
Appendix F. Road safety audit response report template for stages 1, 2 and 3 only
Fl	Project details
Provide:

Table F.1 Project details

	Report title:
	PROPOSED COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT, HOUGHTON MAIN,
BARNSLEY – PROPOSED GHOST
ISLAND PRIORITY JUNCTION
Combined Stage 1 and 2 Road Safety Audit

	Date:
	21st March 2022

	Document reference and revision:
	RSI-MH-0322-004 Issue 1.1

	Prepared by:
	Road Safety Initiatives

	On behalf of:
	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council


Table F.2 Authorisation sheet

	Project:
	Houghton Main, Barnsley

	Report title:
	Stage ½ RSA Designers response

	Prepared by:
	

	Name:
	Rik Binnersley

	Position:
	Principal Engineer

	Signed:
	[image: ]

	Organisation:
	RWO Group Leeds

	Date:
	30.03.2022

	Approved by:
	

	Name:
	Andrew Fairburn

	Position:
	Director

	Signed:
	[image: ]

	Organisation:
	RWO Group Leeds

	Date:
	30.03.2022


F2	Introduction
The designers response supplements the report results from a combined Stage 1 and 2 Road Safety Audit carried out by Road Safety Initiatives on the proposed ghost island priority junction for the commercial development at Houghton Main, Barnsley scheme. Undertaken at the request of Wayne Lake, Barnsley Metropolitan Borough
The designers response was produced by Rik Binnersley of the RWO Group Leeds, the Principal Designer who was involved in the design of the S278 improvement scheme.




F3	Key personnel
Provide:

Table F.3 Key personnel

	Overseeing Organisation:
	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council

	RSA team:
	Mark Hedley, IEng, MCIHT, MSoRSA, FIHE, RegRSA(IHE), Alan Bawn, BSc (Hons), CEng, MICE - Road Safety Initiatives

	Design organisation:
	RWO Group, Leeds
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F4	Road safety audit decision log

Table F.4 Road safety audit decision log

	RSA
problem
	RSA
recommendation
	Design organisation response
	Overseeing Organisation  response
	
Agreed RSA action

	3.1.1 - Inadequate drainage may lead to loss of control collisions.

It would appear that no drainage is to be provided adjacent to the new kerbline (currently consists
of informal ’over the edge’ type drainage). The current system results in standing water, which was
evident during the site visit. The carriageway is proposed to be widened, which will increase the
amount of surface water to be removed and there will be nowhere for it to disperse, which could
exacerbate the situation.
	It is recommended that adequate drainage is provided.
	
Agree – At the time of submission of the drawings a drainage scheme for the works was not available.  Since this time a preliminary drainage scheme has been produced (Y21011-D1008 – Section 278 Highway Drainage Layout) highlighting how the scheme will be drained.
	
	

	3.2.1 – 
Inappropriate traffic speeds and junction awareness may lead to collisions.

The A6195 is subject to the national speed limit and the scheme proposes the introduction of a
ghost-island junction and it appears that there is no road lighting proposed.
If driver approach speeds are inappropriate and/or drivers do not appreciate the junction layout, it
may lead to heavy braking incidents such as loss of control or vehicle to vehicle collisions,
particularly during darkness and inclement weather conditions.
Furthermore, significant speed differentials between vehicles may lead to injudicious overtaking
movements. It is acknowledged that pedestrian refuges are proposed with beacons and ‘keep left’
signs which may reduce overtaking movements. However, these may not be sufficient especially
during darkness and inclement weather conditions, noting that bollards will get dirty over time and
at times the beacons may not be working (and no road lighting). This could result in head-on
collisions or loss of control following pedestrian refuge island strikes.
	It is recommended that measures to encourage appropriate traffic speeds and junction awareness are introduced. For example,
· Road Lighting;
· Warning lines on the approaches;
· Relocate the bifurcation arrows (start of diverges in accordance with TSM Ch. 5);
· Provide ‘junction’ warning signs or directional signs;
· Provide a double white line system;
· Road studs (edge and warning lines); and
· High level ‘keep left’ signs on the beacons.
	Agree – It is intended that a full street lighting scheme will be designed and submitted to BMBC for approval covering the full extent of the S278 works.
The bifurcation arrows have been updated in a manner appropriate to the design speed of the highway.
Road Studs have been added in a manner in keeping with the wider highway network.  
High Level keep left signs have been added to the island beacons.
Further signage has been added to the scheme inclusive of advance warning signs and directional signs.
	
	

	3.3.1 – 
Pedestrians may be struck by a passing vehicle.

The pedestrian crossing points are within lengths of hatched road markings and marginal strips. A pedestrian may choose to wait within the hatching or marginal strips and could be struck by a
passing vehicle.
	It is recommended that LOOK LEFT and LOOK RIGHT road markings are provided in the carriageway adjacent to the kerb lines.
	Agree – Look Left and Look Right road markings added at crossing points.
	
	

	3.3.2 – 
Pedestrians may be struck by a vehicle.

There is no pedestrian crossing point proposed at the development access. Pedestrians may cross
the access road injudiciously and may be struck by a vehicle. Furthermore, vulnerable pedestrians
such as partially sighted pedestrians, wheelchair users etc, could be at greater risk.
	It is recommended that a pedestrian crossing (including tactile paving) is provided.
	Disagree – Due to the width of the junction coupled with the fact that the double give way line and right turn lane would make the crossing difficult to negotiate by pedestrians, crossing of the highway by pedestrians in this location should not be promoted.  
There is no desire line for pedestrians to cross the highway in this location. Adequate facilities are provided elsewhere to allow pedestrians to cross from one bus stop to the other, the same facilities also make provisions for pedestrians to access the development site from both bus stops.
In addition, as there is no pedestrian thoroughfare on the development side of the scheme to allow pedestrians to access the wider area. Ample crossing facilities have been provided elsewhere to allow pedestrians to safely access the footway on the opposing side of the road to the development should they wish to travel by foot to the wider area.
	
	

	3.3.3 – 
Inadequate visibility of pedestrian may lead to collisions.

Vegetation may result in inadequate inter-visibility between approaching drivers from the east and
pedestrians at the proposed crossing (south-side).
Pedestrians must be able to see and be seen by approaching traffic. If inadequate visibility is
achieved, then there is a risk of pedestrian conflicts with approaching traffic.
	It is recommended that the vegetation is removed.
	Agree – Vegetation will be removed from the soft margin throughout the extent of the works. However, is should be raised that this is an existing issue which should be maintained by BMBC.  Planting within the soft margin should be kept at a level that does not hinder visibility.
	
	

	3.3.4 – 
Inadequate drainage may lead to pedestrian conflicts.

It would appear that no drainage is to be provided adjacent to the new kerbline (currently consists
of informal ’over the edge’ type drainage). The current system results in standing water, which was
evident during the site visit. The carriageway is proposed to be widened, which will increase the
amount of surface water to be removed and there will be nowhere for it to disperse, which could
exacerbate the situation.
Drainage issues, with the potential for detritus build-up may lead to ponding in the pedestrian
crossing area. This may result in pedestrians crossing at inappropriate locations and increase risk
of pedestrian collisions. In addition, during wintry conditions it may lead to pedestrian slips and
falls.
	It is recommended that adequate drainage is provided.
	
Agree – At the time of submission of the drawings a drainage scheme for the works was not available.  Since this time a preliminary drainage scheme has been produced (Y21011-D1008 – Section 278 Highway Drainage Layout) highlighting how the scheme will be drained.

However, it should be noted that the existing ponding issues seem to be caused by vegetation growing within the dished channels intended to convey water to the existing highway gullies. Upkeep of these channels to aid free draining of the existing scheme should be undertaken by BMBC.
	
	

	3.4.1 – 
Signposts may be a hazard.

It is proposed to provide’ NEW ROAD LAYOUT’ and ’Pedestrian crossing’ traffic signs however, the
mounting details and specific locations are not provided. These signposts may be located too close to
the edge of carriageway or posts sizes may be inappropriate. Furthermore, the signs may not have
suitable forward visibility if masked by vegetation.
If signposts are struck they may present a hazard and subsequent loss of control or increased injury
severity to vehicle occupants in an errant vehicle. Heavy braking and subsequent shunt or loss of
control collisions may occur if signs do not have adeqaute visibility.
In addition, adequate warning of the hazards may not be provided which could exacberbate Problem
3.2.1.
	It is recommended that appropriate traffic signposts are provided.
	Agree – Signage mounting heights and locations have been added to the signage drawing Y21011-D1006 -  Section 278 Works To Park Spring Road
Signage Arrangement.
	
	

	3.4.2 – 
Traffic signs may be a hazard for pedestrians.

It is proposed to provide traffic signs throughout the scheme extents however, the mounting details
are not provided. These signposts may be located within footways and restrict walkways.
Signposts may be a hazard for pedestrians if located within the path, particularly for the visually
impaired. Alternatively, if the posts form an obstruction, pedestrians may attempt to enter the
carriageway with a risk of being struck by a passing vehicle. This issue may be exacerbated for
wheelchair users.
	It is recommended that the traffic signs do not obstruct pedestrians.
	Agree - Signage mounting heights and locations have been added to the signage drawing Y21011-D1006 -  Section 278 Works To Park Spring Road
Signage Arrangement.
	
	












FS	Design organisation and Overseeing Organisation statements
Include the following statements to be signed by the design organisation and the Overseeing Organisation.
Table F.5 Design organisation statement

	On behalf of the design organisation I certify that:
1) the RSA actions identified in response to the road safety audit problems in this road safety audit have been discussed and agreed with the Overseeing Organisation.

	Name:
	Rik Binnersley

	Signed
	[image: ]

	Position:
	Principal Engineer

	Organisation:
	RWO Group Leeds

	Date:
	30.03.2022


Table F.6 Overseeing Organisation statement

	On behalf of the Overseeing Organisation I certify that:
1) the RSA actions identified in response to the road safety audit problems in this road safety audit have been discussed and agreed with the design Organisation; and
2) the agreed RSA actions will be progressed.

	Name:
	

	Signed:
	

	Position:
	

	Organisation:
	

	Date:
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