclists is 1 cyclist per second per metre of 
lane width (TfL calculations for use in VISSIM) but for user comfort a lower density is generally 
desirable  

Key Principle: It is essential that the needs of cyclists are taken into account in 
the design of all new and improved junctions, not just those on designated cycle 
routes, and that crossings are provided where cycle routes continue across busy 
highways. Safety is vital, but junctions and crossings should also enable cyclists to 
negotiate them without undue delay or deviation and in comfort. Junctions should 
be designed to enable cycle movements in all permitted directions. 

Crossing Facility Selection 
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Table 10-3: Design Parameters for Signalised Crossings 
Parameter Value Notes 
Acceleration 0.5 m/s2 < 3% uphill gradient 
 0.4 m/s2 ≥ 3% uphill gradient 
Design speed 20 kph < 3% uphill gradient 
 15 kph ≥ 3% uphill gradient 
Length of cycle 2.8m Cycle Design Vehicle 

 

1.3.3 The minimum duration of the stage at crossings should be sufficient to enable a cyclist to clear 
the crossing when setting off from rest. 

Table 10-4: Minimum Stage Lengths (Green plus Intergreen) at Signalised Crossings 

Crossing 
Distance (m) 

Uphill gradient of 
3% or more 

Flat, downhill or 
uphill gradient of 
less than 3% 

Total minimum 
(green+intergreen) 
period (seconds) 

Total minimum 
(green+intergreen) 
period (seconds) 

≤25 12 12 
26-29 13 12 
30-33 14 12 
34-38 15 13 
39-42 16 14 

 

Table 10-5: Intergreens at signals accommodating cycle traffic 
Difference in distance 
to conflict point from 
closing cycle phase 
and opening traffic 
phase (AB minus BC 
on Figure 10.11) 

Uphill gradient of 3% 
or more 

Flat, downhill or 
uphill gradient of less 
than 3% 

1-3 5 5 
4 6 5 
5-9 6 6 
10-14 8 7 
15 8 8 
16-18 9 8 
19-21 10 9 
22-23 11 9 
24-27 11 10 
28-33 13 11 
34-36 14 12 
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1.3.4 Figure 10.11 shows how the difference in distance to the conflict point (B) from the closing cycle 
phase and the opening traffic phase is measured, as the distance AB minus the distance BC. 

Figure 10.11 – Distances to Potential Conflict Point 
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2 Bull Green to King Cross 

2.1.1 The proposed shared-use footways in this scheme will reduce the quality of provision for cyclists 
and pedestrians. It is difficult to understand any benefits from these proposals other than getting 
cyclists off the carriageway presumably for the benefit of motor traffic. 

2.1.2 I cannot imagine any existing cyclists would decide to use these facilities, but nor would they 
benefit novice cyclists who would be faced with additional crossings of the main road and 
numerous side road crossings to negotiate. In addition there would also be potentially 
hazardous interactions between pedestrians and cyclists. A potential alternative arrangement 
for a stepped cycle track and side road crossings as used on Leeds-Bradford route is illustrated 
below. 

 

2.1.3 The use of staggered pedestrian crossings is inconvenient and inaccessible to cyclists using non-
standard machines. It is not apparent why a staggered crossing is required as there is not a 
capacity issue at this location (Drawing 00002). 

2.1.4 Toucan crossing alignment opposite Parkinson Lane is inconvenient. Alternative arrangements 
such as on Leeds-Bradford cycle route should be used. Due to difference in speed a cyclist can 
cross in one stage even if a two-stage crossing is needed for pedestrians. 
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Parallel signalised pedestrian and cycle crossing, Norwich 

 

Single stage for cycles, stagger for pedestrians. Leeds-Bradford route. 
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2.1.5 The bus stop in the vicinity of Calderdale College is particularly busy and there is potential for 
cyclist/pedestrian conflict where groups of students congregate. A full bus-stop bypass should 
be considered for this location. 

2.1.6 It is not clear how cyclists are intended to enter/leave the facility at Bull Green. How would they 
make the onward journey to the town centre?  

3 King Cross to Bolton Brow 

3.1.1 Cyclists or pedestrians wishing to turn right from Skircoat Moor Road towards King Cross Centre 
have a very indirect route. The staggered crossings will be inaccessible to some users. There is 
no provision such as advanced stop lines for cyclists who wish to remain on the carriageway. It 
is not clear how a cyclist travelling towards Skircoat Moor would safely cross three lanes of traffic 
to rejoin the carriageway to proceed towards the moor. 

3.1.2 The advisory cycle lanes adjacent to parked vehicles do not offer any protection from moving 
traffic, there are safer alternative arrangements such as illustrated below. Due to the steep 
gradient, cyclists travelling towards Halifax have the greatest speed differential with traffic and 
need more protection than those travelling downhill. Cycle lanes would therefore be more 
appropriate for the downhill sections, with cycle tracks on the uphill side. 

 

3.1.3 There are no proposals to protect cyclists or pedestrians at the junction of Bolton Brow, 
Rochdale Road, Pye Nest Road which is particularly hazardous for anybody wishing to turn right 
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from Bolton Brow into Pye Nest, and for some pedestrian movements due to the volume of 
traffic. There are no pedestrian crossings to improve access to bus stops and to Crow Wood Park. 

4 Sowerby Bridge East 

4.1.1 Check signal staging (not provided) to see whether the crossing actually needs to be staggered. 
No cycle facilities proposed even though this is a difficult junction to turn right into Wakefield 
Road due to gradient and speed/volume of traffic. Advanced stop lines could be considered. 

5 Sowerby Bridge Centre 

5.1.1 No cycle facilities proposed but masterplan appears to show low speed street with centre lines 
removed etc. 

6 Sowerby Bridge West 

6.1.1 One-way system is less convenient for cyclists and potentially higher speed traffic, cycle 
contraflow could be considered. With 20mph limit and low volumes of traffic the contraflow 
need not necessarily be fully segregated. 

7 Kebroyd 

7.1.1 Toucan welcome, but ensure there is protected merge/diverge to/from carriageway. 

8 Ripponden 

8.1.1 Staggered pedestrian crossing of Elland Road. If the carriageway is to be narrowed to provide 
the stagger, why not instead narrow it so that a single stage crossing can be installed? There is 
already limited flare at this junction (stacking space for about 2 vehicles) so it is unlikely to 
impact greatly on capacity particularly as the crossing would only be triggered on demand from 
pedestrians. This would save on maintenance (fewer signal heads and guardrails) and enable the 
sub-standard footways to be widened. 

9 Rishworth 

9.1.1 Puffin pedestrian crossing welcomed. Given that this is a secondary school should it be a toucan 
to help facilitate cycling to school? 
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10 Hebden Bridge - Centre  

10.1.1 Tanpits and Albert St. No cycle facilities proposed. Suggest advanced stop lines to aid right turn 
into Albert St. 

10.1.2 Commercial St and Station Road. Puffin crossing shown will need to be upgraded to a toucan if 
a two-way cycle track along Burnley Rd is being proposed. 

10.1.3 Market St. Suggest centre line removal along this section when parking is removed. 

10.1.4 Bridge Lanes and Heptonstall Road. Parking restrictions are required on Heptonstall Road to 
make this proposal work. It is not clear how servicing deliveries to the Fox and goose PH will be 
accommodated. I suggest checking peak-time queue lengths out of Heptonstall Road. These 
have reduced since the junction was upgraded from fixed time signals but can still be excessive 
and problematic, in part due to parking on Heptonstall road which affects operation of the 
junction. 

10.1.5 Central one-way circulation. We would welcome 2-way cycling on all 20mph streets as is 
common in every other European country. Routing through-traffic up Crown st will have a 
detrimental effect on businesses and will potentially lead to blocking back into New road 
because there are frequently delays as people manoeuvre into parking spaces. 

11 Hebden Bridge – Burnley Road 

11.1.1 Mandatory westbound cycle lane. Welcome – can it be protected with light segregation. Shared 
footway Eastbound. Not needed, there is already canal towpath and Calder Valley cycleway for 
vulnerable users. An on-road cycle lane or stepped cycle track to replace the car parking would 
be better for the many sports cyclists that use this route. Potential alternative arrangement of 
stepped cycle path and light segregation illustrated below. 
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Illustration of potential stepped cycle track, light segregation techniques. 

12 Luddenden Foot 

12.1.1 Puffin crossing. Welcome, especially if it helps reduce parking in this vicinity at school times. 

13 Sowerby Bridge North 

13.1.1 Water Hill Lane and Blackwell Lane one-way system. Would appreciate an ‘Except Cycles’ 
regulation to permit two-way access to these roads. Water Hill Lane involves a longer and 
steeper route for uphill cyclists. 

14 Todmorden 

14.1.1 New/Upgraded crossings. Welcome but obviously parallel crossings require protected access 
between the carriageway and crossing waiting areas. 
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Comments on CIP

Appendix. G.16.
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Mytholmroyd – New Road Bridge; 
Provision for cyclists and pedestrian crossings

• What is the proposed provision/ route for cyclists over the 
bridge?  

The proposed footbridge would provide two pedestrian routes, 
but are unsuitable for sharing with cyclists, who would end up 
among the cars on this narrow carriageway, inevitably slowing 
the car journey times. Would it be possible to convert the 
existing path on the west side/ northbound route into a cycleway 
for cyclists crossing into Mytholmroyd centre, and direct 
pedestrians exclusively onto the new footbridge? This would 
alleviate delays and potential conflict on this pinch-point (which 
is a popular route for cyclists heading up/down Cragg Vale or 
coming from/to the Calder Valley Cycleway/ Pennine Cycleway, 
or going to/ from the station)

• What is the proposed provision/ route for pedestrians 
crossing the bridge carriageway East-West? 

There is currently no safe crossing point over New Road, at any 
of the obvious or popular crossing points eg at the station, by the 
Riverside Café or at the junction with Burnley Road.  This is 
already unacceptable, particularly as a mother with young 
children. There is a raised ‘bump’ outside the White Ribbon 
offices, but I would like to see a formalised crossing in this area 
particularly with a new footbridge and public realm going in.  I 
would strongly advocate for a continuous pavement-level 
crossing, providing a speed-bump for vehicles, slowing drivers 
and raising awareness of pedestrians using the retail outlets 
(bakery, hairdresser, grocer, station) in this area. This could be at 
either (or both) end of the bridge, or set back near the station.

Cycle route?

Pedestrian 
Crossing(s)?
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Mytholmroyd – Burnley Rd School canal access;
Junction with Burnley Road

• I am anxious about the ‘proposed bollard’  Would this 
still enable eg double buggies, strollers, cycles with 
trailers, adaptive bicycles, wheelchairs etc though? 
There are very few accessible access points to the canal 
path in Mytholmroyd (see map on following page) and 
this would be a good opportunity to improve access.
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Good accessible access

Poor access (steep ramp/ narrow access point)

No accessible access (steps only)

Proposed access point

Canal Path Access Points in Mytholmroyd
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Mytholmroyd – Calder Valley Cycleway and New Road 
Junction

• This junction is terrible for cyclists and other road users.  
Cyclists coming off the cyclepath need to drop off a kerb to 
join/ cross the carriageway with no filtering lane etc. This 
leads to them impeding drivers who have to wait for them to 
turn etc.

• At the very least I would advocate for removal of the barriers 
on the path that prevent pedestrians and cyclists from safely 
sharing and navigating through the area, a better aligned 
dropped kerb and some kind of ‘be aware of cyclists’ signage 
for drivers.

• There is also little connectivity with the new footbridge by 
the side of the Shoulder of Mutton – some tidying up of the 
various crossing points and dropped kerbs in this area would 
be appreciated. 

Why is the dropped kerb not in line, and why is it funnelling cyclists/ pedestrians 
into the carriageway with no safe crossing point?

This is not a good bike/ 
shared use path route 
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Hebden Centre – Pedestrian priority at crossings

• It seems like this would be a great opportunity to install 
passive traffic calming measures such as raising all the 
junction crossing points in the centre to pavement level, 
providing a continuous level surface for those with mobility 
issues/ children in buggies etc.  Drivers would have to then 
go over a low bump at all crossings, reducing speeds and 
raising awareness of other road users and pedestrians, and 
clearly signifying this is an area of pedestrian priority. 

• This would help calm traffic, improve accessibility, and 
increase visibility between motorists and pedestrians.
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Appendix. H.

Diagram showing how a potential car park could work for St Paul's Methodist 
Church in Sowerby Bridge.
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CIP Public Engagement You Said We Did 

1. ‘You Said We Did’ Public Engagement
Response

Public Engagement on the proposals within the Full Business Case preparation commenced in January 2020 
and ended on 14th February 2020. The communication campaign promoted the online public survey, four 
drop‐in events held at locations along the two corridors and the three presentations at the town boards, 
where the proposals were available for people to view and members of the project team were on hand to 
answer any questions.  The public engagement reiterated the range of demands placed on the two corridors; 
for example, some criticising the proposals as too car centric, while others critical of the proposals seemingly 
penalising vehicular traffic, with others recognising the necessary compromises required along confined 
corridors such as the A58 and the A646. While significant changes have been made to the proposals in light of 
the engagement feedback, the project team has endeavoured to balance the needs of the local communities 
along both corridors, with the broader strategic aims of the Council and the funding objectives; laying the 
foundation work for future phases of the Corridor Improvement Programme.   

Below is a summary of the main objections raised, and the response from the project team. 

1.1. Hebden Bridge: Burnley Road Parking 
A number of comments were received raising objection to the removal of parking on Burnley Road in Hebden 
Bridge. Various factors were raised in these objections, including: 

 Detriment to commuters using the rail station causing people to drive to their final destination;
 Detriment to local businesses and the economy;
 Belief that the parking is not currently causing a problem and its removal will not achieve the desired

benefits.

The removal of the parking was proposed due to peak time congestion caused by limited space for vehicles to 
pass in both directions. This is particularly problematic with buses, HGVs and other wide vehicles. It is also 
hazardous for other road users, such as cyclists, as motorised vehicles struggle to allow adequate passing 
space. Therefore, prohibiting the parking will improve peak‐time traffic movements thus reducing congestion 
along Burnley Road and into Hebden Bridge town centre. This will also have follow on improvements to air 
quality in the area. 

In recognising the importance of parking to access Hebden Bridge town centre shops and market, we are 
intending to provide a new controlled car park at Stubbing Holme with space for approximately 60 cars. The 
parking charges at the car park will encourage vehicle turnover, which will increase the number of people able 
to visit Hebden Bridge by car. 

Hebden Bridge railway station is owned and operated by Network Rail meaning that Calderdale Council do not 
have the authority to provide additional parking on site. However, there are plans for approximately 44 
additional spaces to be provided at Hebden Bridge Railway Station car park within the delivery timeframe of 
the project. There are also plans in place to provide approximately 200 additional parking spaces at 
Mytholmroyd railway station. Commuters will therefore also be able to use Mytholmroyd as an alternate 
route to travel via train. 

1.2. A646 Hebden Bridge: Changes to traffic circulation 
Feedback on the modifications to the Hebden Bridge Town Centre circulation layout was predominantly in 
objection to the proposed changes. Any design to alter highway layout in a built‐up urban space requires 
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compromise but in this instance it is apparent from the engagement that there is a lack of public support for 
the proposed solution to congestion issues in and around Hebden Bridge Town Centre and therefore the 
changes to the circulation will not be implemented. However, a no right turn out of Crown Street onto Market 
Street will be put in place as this movement is having a negative impact on traffic flows on the A646. Traffic 
wishing to travel west on the A646 will therefore have to use Albert Street and turn right via the signalised 
junction. 

1.3. A646 Sowerby Bridge North – Blackwall Lane one‐way 
Comments were received from local residents in Sowerby Bridge North raising concerns that the proposed 
implementation of a one‐way on Blackwall Lane would be problematic. Particular concerns were raised in 
relation to HGVs using the lower part of Water Hill Lane and general use during snowy or icy weather.  
Designs for built up spaces require compromise However, it is apparent from the public engagement that 
there is a lack of local support for the proposed solution, therefore the proposal of making Blackwall Lane and 
Water Hill Lane one‐way will be omitted from this series of works. 

1.4. General: Proposals too car centric 
Some comments questioned whether the proposals were too ‘car centric’ and suggested that the scheme 
should look to improve more sustainable forms of transport. Comments also objected to the use of the term 
‘Corridor’. 

It is recognised that severance across the busy roads is detrimental to pedestrians and reducing this is a key 
part of the proposals. The provision of new crossings or improving the location of existing crossings to better 
align with need has been key to the plans. Improving bus reliability and connectivity to railway stations has 
also been a priority. The designs will be reviewed prior to finalisation to look at options for further 
enhancement of non‐motorised vehicle provision, particularly cyclists, as well as reviewing speed limits along 
both corridors. Unfortunately, due to the confined nature of the corridors, the available space in many places 
limits options. 

The project's aim is to provide improvement along the main transport routes through Calderdale that will 
provide benefits for the local communities. The 'Corridor' in this instance refers to the corridors of 
communities along the routes as opposed to individual settlements and the schemes are designed to reduce 
congestion and improve air quality for all those living near the roads. 

1.5. A646 Hebden Bridge: Burnley Road Cycleway 
Concerns were raised over the planned provision for cycle facilities on Burnley Road, namely a mandatory 
cycle lane on the south side of the carriageway and shared use footway/cycleway to the north. These 
comments focused on the lack of need for improved cycle facilities. 

The current cycle route runs parallel to Burnley Road alongside the canal. This is not permanently lit which 
makes its use limited, especially in winter, and it does not meet current cycle standards. Cyclists using this 
route are restricted by the need to give way to pedestrians. There are no existing cycle facilities along this part 
of Burnley Road and the speed of motorised vehicles and narrow sections of road are a deterrent to cyclists. 
One key objective of the project is to encourage use of active transport modes for short journeys. One of the 
best ways to encourage a greater uptake of cycling is to provide better cycling infrastructure. Unfortunately, 
there is not space to provide on carriageway cycle tracks in both directions and given the low level of 
pedestrians using the north side footpath, the shared cycle/pedestrian path is considered a reasonable 
compromise. 

1.6. A646 Todmodern: Bus Stop relocation 
The public engagement identified potential issues arising from the proposed relocation of the bus stop to 23‐
25 Halifax Road outside a pet shop and café. The comments raise the visual impact for users of the café and 
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the potential conflict with dogs visiting the pet shop. The bus stop relocation has consequentially been 
redesigned and is now proposed to be by School Lane car park. 

1.7. General: Disruption from Roadworks 
Public concern was raised relating to the anticipated disruption from roadworks during the construction phase 
of the project. This is particularly of concern for those areas currently being affected by the Environment 
Agency flood defence scheme construction. 

Whilst it is appreciated that construction works will cause some disruption, these will be planned to keep the 
impact to a minimum and the interventions will have long term benefits to the area. 

Although it is recognised that the ongoing roadworks by the Environment Agency do impact on congestion in 
the area, there are also underlying issues with congestion at peak times causing journey delays that the 
scheme is aiming to alleviate. The project team will continue to engage with all partners including the 
Environment Agency to ensure a coordinated delivery programme which minimises disruption to local 
communities and economy. 

1.8. A58 Sowerby Bridge Central: St Paul’s Methodist Church 
Some comments related to the impact the proposed changes to Tower Hill would have on St Paul’s Methodist 
Church due to the removal of parking. 

Parking is only to be removed where necessary and where clear benefits are demonstrated. Pedestrian 
crossings have been added to ensure that the additional traffic flow on Tower Hill do not prevent people 
crossing on foot. Parking is available at the nearby Tuel Lane car park. The disabled space outside the church is 
to be retained to ensure accessibility and initial plans to provide a zebra crossing at this location in place of on 
street parking have now been withdrawn. 

204


	00 Title Page
	Full doc minus front page
	01 CIP Public Engagement Executive Summary
	SUmmary front page
	01 CIP Public Engagement Executive Summary

	02 Calderdale CIPs Engagement on Proposed Designs Report V11
	03 Appendix. A. You Said We Did
	04 Appendix. B. Coding Framework
	05 Appendix. C. Marked Up Questionniare
	06 Appendix. D. Statistical results obtained from the PinPoint interactive map
	07 Appendix. E. Detailed responses - individuals
	Appendix. E.
	Appendix. E. Detailed responses - individuals
	Appendix. E. Detailed responses - individuals
	Appendix. E.1.
	Appendix. E.2.
	Appendix. E.3.
	Appendix. E.4.
	Appendix. E.5.
	Appendix. E.6.
	Appendix. E.7.
	Appendix. E.8.
	Appendix. E.9.
	Appendix. E.10.
	Appendix. E.11.

	Appendix. E.12.


	08 Appendix. F. Photographs and images - individuals
	Appendix. F.1.
	Appendix. F.2.

	09 Appendix. G. Detailed responses - businesses, groups and organisations
	Appendix. G.
	Appendix. G. Detailed responses - businesses, groups and organisations
	Appendix. G.1.
	Appendix. G.2.
	Appendix. G.3.
	Appendix. G.4.
	Appendix. G.5.
	Appendix. G.6.
	General comments
	Specific comments
	Recommendations

	Appendix. G.7.
	Appendix. G.8.
	Appendix. G.9.
	Appendix. G.10.
	Appendix. G.11.a
	Appendix. G.11.b
	Appendix. G.11.c
	Appendix. G.11.d
	Appendix. G.11.e
	Appendix. G.12.
	Appendix. G.13.
	Appendix. G.14.
	Appendix. G.15.
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Status of Comments
	1.1.1 I am sending these comments primarily as a local resident and cyclist, a member of Calderdale CTC and Condor Road Club. However, I am also the Infrastructure Advisor to British Cycling and author of the DfT Local Transport Note 2-08 Cycle Infras...

	1.2 General Comments
	1.2.1 The Department for Transport is hoping to strengthen its guidance relating to walking and cycling to ensure that funding is only given to projects (including general highway improvement schemes) that cater adequately for these modes.
	1.2.2 Local Transport Note 2-08 specifically states that conversion of existing footways for shared use by cyclists and pedestrians should be regarded as a last resort, and it has also withdrawn Local Transport Note 1-12 on Shared Use surfaces because...
	1.2.3 The forthcoming guidance (LTN 1-20), written in the light of a recent DfT pedestrian and cyclist safety review, reiterates this position. Furthermore, shared use footways that offer no priority over side roads are hazardous to all pedestrians an...

	1.3 Extracts from Updates to LTN 2-08
	1.3.1 The following extracts illustrate some of the ideas included in the forthcoming DfT guidance about how to design for cycling.
	1.3.2 Key Principle: Cycle traffic has its own characteristics that are distinct from motor traffic and pedestrian traffic. These should be recognised and incorporated from the outset of the planning and design process. There are five fundamental desi...

	Key Principle: It is essential that the needs of cyclists are taken into account in the design of all new and improved junctions, not just those on designated cycle routes, and that crossings are provided where cycle routes continue across busy highwa...
	1.3.3 The minimum duration of the stage at crossings should be sufficient to enable a cyclist to clear the crossing when setting off from rest.
	1.3.4 Figure 10.11 shows how the difference in distance to the conflict point (B) from the closing cycle phase and the opening traffic phase is measured, as the distance AB minus the distance BC.
	Figure 10.11 – Distances to Potential Conflict Point


	2 Bull Green to King Cross
	2.1.1 The proposed shared-use footways in this scheme will reduce the quality of provision for cyclists and pedestrians. It is difficult to understand any benefits from these proposals other than getting cyclists off the carriageway presumably for the...
	2.1.2 I cannot imagine any existing cyclists would decide to use these facilities, but nor would they benefit novice cyclists who would be faced with additional crossings of the main road and numerous side road crossings to negotiate. In addition ther...
	2.1.3 The use of staggered pedestrian crossings is inconvenient and inaccessible to cyclists using non-standard machines. It is not apparent why a staggered crossing is required as there is not a capacity issue at this location (Drawing 00002).
	2.1.4 Toucan crossing alignment opposite Parkinson Lane is inconvenient. Alternative arrangements such as on Leeds-Bradford cycle route should be used. Due to difference in speed a cyclist can cross in one stage even if a two-stage crossing is needed ...
	Parallel signalised pedestrian and cycle crossing, Norwich
	Single stage for cycles, stagger for pedestrians. Leeds-Bradford route.
	2.1.5 The bus stop in the vicinity of Calderdale College is particularly busy and there is potential for cyclist/pedestrian conflict where groups of students congregate. A full bus-stop bypass should be considered for this location.
	2.1.6 It is not clear how cyclists are intended to enter/leave the facility at Bull Green. How would they make the onward journey to the town centre?

	3 King Cross to Bolton Brow
	3.1.1 Cyclists or pedestrians wishing to turn right from Skircoat Moor Road towards King Cross Centre have a very indirect route. The staggered crossings will be inaccessible to some users. There is no provision such as advanced stop lines for cyclist...
	3.1.2 The advisory cycle lanes adjacent to parked vehicles do not offer any protection from moving traffic, there are safer alternative arrangements such as illustrated below. Due to the steep gradient, cyclists travelling towards Halifax have the gre...
	3.1.3 There are no proposals to protect cyclists or pedestrians at the junction of Bolton Brow, Rochdale Road, Pye Nest Road which is particularly hazardous for anybody wishing to turn right from Bolton Brow into Pye Nest, and for some pedestrian move...

	4 Sowerby Bridge East
	4.1.1 Check signal staging (not provided) to see whether the crossing actually needs to be staggered. No cycle facilities proposed even though this is a difficult junction to turn right into Wakefield Road due to gradient and speed/volume of traffic. ...

	5 Sowerby Bridge Centre
	5.1.1 No cycle facilities proposed but masterplan appears to show low speed street with centre lines removed etc.

	6 Sowerby Bridge West
	6.1.1 One-way system is less convenient for cyclists and potentially higher speed traffic, cycle contraflow could be considered. With 20mph limit and low volumes of traffic the contraflow need not necessarily be fully segregated.

	7 Kebroyd
	7.1.1 Toucan welcome, but ensure there is protected merge/diverge to/from carriageway.

	8 Ripponden
	8.1.1 Staggered pedestrian crossing of Elland Road. If the carriageway is to be narrowed to provide the stagger, why not instead narrow it so that a single stage crossing can be installed? There is already limited flare at this junction (stacking spac...

	9 Rishworth
	9.1.1 Puffin pedestrian crossing welcomed. Given that this is a secondary school should it be a toucan to help facilitate cycling to school?

	10 Hebden Bridge - Centre
	10.1.1 Tanpits and Albert St. No cycle facilities proposed. Suggest advanced stop lines to aid right turn into Albert St.
	10.1.2 Commercial St and Station Road. Puffin crossing shown will need to be upgraded to a toucan if a two-way cycle track along Burnley Rd is being proposed.
	10.1.3 Market St. Suggest centre line removal along this section when parking is removed.
	10.1.4 Bridge Lanes and Heptonstall Road. Parking restrictions are required on Heptonstall Road to make this proposal work. It is not clear how servicing deliveries to the Fox and goose PH will be accommodated. I suggest checking peak-time queue lengt...
	10.1.5 Central one-way circulation. We would welcome 2-way cycling on all 20mph streets as is common in every other European country. Routing through-traffic up Crown st will have a detrimental effect on businesses and will potentially lead to blockin...

	11 Hebden Bridge – Burnley Road
	11.1.1 Mandatory westbound cycle lane. Welcome – can it be protected with light segregation. Shared footway Eastbound. Not needed, there is already canal towpath and Calder Valley cycleway for vulnerable users. An on-road cycle lane or stepped cycle t...
	Illustration of potential stepped cycle track, light segregation techniques.

	12 Luddenden Foot
	12.1.1 Puffin crossing. Welcome, especially if it helps reduce parking in this vicinity at school times.

	13 Sowerby Bridge North
	13.1.1 Water Hill Lane and Blackwell Lane one-way system. Would appreciate an ‘Except Cycles’ regulation to permit two-way access to these roads. Water Hill Lane involves a longer and steeper route for uphill cyclists.

	14 Todmorden
	14.1.1 New/Upgraded crossings. Welcome but obviously parallel crossings require protected access between the carriageway and crossing waiting areas.
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