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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Eddisons have been commissioned by NJL Consulting to produce a road restraint risk 

assessment report (RRRAP) in support of their proposed residential development at 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge. 

1.1.2 The RRRAP has been prepared in direct response to comments received from National 

Highways (ref. NHPR 25-01) which state: 

1.1.3 “As the proposed development is adjacent to the motorway with hazards within 15m 

of the highway boundary and high-risk hazards within 100m of the edge of carriageway 

the developer will need to produce a RRRAP/CD377 assessment to determine the 

suitability/requirement of road restraint in the area. This will also act as a record that 

an assessment has been done. The developer will need to check the RRRAP user guide 

for details in how to fill these hazards in.  

1.1.4 NH would expect the RRRAP will need to include,  

• Proposed/existing trees within the development  

• Drainage attenuation pond when at full depth  

• Proposed fencing  

• Any proposed places of congregation  

• Proposed public buildings. “ 

1.1.5 The section of carriageway to be assessed is the M66 Junction 2 southbound on-slip, 

which is located to the immediate west of the proposed residential site. The sites exact 

location is shown in Section 2 of this report.  

1.1.6 Below is a description of the RRRAP assessment, which has been taken from the Road 

Restraint Risk Assessment Process (RRRAP) User Guide Issue 5, Para 1.2.1. 
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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

1.1.7 “RRRAP supports Motorways, All Purpose Roads and Other Classified Roads having a 

speed limit of 50 mph or greater and AADT of 5,000 or greater in the following 

situations:  

Motorways  

• Motorway (D2M, D3M, D4M)– near side (N/S) verge and only where central 

reserve is wider than 10 m, the off-side (O/S). o Motorway Slips and Link Roads 

– N/S and O/S verges 

• Smart Motorway modules covering D3M-HSR, D4M-HSR, D5M-HSR for 

hardshoulder running and D4M-ALR, D5M-ALR for all lanes running. The 

number of lanes refer to the actual number normally in use (so D3M with hard 

shoulder running is D3M-HSR, but if it is permanently converted to ALR it 

becomes D4M-ALR).  

1.1.8 All Purpose Roads and Expressways (D2AP, D3AP, D2-E, D3-E and single) - N/S verge 

and O/S but, on dual carriageways, O/S only where central reserve is wider than 10 m. 

1.1.9  Other Classified Roads (D2, D3, Single) - N/S verge and O/S but, on dual carriageways, 

O/S only where central reserve is wider than 10 m. 

1.1.10  For single carriageways with two-way flow the RRRAP calculates need for and the 

length of VRS beyond the hazard as well as that in advance. “ 

1.1.11 The M66 has a 70mph speed limit, there is no Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 

count however it is assumed that it is above 5000 due to the nature of the road and 

therefore is deemed suitable for a RRRAP assessment to be undertaken.  
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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

2 Site Location 

2.1 Existing Site 

2.1.1 The site is located adjacent to the M66 Junction 2 southbound on-slip, to the west of 

Heap Bridge, Bury. The areas highlighted below show the indicative location of the site 

and the section of carriageway to be assessed.  
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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

3 Site Layout 

3.1 Proposed Site Layout 

 

                Section of carriageway to be assessed under the RRRAP 
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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

4 Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process 

4.1.1 The purpose of this report is to assess the highway safety risks relative to the 

proposed residential site to the east of the M66 Junction 2 southbound on-slip. A 

RRRAP will be completed for the area of road bordered blue in Section 3 above at the 

request of National Highways, where it will be determined if any new or upgraded 

vehicle restraint system along the adjoining section of the M66 is required.  

4.1.2 Overleaf is the road restraint risk assessment associated with the proposed residential 

site located to the immediate east of the m66. 
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Widening existing carriageway

New Section of Road

Upgrade/improvement to existing carriageway

Downgrade existing carriageway

New restraint on existing road

Replacement of existing restraint

Temporary Works

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

NoAssess existing parapet

Road furniture/ equipment improvement No

Other

Section Details

Road Number

Road Classification

Road Name

Road Sub Type

To Current Geometric Standards

Road Location

From Junction Name

M66

Yes

Mix

Slip

Junction 2, M66

Motorway

0.0

From Junction No

To Marker PostFrom Marker Post

To Junction Name

From Chainage of section(m)

To Junction No

From Section Label

Hard strip/shoulder 0.6m to 3m

Section/Direction being assessed

No

Southbound

To Section Label

280.0

Nearside or Offside Verge being assessed?

Are Environmental considerations likely to influence provision?

To Chainage of section(m)

Does road have full-width (i.e. to standard) near side hardshoulder or hardstrip?

N/S Verge

Traffic Info
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Scheme Duration and Barrier Costs

Use Default VRS Lifetime (20 years)?

Start Year

Use the default Discount (i.e. inflation) Rate  of 7.0% over the VRS lifetime?

Use default safety barrier and parapet costs?

Yes

Yes

Yes

2026

AADT (2-way unless motorway link or slip)

Permanent Speed Limit (mph)

Temporary Mandatory Speed Limit (HSR)

Large Vehicles (%)

Medium Vehicles (%)

Model accident frequency (Offside)

Model accident frequency (Nearside)

15182

N/A

0.092

14.6

11.5

70
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300 Fencing

0300.0001 Wooden fence e.g. post and rail 81.0 141.0 0.1 16.5

<1.8m height 0.7 Good alignment

Mean speed approximately equal to speed
limit

A W 1.0 0.9

Yes

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

Height / Depth

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff

Min Length Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS acceptable Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier
Containment

Sleep

VRS WWVRS Class

17.0

End Offset from PSb

0

Angle

Cost Option

None0.0

Relaxation / Departure required?

Hazard Issue(s) [0300.0001]
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0300.0002 Close boarded fence - timber / concrete 88.0 140.0 0.1 16.5

>1.8m height 0.9 Good alignment

Mean speed approximately equal to speed
limit

A W 1.0 0.9

Yes

Proposed acoustic fence.

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

Height / Depth

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff

Min Length Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS acceptable Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier
Containment

Sleep

VRS WWVRS Class

18.1

End Offset from PSb

1

Angle

Cost Option

None0.0

Relaxation / Departure required?

Hazard Issue(s) [0300.0002]
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600 Earthworks

0600.0001 Nominally at Grade 0.0

20.0

1.2

0.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed < speed limit A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

6.7

Ave slope gradient

0.0

Typical surface of

Long grass / scrub

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0001]

VRS Class
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0600.0002 Nominally at Grade 20.0

60.0

1.2

0.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed < speed limit A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

6.6

Ave slope gradient

0.0

Typical surface of

Long grass / scrub

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0002]

VRS Class
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0600.0003 Falling at 32.2% 80.0

20.0

1.2

-2.9

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

9.0

Ave slope gradient

-32.2

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0003]

VRS Class
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0600.0004 Falling at 28.3% 100.0

20.0

1.2

-2.8

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

9.9

Ave slope gradient

-28.3

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

The object has an invalid working width. The working width value is less than that expected for the current working width class. This
may be due to the risk calculation updating the working width value to show the maximum working width available as the object is
located within the working width of VRS.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0004]

VRS Class
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0600.0005 Falling at 31.9% 120.0

20.0

1.1

-2.9

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

9.1

Ave slope gradient

-31.9

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

The object has an invalid working width. The working width value is less than that expected for the current working width class. This
may be due to the risk calculation updating the working width value to show the maximum working width available as the object is
located within the working width of VRS.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0005]

VRS Class
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0600.0006 Falling at 30% 140.0

20.0

1.6

-3.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

10.0

Ave slope gradient

-30.0

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class

0600.0007 Falling at 30.8% 160.0

20.0

1.4

-3.2

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

10.4

Ave slope gradient

-30.8

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0007]

VRS Class
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Object is located within working width of barrier. The correction to apply may be to move the hazard, change the working width class,
barrier working width, set-back of barrier from Psb, or a combination of these. In this calculation run the effect of the barrier will be
overestimated. You may need to apply for a Departure from Standard if the hazard is to remain within the working width. Please refer
to CD 377.

Hazard Issue(s) [0600.0007]
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0600.0008 Falling at 34.6% 180.0

20.0

1.8

-3.7

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

10.7

Ave slope gradient

-34.6

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class

0600.0009 Falling at 25.9% 200.0

20.0

1.5

-3.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

11.6

Ave slope gradient

-25.9

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class
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0600.0010 Falling at 32% 220.0

20.0

1.6

-4.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

12.5

Ave slope gradient

-32.0

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class

0600.0011 Falling at 28.6% 240.0

20.0

2.0

-4.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

14.0

Ave slope gradient

-28.6

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class
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0600.0012 Falling at 29.8% 260.0

20.0

1.8

-5.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate Min Length
Advance

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

Comment

Topography Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WW

Overall Width

16.8

Ave slope gradient

-29.8

Typical surface of

Small bushes / trees

Typical location of Highway

Beyond width of slope

Relaxation / Departure

None

VRS Class

0600.0013 Nominally at Grade 280.0

End Earthwork for Section.

1.0

0.0

0.25

Good alignment Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

Local Alignment

Earthworks Profile Start Chainage

Overall Height

Offset from PSb

Other FeaturesSpeed

Length

ID

Aggressiveness

Sleep

Overall Width

1.0

Ave slope gradient

0.0

Typical surface of

Hardened

Typical location of Highway

At back of verge
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1100 Kerbs and Edge of Pavement Details

1100.0001 No kerb or channel 0.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0002 No kerb or channel 20.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0003 No kerb or channel 40.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0004 Kerb 100mm high or less 40.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0005 Kerb 100mm high or less 60.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0006 Kerb 100mm high or less 80.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0007 No kerb or channel 100.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID
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1100.0008 No kerb or channel 120.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0009 No kerb or channel 140.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0011 No kerb or channel 160.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0012 No kerb or channel 180.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0013 No kerb or channel 200.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0015 No kerb or channel 220.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0016 No kerb or channel 240.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

17 of 25



ReportFull Report 28-May-2026 14:10:04

1100.0017 No kerb or channel 260.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID

1100.0018 No kerb or channel 280.0

Nature Start Chainage

Comment

ID
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Trees

8700.0001 Tree >= 250 mm girth expected in
lifetime

91.0 123.0 0.15 18.9

Cluster of hazards 2.0 Good alignment Mean speed < speed limit A

W 1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Tree                                         Maximum Height
Prunus Padus                                  15.0m
Pyrus Calleryana Chanticleer             12.0m
Pyrus Communis 'Beth'                     12.0m
Betula Utilitis Var. Jacquemontii         18.0m

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

Cluster of Hazards

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff
rate

Min Length
Advance

Other
Features

Speed

Length

Comment

Topography
Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WWVRS Class

None

Relaxation / Departure required?
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Water

8800.0001 Water > 1m depth 120.0 8.0 8.0 63.2

63.2 1.5 Good alignment Mean speed approximately equal to
speed limit

A

W 1.0 0.9 Yes

0.0

Attenuation pond is located behind proposed residential buildings.

Min Length
Beyond

Local Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

End Offset from PSb

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff
rate

Min Length
Advance

Other
Features

Speed

Length

Comment

Topography
Factor

Setback VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier Containment Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WWVRS Class

Angle

0

None

Relaxation / DepartureVRS Class

Hazard Issue(s) [8800.0001]
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Hardshoulder / hardstrip width & Verge width details

0.0 1.1 0.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

0.0

20.0 1.2 0.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

0.0

40.0 1.0 0.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

0.0

60.0 1.1 0.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

0.0

80.0 1.2 0.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

0.0

100.0 1.2 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0
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120.0 1.1 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

140.0 1.6 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

160.0 1.4 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

180.0 1.8 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

200.0 1.5 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

220.0 1.6 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0
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240.0 2.0 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

260.0 1.8 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0

280.0 1.0 1.0

Chainage Width of adjacent Carriageway width
from Psb

Width of Verge

Comment

Total offside runoff
distance

Hardstrip A

0.0

Total nearside runoff
distance

1.0
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Road

8200.0001 Adjacent Road Motorway Slip 94.0 105.0 5.5 16.4

20.1 Good alignment Mean speed approximately equal to speed limit A

W 0.250.9

Yes

Fairly unlikely to reach residential road due to existing trees located between the M66 and residential road.

Local Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

Offset End from PSb

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff rate
Other Features

Speed

Length

Comment

Topography
Factor

Is risk without VRS Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

SleepAngle

0

Other road is below this one

Relative position of other road?

Fairly unlikely

Likelihood of reaching other
hazard

< 30 mph

Actual Speed of
Traffic

9

Other features
(F13)

<20,000

Traffic Flow
(F14)

0.677

Other Consequences
Multiplicative

Min Length
Beyond

VRS WW
Relaxation / Departure
required?

Min Length
Advance

Setback
VRS

VRS Class

None

Cost Option

0.0

Barrier
Containment

Hazard Issue(s) [8200.0001]
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Public building or place where people congregate

8300.0001 Place of congregating 104.0 80.5 22.0 39.2

Building Wall 1.3 Good
alignment

Mean speed approximately
equal to speed limit

A W

1.99

0.9

Yes

0.0

Average Time Each Person is Exposed to Risk = 14 (Assumed out of house from the hours of 8am-6pm = 10) x 7 (days of the week)
x 52 (weeks of the year) = 5096
Fairly unlikely to reach residential road due to existing trees being located between the M66 and residential road.

Min Length Beyond

Local
Alignment

Nature Start Chainage

Description of vulnerable
wall

Width Offset from PSb

MF for runoff
rate

Min Length
Advance

Other
Features

Speed

Length

Comment

Total Number of people at
risk

Setback
VRS

Is risk without VRS
acceptable

Level of risk with optimum
length VRS

ID

Aggressiveness

Barrier
Containment

Cost Option

Sleep

VRS WWVRS Class

Fairly unlikely

Likelihood of reaching other hazard

0.25

Topography
Factor

2

Avg No. of People exposed
to risk

8736

Avg time each person is
exposed to risk

1

Other Consequences
Multiplicative factor

Relaxation / Departure
required?

None

End
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                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

Road Restraint Risk Assessment Process Report 

Waterfold Lane, Heap Bridge 

5 Conclusion 

5.1.1 The methodology for defining the length of need of barrier is within DMRB document 

CD 377 (paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14). It describes the extent of full-containment safety 

barrier needed in advance of the hazard to mitigate risks to errant vehicle occupants 

and other affected parties. This length is determined to reduce risk to occupants to 

an acceptable risk level, as identified by the RRRAP. 

5.1.2 The total length of safety barrier as described in CD 377 is the length of need plus any 

additional lengths declared by the manufacturer in advance of, and after the length of 

need, to ensure that the safety barrier attains full containment at the points required. 

The total length of the VRS barrier should therefore not be less than the manufacturer’s 

minimum installation length. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Above: Figure 3.24 Set-back, working width, and length of need of safety barrier at a 

hazard, Page 21, CD 377 

5.1.3 This RRRAP Assessment illustrates the risk without VRS is acceptable and the 

proposed new trees, attenuation pond, buildings and presence of people do not 

represent a ‘hazard’ if an errant vehicle left the M66 southbound on-slip. Therefore, 

the installation of a VRS barrier is not a mandatory requirement along this length.  

 



 

  

                  Proposed Residential Development – Tay Street, Burnley Transport Statement 

PLANS 



Def

Boro Const Bdy

Co Const & M
et Dist Bdy

GantryGantry

00.00

M
66

 (7
0M

PH
)

M
66

 (7
0M

PH
)

20.00

40.00

60.00

80.00

100.00

120.00

140.00

160.00

180.00

200.00

220.00

240.00

260.00

280.00

EXISTING VRS BARRIER
IN ADVANCE OF BRIDGE

EXISTING VRS BARRIER
SET BACK 1.0M FROM
CARRIAGEWAY EDGE

WATERFOLD LANE

1.8

2.0

1.6

1.5

1.8

1.4

1.6

1.1

1.2

1.2

1.0

1.1

1.0

1.2

1.2
6.7

6.6

9.0

9.9

9.1

10.0

10.4

10.7

11.6

12.5

14.0

16.8

16.5

18.1

39.2

24.7

16.4

20.1

16.5

17.0

27.0

18.9

63.2

PROPOSED
ATTENUATION POND

PROPOSED TREES
Cockridge

0765
V4

0765
V4

0760
V7

0760
V7

1047
V12

1047
V12

1047
V12

1047
V12

0765
V4

0765
V4

0765
V4

0765
V4

0633
V20

0765
V4

0765
V4

0765
V4

0765
V4

1300
V10

1300
V13

1620
V6

1620
V6

1047
V4

1047
V4

1047
V4

1047
V4

1047
V4

1047
V4A

1300
V13

1300
V13

1300
V13

1300
V13

1300
V13

1300
V13

1620
V6

1620
V6

1159AR
V15

1159AR
V15

1159N
V15

1159N
V15

1159N
V15

0775
V4

0775
V4

1300
V10

1300
V10

1047
V12

0563
V20

1

2

25

26

27
29

30

31

28

38

32

33

34

35

39

40

23

24

46

43

37

41-42

25
25

24

28

26

28

26

24

3 5

9

8

4

23
23

22
21

6

20

10

11

12

13

7

14

15

19

17

16

18

36

3433

9
9

8
8

7
7

6
6

12
12

11
11

10
10

36

13
13

27
27

46

45

42
41

41

42

46

43

5
5

44

45
45

36

43

44
44

34

23

5

Spring
Bank

3

BL
AC

KB
U

R
N

 R
O

AD

BU
R

N
LE

Y 
R

O
AD

B6
52

7

38

1

51

1

5
9

9

2

2

Vale Mill Court

2
1

2
3

2
6

34

A5
6 

(7
0M

PH
)Pa

th

19
0.

0m

13

e

5

ESK AVENUE

1
21

1
2

9

1

4
0

1
1

4
8

Pi
nf

ol
d 

Fa
rm

 M
ew

s

1
7

2
4

2
62

1

DROP OFF

30

29

29

33 33

29

31
31

30

32
32

36

A5
6 

(7
0M

PH
)

WATERFOLD LANE,
HEAP BRIDGE

RRRAP ASSESSMENT
SUPPLEMENTARY PLAN

NJL CONSULTING

1:1000 @ A3

NOTES
C

:\U
se

rs
\L

eo
n.

Bl
yt

he
\O

ne
D

riv
e 

- B
eg

bi
es

 T
ra

yn
or

 G
ro

up
\D

es
kt

op
\G

A 
W

or
k\

PD
F 

Im
ag

es
\5

31
1 

R
R

R
AP

\5
31

1-
01

.d
w

g

5311-01 -

THIS IS NOT A CONSTRUCTION DRAWING AND IS FOR
INDICATIVE PURPOSES ONLY.
THE DRAWING WILL BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE FOLLOWING
LOCAL AUTHORITY REVIEW AND CONFIRMATION OF
PUBLIC HIGHWAY AND THIRD PARTY LAND BOUNDARIES.
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VERGE WIDTH
EARTHWORKS WIDTH
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INDICATIVE SITE BOUNDARY
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DISTANCE TO BUILDING
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This drawing is the property of Equilibrium Architects and copyright is
reserved by them. This drawing is not to be copied or disclosed by or
to any unauthorised persons without the prior written consent of
Equilibrium Architects.

Do not scale from this drawing.

All dimensions are to be checked on site prior to construction,
manufacture of any components and ordering of materials and
equipment.

Any discrepencies are to be reported to the architect for clarification.

All materials and workmanship to be in accordance with the current
British Standards and codes of practice.

This drawing is to be read in conjunction with all relevant Architectural,
Structural Engineers, Mechanical Engineers, Electrical Engineers and
Specialists drawings and specifications.

As with all construction projects the CDM 2015 regulations apply and 
the work on this project may require both the issue of a notification to
the HSE (because of the durationof the works on site) and the client
may also need to appoint a Principal Designer because there may be
more than one contractor working on site.
The Principal Designer will be able to coorinate the pre-construction
information and also ensure that all duty holders under CDM comply
with their relevant duties.

The building owner is to serve a Party Wall Act Notice as applicable
to adjoining property owners as outlined in TheParty Wall Act 1996 
The Building Contactor is to verify the thickness of the party walls prior
to commencement of the proposed works.
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