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1. Introduction

1.1 What is a Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP)?

Following the publication of the Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy (CWIS) by the Department for
Transport (DfT) in 2017, local authorities were encouraged to develop Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure
Plans (LCWIP) which provide a strategic approach to identifying improvements required at a local level. The
strategy states that whilst “the preparation of LCWIPs is non-mandatory, local authorities who have developed
such plans will be well placed to make the case for future investment”.

The development of LCWIPs assists central Government in implementing the national Cycling and Walking
Investment Strategy at a local level. The national strategy includes detailed guidance on how LCWIPs should be
produced to ensure plans are evidence based and achieve buy in from local communities and key stakeholders.
As such, LCWIPs aim to create a long-term approach to increasing the number of cycling and walking trips across

all local authorities, through the identification of preferred routes and the subsequent creation of a prioritised
programme of infrastructure improvements for future investment.

1.2 Why develop an LCWIP for East Sussex?

It is important that East Sussex have a joined-up plan that is shared between its districts to guide future walking
and cycling investment within the county.

Having a clear and evidence based plan will help guide investment and secure external funds from central
government and developer contributions.

East Sussex County Council have commissioned Jacobs to support on elements of the LCWIP, including:
¢ Identifying and clustering key trip generators using GIS to thereafter develop desire lines.

e Identify a core walking zones and create a secondary boundary where walking trips between them and
destinations would occur.

¢ Identify key routes that connect to the core walking zone and destination clusters.

e Audit these routes and identify what interventions are required.

e (Calculate high level costings for these interventions and sum a total cost for each walking route.
e Produce high level costings for a range of cycle routes.

e Conduct high level economic analysis using the DfT’s Active Modes Appraisal Toolkit to understand value for
money for walking and cycling investment.
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2.  Walking Network Development

2.1 Methodology

The walking network is derived by creating a links between areas identified as trip origin and destinations. A
desktop study plotted the origin and destination points for each town. These were categorised into a number of
key categories, including education, employment and retail, with sub-categories offering further information for
sites where applicable. Desire lines were then identified that connect clusters of destinations to the identified
core walking zone within each town.

Following the desk study, site visits to each town were conducted, along with research of adopted sections of
highway and public rights of way to refine these walking routes. These were thereafter amended to provide safe
and legal access for pedestrians.

Walking route audits using the Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) were carried out for each route identified
during the site visits.

Specific interventions associated with each route were thereafter identified and costed using an inventory of
costings, using benchmark costs of walking and cycling infrastructure delivered locally and further afield.

2.2 Origin and Destination Mapping

In line with central government guidance, core walking zones were identified for each town, where the highest
levels of walking activities are likely to occur. Key trip attractors were identified, typically within access of a 2km
radius of a core walking zone, where the largest clusters of trip attractors were located. These included facilities
and services for employment, education, healthcare, leisure and retail.

Smaller clusters of trip attractors were identified thereafter, and desire lines were drawn to connect these to the
core walking zone. The desire lines were used to help inform core routes which required intervention, and which
access corridors were available to assist the formation of the walking network. These would deliver the most
efficient and accessible routes to the destinations for pedestrians.

A network of walking routes was designed to provide access between the core walking zone and identified
destination attractors, paying special attention to destinations with a regular demand and clusters of multiple
trip attractors. Future residential and commercial developments were also considered within the study.

A large number of routes were developed to maximise pedestrian access between destinations and the core
walking zone for each town.
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Figure 2-1: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Hastings
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Figure 2-2: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Bexhill

Legend BN

© Educational Establishments

Employment Sites

Healthcare

Leisure

Retail

Transport Interchange

Residential Centres

—==- Desire Lines

[] Core Walking Zone (CWZ)

[ Destination Clusters

[] cwz 2km Catchment

Future Developments
Future Residential Development Sites
Future Residential and Employment Sites
Future Employment Sites

© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA |

0 0.5 1 km

|

e !
— o
Collington” ~=~=&,

[9)

® © ¢ o ©




Jacob
Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support \Jaco S

Figure 2-3: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Hailsham
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Figure 2-4: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Newhaven

Legend
©  Educational Establishments
©  Employment Sites
Healthcare
Leisure
Retail
Transport Interchange
o Residential Centres
=== Desire Lines
[] Core Walking Zone (CWZ)
[] Destination Clusters
[] cwz 2km Catchment
Future Developments
Future Residential Development Sites
Future Residential and Employment Sites
Future Employment Sites
TBC

@ @ o o

© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA |

0 0.5 1 km
[ I

Piddinghoe South Heighton

Denton
Q o
' A
A /" Mount Pleasant
]

]

/
/0 \

6 . X
\  Seahaven
b

Bishopstone

vacobs




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Figure 2-5: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Eastbourne
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Figure 2-6: Origin, Destination and Desire Line Mapping: Lewes
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3 Walking Network Audits

2.3.1 Methodology

The Walking Route Auditing Tool (WRAT) was used to examine the existing quality of the links within the
designed walking network and identify areas of improvement. The WRAT is a tool to support local authorities
with the auditing of walking routes and comprises of an auditing methodology which is focused around the five
core design outcomes of pedestrian infrastructure. These criteria, which formulate the design objectives for the

walking route are as follows:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Attractiveness (maintenance, fear of crime, traffic noise and pollution)
Comfort (condition, footway width, crossing width, footway parking, gradient)
Directness (footway provision, quality of crossing provision)

Safety (traffic volume, traffic speed, visibility)

Coherence (dropped kerbs and tactile paving)

Each component was scored on a scale between 0 — 2, with O being lowest and 2 being highest score.

Audits were carried out through site visits and included specific input from staff with detailed knowledge of

planning transport improvements for people with disabilities.

To follow are summaries of each route audit, including scores for each category.



Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

2.3.1.1

Hastings

Table 2-1: Walking route audit - Hastings

Place to Barley
Ln

narrow nature of roadways, though traffic levels are low
at these points. Route nevertheless is attractive due to
traditional architecture south of the route and greenery

HS1: Core 26 Hastings' core walking zone is generally in a good Improve crossing provision on Albert Rd for
Walking Zone condition, with its attractiveness and comfort being pedestrians.
significantly boosted by the pedestrianised nature of a Refurbish tactile paving provided.
number of its streets. It is nevertheless located on a Introduce traffic calming measures on Albert Rd
slight slope, which becomes steeper at its edges. and A21. Improve crossing provision on Albert
Crossing points linked to junctions also have long Rd for pedestrians.
crossing times. Refurbish tactile paving provided.
Introduce traffic calming measures on Albert Rd
and A21.
HS2: White Rock 23 The route is reasonably attractive, though Clear vegetation along West Hill Rd. Resurface
to Harley Shute improvements in regard to maintenance and traffic footways along Western Rd and reinforce
Rd presence are required. The safety of the route is also parking restrictions on Undercliff. Improve
reasonable, though visibility is limited at some points, dropped kerbing provision on minor roads and
such as on St Vincent's Rd. Severance of private land renovate deteriorating tactile paving on Gardner
limits the directness of the route, though existing Way. Improve crossing provision on St Vincents
crossings are of good quality. Rd.
HS3: Cornwallis 20 The south of the route is very green, whilst being more Clearing vegetation at Bohemia Rd/Madgalen Rd
Gardens to built up further north. Controlled crossings have been intersection on A21.
Hollington Old Ln largely placed at appropriate points, though Introduce controlled crossing points (zebra)
opportunities for further were noted north of the route. along A21 and a divided zebra crossing on
The limited litter and absence of vandalism makes it an Cornwallis Gardens.
attractive route, though temporary obstructions can Impose parking restrictions on London Rd to
limit the usable width of the footways. The steepest limit stay of service vehicles that park on footway
gradients can be identified south of the route. on London Rd.
Expand dropped kerbing provision along
Hollington Old Ln.
HS4: Queens Rd 23 The route has relatively average comfort and attractive, Street lighting enhancements along Hillside Rd.
to The Ridge though opportunities to enhance these further exist. Traffic calming measures along St Helen's Rd.
The use of Hillside Rd for pedestrian access encounters Introduce concrete footway where missing along
private sections, which have a limited lighting provision Hillside Rd.
and poorer footway quality. Traffic levels are relatively Improve provision of crossing facilities, dropped
low, with the route being mainly composed of kerbing and tactile paving along St Helen's Park
residential roads. Rd..
HS5: Milward Rd 23 The route has average scores for attractiveness and Improve provision of street lighting along Pine
to lvyhouse Ln comfort, whereby the footway's function is limited by Ave
the motorists using the roadways. The route is relatively | Introduce traffic calming measures along
direct with small diversions away from the desire lines Hughenden Rd and Mount Pleasant Rd
due to minor severance. There is an inconsistent Improve crossing provision on The Ridge and
provision of dropped kerbing, limiting the accessibility Milward Rd/St Mary's Rd.
of the footway for some users.
HS6: The Bourne 19 The directness of the footways is reasonable, though Acted nearby roads. Renovate tactile paving
to Rye Rd crossing provision could be improved to limit along A258 and Halton PL.
deterrence for safe access to the key destinations. Increase provision of crossing facilities on Old
Visibility concerns regarding attracting crime and London Rd and Robertsons Hill. Improve
visibility to drivers were identified along this route, dropped kerbing provision on Robertsons Hill.
particularly to the south.
HS7: Pelham 20 Footway provision is limited at some points due to Increase footway widths where feasible.

Implement traffic calming measures where
pedestrians share the footway with motorists.
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on the north an east of the route.
BHS: Bexhill- 30 The footway quality along the seafront is high, Enhance the attractiveness and comfort of
Hastings Seafront particularly due to its refurbishments connected to the walking along Cinque Ports Way. Carry out
National Cycle Network (NCN). Nevertheless, this focus repairs to the tactile paving east of the route.
on cyclists was found to neglect pedestrians in some
cases, particularly along Cinque Ports Way.
2.3.1.2 Bexhill

Table 2-2: Walking route audit - Bexhill

Watermill Ln

B1: Core Bexhill's core walking zone has generally good levels of Installation of traffic calming measures on noted
Walking Zone comfort and attractiveness, being limited by the sections of Sea Rd and A269.
moderate traffic volumes along selected roads during Imposing parking restrictions and
peak periods. It scores highly in terms of directness due | complementary enforcement to limit footway
to the dominance of controlled zebra crossings. The parking within the core walking zone.
area surrounding Bexhill rail station is particularly traffic | Consider options to reshape the Bexhill rail
dominated and would benefit from public realm station forecourt and connecting pedestrian and
improvement and reshaping. cycle routes.
Introducing a new zebra crossing on Sea Rd and
expand the provision of tactile paving / dropped
kerbs.
Consider introducing informal streets scheme
covering St Leonards Road and Devonshire Road.
B2: Cooden 24 Higher speeds are visible along A259, reducing the Introducing street lighting columns along De La
Sea Rd to attractiveness score, nonetheless scoring above Warr Parade.
Freshfields average. The width of segregated footways at some Resurfacing footways and introducing more
points may be considered too narrow to accommodate crossings near to Egerton Park.
the volumes of pedestrian flows. Lighting is deficient Traffic calming measures along A259.
along sections of De La Warr Parade.
B3: StationRd | 25 The route's attractiveness and directness is limited by Expanding footway widths into grass verges on
to Barnhorn the traffic associated with Terminus Rd and Peartree Ln. | concerned roads (i.e. Peartree Ln).
Rd Though footways are generally in a good condition, Introducing increased crossing points Terminus
their widths along the route are sometimes constrained Rd and Turkey Rd.
by motorists parking partly or fully on them. Consider schemes to reduce motorised traffic
Accessibility to the footways is inconsistent due to the dominance in the vicinity of Buckhurst Place
absence of dropped kerbs at appropriate points, gyratory and junction with Terminus Road /
particularly along Collington Rd. Sackville Road.
B4: Buckhurst | 22 The footway quality along the route can be enhanced at | Footway resurfacing and refurbishing of existing
Pl to Turkey key points, as deterioration of footways and tactile tactile paving along London Rd.
Rd paving has been noted. High traffic flows along main Widen the footway along Down Rd.
roads where footways are located closer to the roads Improve route coherence by expanding dropped
limit the route’s overall attractiveness. kerbing provision along residential roads on the
walking route.
Introduce crossing points to assist safe crossing
and traffic calming to connect to destinations
along the route.
B5: Sea Rd to 21 Width restrictions exist along footways due to private Introduce traffic calming measures and crossing

properties and narrow roads along with some instances
of footway parking. There is a limited control over traffic
flows due to the need to access essential destinations
such as Bexhill Hospital, or access to the A259 arteriole
road. Slight sloping occurs along the route, being
slightly steeper at some points. Crossing facilities could

be improved to reduce waiting time and increase

points along Hollier's Hill.

Consistently provide dropped kerbing and
introduce a crossing refuge island on the Glades.
Provide street lighting near to footways that are
segregated from the road (i.e., beneath A259 to
connect to Hollier's Hill).
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journey directness.

B6: Upper Sea
Rd to
Pebsham Ln

19

The comfort of the footways along this route are
average, though they can be improved along Dorset Rd
and De La Warr Rd particularly.

Clear vegetation along Hollier's Hill.

Introduce traffic calming along Dorset Rd.
Introduce footway resurfacing and widening
along noted points.

Introduce parking restrictions near uncontrolled
crossing points to maximise visibility of
pedestrians.

Introduce crossing points where provision is
limited or insufficient.

2.3.1.3 Hailsham

Table 2-3: Walking route audit - Hailsham

HL1: Core 24 The route’s attractiveness is above average, though Increase provision of dropped kerbing along
Walking Zone concerns surrounding a lack of visibility through and minor streets.
nearby the Cuckoo Trail were noted. There is a good Implement traffic calming measures along
provision of controlled crossings, which meet the desire | Market Street, North St and George St.
lines. Traffic speeds are relatively low along most of the | Expand the footway width along Downsview Way
route due to existing traffic calming measures. and Maryan Court.
Introduce a Zebra crossing on North St.
HL2: SouthRd | 17 Some widening of footways needed with additional Increase footway widths along B2104 at
to Arlington controlled and uncontrolled crossing points. Traffic concerned points leading up to the new
Rd E speeds and flows are generally moderate. residential development. Introduce new crossing
points.
HL3: London 23 Footway condition is reasonable across most of the Increase provision of crossing facilities along
Rd to Church route, although the route is lacking in designated busier roads. Introduce traffic calming measures
Rd crossing points near to destinations and bus stops. on busier roads to encourage safe crossing at
Concerns exist around the lighting provision and designated and undesignated points. Increase
perceived safety along the Cuckoo Trail, which provides | provision of lighting along the Cuckoo Trial.
the most direct path to the destinations on the north of
the route.
HL4: Battle Rd | 23 Good footway quality, particularly along Battle Rd with Improve footways where widths can be
New Rd existing designated shared paths. Gaps in provision to increased, or surfaces could be improved.
the north of the route. Identify opportunities to increase the directness
of crossing activities through the expanded
provision or enhancement of crossing points.
HL5: 28 The route is good quality, though the directness of Introduce the noted pedestrian priority measures
Marshfoot Ln crossings could be improved. Traffic speeds are at Marshfoot Ln/St Mary's Ave junction to reduce
moderate. traffic speeds and increase the safety of
pedestrians when crossing. Widen the footway
on the southern side of the road.
HL6: Mill Rd 22 The quality of the route is generally good however there | Introducing traffic calming measures over

is a missing section of footway near the new
development and the route would benefit from traffic
calming measures in this section.

missing section of footway. Refurbishment of
footway (southern side of the road) and the
introduction of tactile paving to guide safer
crossing for pedestrians across priority junctions.
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2.3.1.4 Newhaven

Table 2-4: Walking route audit - Newhaven

N1: Core The core walking zone consists of a pedestrianised centre | Introduce trafﬁc calming measures and controlled
Walking Zone surrounded by a busy circular one-way system. crossing provision on concerned section of the
Controlled crossings have been sensibly placed to allow A259 to enable improved routes to the town
pedestrians to access the centre, nonetheless waiting centre. Resurface the footway north of South Rd.
times associated with this vary depending on whether Improve crossing provision on Lewes Rd. Introduce
they are single-phased or staggered. Dropped kerbing is traffic calming measures on Lewes Rd to
consistent among most of the route, with some compliment access to route N3. Improve provision
exceptions identified on minor residential roads. High of dropped kerbing along residential roads. Review
Street suffers from parking issues and although parking restrictions and enforcements on High
streetscape enhancement has taken place the high Street.
kerbing creates issues for people with mobility
impairments accessing shops and retail.
N2: Church Hill | 21 Route is of good quality overall, however the steep Surveillance enhancements and improvements to
to Southdown slopes and gradients, as well as the most direct routes footways (including lowered kerbs and expanding
Rd not providing step-free access, limits the accessibility of footway widths) are among the key improvements
the route to all users. Severance limits the directness of required along the route. Street lighting provision
footways, meaning that a number of turns onto different on alleyways currently lacking. Widening of
roads have to be made to access Breakwater Academy. footway along Northdown Rd.
N3: Eveyln Ave | 20 Traffic levels vary along the route, being lowest along Improve crossing provision on Brighton Rd and
to Brighton Rd minor roads, yet higher along main roads, Brighton Rd Chestnut Way.
particularly. The attractiveness and comfort is average, Implement traffic calming measures on Brighton
though deficiency of street lighting and limited crossing Rd.
provision or assistance (kerb dropping) along some of Increase lighting provision and remove overgrown
the minor roads. vegetation on Valley Rd.
Expand dropped kerbing provision on Evelyn Ave
and Murray Ave.
N4: Drove Rd 23 Footway widths are reasonable to the south of the route, Improve lighting on Denton Drive and increase
to Denton Rd yet they are narrower further northeast. The route is footway width along Avis Rd.
generally well lit with the exception of Denton Drive, a Resurfacing of footway and the replacement of
private road. Uncontrolled crossings dominate the route, | tactile paving along Avis Way.
meaning waiting times are generally short however there | Clearing of vegetation on Avis Way.
is a need for controlled crossings in some locations. Implement traffic calming along Avis Rd and
Deterioration of some footways along Avis Way. improve crossing provision on Avis Rd, Denton Rd
and New Rd.
N5: North Way | 23 The waiting times associated with the level crossing and Implement parking restrictions on Clifton Rd.
to Beach Rd port crossing are a key severance issue associated with Improve the quality of the footway along Beach Rd.
the route. Elsewhere, the footway width is restricted by Consider opportunities for improved crossing
parked vehicles or the narrowness of roads heading points of rail line and ferry access.
southbound along the route.
N6: South Rd 24 The route generally has good accessibility, with low Introduce a controlled crossing on South Rd.
to Fort Rise traffic flows limiting the noise produced by vehicles Introduce traffic calming measures on Fort Rd.
along the roadway, enhancing the route's attractiveness. Improve provision of dropped kerbing on Fort Rd.
Opportunities to cross between different sides of Fort Rd
are limited.
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2.3.1.5 Eastbourne

Table 2-5: Walking route audit - Eastbourne

E1: Core
Walking Zone

Eastbourne Town Centre is relatively frlendly for
pedestrians, with wide footways on most streets and
crossing points at key destinations. The navigation
between destinations however is not the most permeable
at key junctions. Traffic causes severance along Terminus
Rd, limiting the urban realm.

The pedestrianisation of Terminus Rd will provide
direct access between the shopping district, south
east of the station, to the seafront. Furthermore,
introducing further crossing points between
destinations rather than at destinations, including
zebra crossings around the Magic roundabout, is
needed to enhance directness within the core
walking zone.

residential roads, and along the A2290.

E2: Devonshire | 26 Footway provision follows the desire lines overall, though | Traffic calming measures to reduce speeds and
Place to the wide width of roads at junctions has an impact on flows will reduce severance and enhance
Wellcombe journey times. Recent provision of dropped kerbing and accessibility and safety for pedestrians. Resurfacing
Crescent tactile paving along much of Carlisle Rd, though the west | of footways required, whilst narrowing of junction
of the route would benefit from similar treatment. mouths will increase pedestrian visibility and
reduce the time added to the journey for crossing
activity.
E3: Terminus 20 Good footway provision throughout most of route, Introduce footway on Dittons Rd where absent.
Road to Park though narrow at some points. Wide junction mouths and | More crossing points, including refuge islands, on
Avenue insufficient provision of dropped kerbing hinder the roads where desire lines are not met. Traffic
accessibility of footways. Crossing facilities miss out calming measures required to reduce severance
some key points along the route. Busy main roads are associated with crossing activities at gaps of traffic.
present on this route.
E4: Ashford 24 A largely residential route with moderate levels of traffic Enhancements to the footway quality through
Road to throughout most of it. Strongly benefits from Horsey widening and/or resurfacing them at certain points
Lottbridge Sewer path, limiting exposure to traffic noise and along the route. Improve or extend crossing
Drive pollution. Good provision of crossing facilities in the provision at key points throughout the route to
main, with exceptions such as a lack of puffin crossings at | enhance directness of crossing activity. Increase
signalised junctions. Dropped kerbing provision is not pedestrian safety through traffic calming measures
consistent throughout the route. (i.e.: reducing speed limits on busy roads) and
through narrowing junction mouths to increase
their visibility to motorists.
E5: Cavendish 22 The route is largely residential, providing direct access to | Increase the route's attractiveness through street
Place to King's Eastbourne District General Hospital and East Sussex lighting provision and traffic calming measures.
Drive College Eastbourne. It is a relatively busy route consisting | Enhance quality and connectivity to footways along
of main roads, nonetheless with good footway provision route. Incorporate controlled crossings into busy
to provide direct access for pedestrians. signalised junctions.
E6: Marine 24 This route is in residential and seafront settings, with Enhancements to the footways are required and a
Parade Rd to wide footways throughout most of it. It is well served by revision of parking to ensure footway usage and
Birch crossing points connecting to most destinations, though uncontrolled crossing activity can occur safely.
Roundabout some incidents of severance are noted at junctions of Traffic calming required to reduce severance

caused along busy roads.

2.3.1.6 Lewes

Table 2-6: Walking route audit - Lewes

N T e

L1: Core
Walking Zone

nghest traffic levels and noise along High St and Station
Rd. Narrow footways and pinch points identified in town

Consider traffic calming along High St and Station
Rd. Widen footways where feasible, or introduce
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centre. Single phase crossings reduce crossing time and traffic calming measures. Consider introducing
thus time added to the journeys of pedestrians. Crossing informal streets along quieter roads. Expand
provision does not always follow desire lines within retail | crossing facilities.
areas.
L2: Cockshut 23 Footway provision follows desire lines, though comfortis | Expand street lighting provision where currently
Road to The limited due to the constraints associated with the widths limited. Narrow junction mouths to increase
Drove of the streets in the town centre. Access to the station is visibility of pedestrians and increase ease of
served by pedestrian crossings, though vehicle speeds crossing. Revise footway quality and/or expand
linked to large the roundabout south of Station Rd and footway provision at the identified points. Consider
excessive guardrails limit the permeability of crossing introducing a continuous footway where demand
along desire lines. for vehicular access is lower.
L3: Wellgreen 21 The route is largely residential, intersecting the west of Footway resurfacing is required. The removal of
Lane to the core walking zone, meaning that few controlled vegetation is needed for increasing footway widths.
Whitfield Ln crossings are used. Kingston Rd, south of the route Expanding crossing provision to enhance
provides access to Kingston Near Lewes, though the directness along desire lines for pedestrians to
busyness and speeds associated with the road reduce the | access key trip destinations. Revise dropped
attractiveness of the route, along with narrow width pinch | kerbing provision throughout the route, and
points. introduce traffic calming measures where required.
L4: Elm Grove 22 Footway quality is good throughout route, though narrow | Increase traffic calming and improve footway
to Brighton Rd at some points. Lighting provision is limited in some comfort where possible. Expand crossing provision
quieter areas away from main roads. Minor sloping at key points. Dropped kerbing and tactile paving
occurs on route. provision requires improvement.
L5: Brighton 23 The route is generally of a high quality, with crossing A major action is expanding the footpath provision
Road to point access to most key destinations. Some of these are | along riverside to weatherproof an attractive
Southerham of a narrow width, or are uncontrolled, limiting their alternative for those navigating between Cliffe
Lane safety and directness for pedestrians. Industrial Estate and the west or central part of the
route.
L6: Phoenix 23 Existing traffic calming measures increase safety for Expand footway provision where required. Further
Causeway to pedestrians. Footways provided across most of route, enhance traffic calming where footways are narrow
Mill Road with few exceptions noted. Footway parking incidents and/or very close to roadway (without parked cars
noted. Moderate traffic volumes on main roads. in between). Increase or enhance provision of
controlled crossings to increase directness of
pedestrian crossing activity.
2.3.2 WRAT scores by objectives
2.3.2.1 Hastings
Table 2-7:

Table 2-7: Walking route audit scores - Hastings

a

g

S £ o

] o ]

B £ S

< (=] (]
HS1: Core Walking Zone 6 7 8 4 1 26
HS2: White Rock to Harley Shute Rd 4 7 8 3 1 23
HS3: Cornwallis Gardens to Hollington Old Ln 4 6 6 3 1 20
HS4: Queens Rd to The Ridge 4 7 8 3 1 23
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HS5: Milward Rd to Ivyhouse Ln 4 6 9 3 1 23
HS6: The Bourne to Rye Rd 3 6 7 2 1 19
HS7: Pelham Place to Barley Ln 4 5 7 3 1 20
BHS: Bexhill-Hastings Seafront 6 9 9 5 1 30

2.3.2.2 Bexhill

Table 2-8: Walking route audit scores - Bexhill

]

g

© = o
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- e <

g 5 S
B1: Core Walking Zone 5 6 9 3 1 24
B2: Cooden Sea Rd to Freshfields 5 8 6 4 1 24
B3: Station Rd to Barnhorn Rd 5 9 7 3 1 25
B4: Buckhurst Pl to Turkey Rd 4 7 7 3 1 22
B5: Sea Rd to Watermill Ln 4 6 7 3 1 21
B6: Upper Sea Rd to Pebsham Ln 3 6 7 2 1 19
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2.3.2.3 Hailsham

Table 2-9: Walking route audit scores - Hailsham

["2]

§
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T £ <

@ o ]

£ £ s

< o o
HL1: Core Walking Zone 5 8 6 4 1 24
HL2: South Rd to Arlington Rd E 5 5 3 3 1 17
HL3: London Rd to Church Rd 4 8 6 4 1 23
HL4: Battle Rd New Rd 5 8 6 3 1 23
HL5: Marshfoot Ln 6 8 9 4 1 28
HL6: Mill Rd 4 7 7 3 1 22

2.3.2.4 Newhaven

Table 2-10: Walking route audit scores - Newhaven

w
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(¢ o (V]

£ < G

< o o
N1: Core Walking Zone 3 6 5 3 0 17
N2: Church Hill to Southdown Rd 4 7 6 3 1 21
N3: Eveyln Ave to Brighton Rd 4 6 6 3 1 20
N4: Drove Rd to Denton Rd 5 7 7 3 1 23
N5: North Way to Beach Rd 5 8 6 3 1 23
Né: South Rd to Fort Rise 4 © 6 4 1 24
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2.3.2.5 Eastbourne

Table 2-11:: Walking route audit scores - Eastbourne
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E1: Core Walking Zone 5 9 8 3 1 26
E2: Devonshire Place to Wellcombe Crescent 5 8 9 3 1 26
E3: Terminus Road to Park Avenue 4 6 6 3 1 20
E4: Ashford Road to Lottbridge Drive 5 9 5 4 1 24
E5: Cavendish Place to King's Drive 4 7 6 4 1 22
E6: Marine Parade Rd to Birch Roundabout 6 1 8 3 0 24

2.3.2.6 Lewes

Table 2-12: Walking route audit scores - Lewes
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L1: Core Walking Zone 4 6 9 3 1 23
L2: Cockshut Road to The Drove 5 9 6 3 0 23
L3: Wellgreen Lane to Whitfield Ln 5 7 6 3 0 21
L4: Elm Grove to Brighton Rd 4 6 9 3 0 22
L5: Brighton Road to Southerham Lane 4 8 7 3 1 23
L6: Phoenix Causeway to Mill Road 4 8 6 4 1 23

A full breakdown of each category on the 0-2 RAG rating system can be found in Appendix A.
2.4 Network interventions

2.4.1 Methodology

Following the site visits and desktop research, route improvements and interventions have been identified along
the current walking network. Site visits provided the most current insights into the current quality of the walking
routes, whilst desktop analysis enabled the quantitative extent of each intervention to be determined where
applicable.

The inventory of interventions covered a range of categories, including:

= Crossing facilities

. Footways

- Public realm improvements

= Traffic calming
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=  Cycling
= Other

The interventions along each route were costed to provide a high-level indicative cost, using cost inventories and
case studies by local authorities and the Department for Transport. It is to be noted that the costings provided
should be considered as benchmark costs and further costings work is required as part of scheme development.

Costs for each town used the 'High costs’ and ‘Low costs' thresholds for each route and totalled for each area.

A detailed breakdown of the costings supplied can be found in Appendix B.
2.4.2 Walking Interventions and Costings: Hastings

Figure 2-7: Selected walking interventions and routes - Hastings
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Table 2-13: Walking route interventions & costings summary - Hastings

HS1: Core Walking Zone £2,355,978 £1,652,852
HS2: White Rock to Harley Shute Rd £402,226 £272,201
HS3: Cornwallis Gardens to Hollington Old Ln £230,203 £172,737
HS4: Queens Rd to The Ridge £1,679,858 £1,184,609
HS5: Milward Rd to lvyhouse Ln £359,855 £305,899
HS6: The Bourne to Rye Rd £706,592 £568,547
HS7: Pelham Place to Barley Ln £572,412 £478,225
BHS: Bexhill-Hastings Seafront £162,332 £137,872

Total £6,469,456 £4,772,942
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2.43 Walking Interventions: Bexhill

Figure 2-8: Selected walking interventions and routes - Bexhill
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Table 2-14: Walking route interventions & costings summary - Bexhill

B1: Core Walking Zone £3,464,676 £2,701,719
B2: Cooden Sea Rd to Freshfields £648,776 £559,323
B3: Station Rd to Barnhorn Rd £782,517 £604,417
B4: Buckhurst Pl to Turkey Rd £1,024,144 £873,336
B5: Sea Rd to Watermill Ln £601,225 £461,277
B6: Upper Sea Rd to Pebsham Ln £310,587 £242 933

Total £6,831,925 £5,443,005
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2.4.4 Walking Interventions: Hailsham

Figure 2-9: Selected walking interventions and costings - Hailsham
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Table 2-15: Walking route interventions & costings summary - Hailsham

HL1: Hailsham Core Walking Zone £434,125 £320,675
HL2: South Rd to Arlington Rd E £832,645 £577,560
HL3: London Rd to Church Rd £632,838 £469,755
HL4: Battle Rd New Rd £829,065 £643,068
HL5: Marshfoot Ln £200,146 £148,046
HL6: Mill Rd £170,251 £128,765

Total £3,099,069 £2,287,869
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2.45 Walking Interventions: Newhaven

Figure 2-10: Selected walking interventions and routes - Newhaven
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Table 2-16: Walking route interventions & costings summary - Newhaven

(rowe R g cone oot

N1: Core Walking Zone £432,844 £354,181
N2: Church Hill to Southdown Rd £171,363 £153,032
N3: Eveyln Ave to Brighton Rd £374,962 £266,918
N4: Drove Rd to Denton Rd £1,112,290 £823,879
N5: North Way to Beach Rd £428,262 £305,964
N6: South Rd to Fort Rise £85,946 £64,404

Total £2,605,666 £1,968,379

21
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2.4.6 Walking Interventions: Eastbourne

Figure 2-11: Selected walking interventions and routes — Eastbourne
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Table 2-17: Walking route interventions & costings summary — Eastbourne

E1: Core Walking Zone (Eastbourne Town Centre Phase 2b) £8,110,285 £8,080,700
E2: Devonshire Place to Wellcombe Crescent £541,810 £442,202
E3: Terminus Road to Park Avenue £617,556 £497,758
E4: Ashford Road to Lottbridge Drive £621,209 £481,716
ES: Cavendish Place to King's Drive £319,178 £237,771
E6: Marine Parade Rd to Birch Roundabout £632,527 £515,840
Total £10,842,564 £10,255,988

2.4.7 Walking Interventions: Lewes

Figure 2-13: Key walking interventions — Lewes
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Table 2-18: Walking route interventions & costings summary - Lewes

L1: Core Walking Zone £218,183 £190,604
L2: Cockshut Road to The Drove £684,877 £561,568
L3: Wellgreen Lane to Whitfield Ln £1,136,614 £1,084,124
L4: Elm Grove to Brighton Rd £280,205 £199,645
L5: Brighton Road to Southerham Lane £1,599,991 £1,402,148
L6: Phoenix Causeway to Mill Road £350,909 £280,019
Lewes Wayfinding £40,000 £40,000
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Total £4,310,779 | £3,758,108 |
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3.  Cycling Network Development

3.1 Methodology

In line with the governments LCWIP guidance, costings have been carried out and totalled for the interventions
identified along each cycle route.

ESCC provided Jacobs with the indicative costings for the Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement and Access
Corridor (HPE MAC), and the Brighton University, Eastbourne Campus, to Pevensey Bay cycling route. The latter
cycling network was developed and costed by Sustrans.

The Eastbourne Town Centre Cycle Scheme is currently under development, therefore specific interventions
added along the route will be agreed by ESCC before final costings can be delivered. Nevertheless, the area of
interest was costed to provide an initial estimate along the desired path identified by ESCC.

To validate these costings, Jacobs also carried out high-level costings for each of each intervention from a
compiled inventory based on infrastructure costings from similar schemes carried out within the UK.

A 44% optimism bias was applied to reflect the current stage of the project, as outlined in Department for
Transport's Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) 2017.

3.2 Network interventions and costings
3.21 Coastal Cultural Trail - Eastbourne to Hastings via Bexhill

The Coastal Cultural Trail extends from NCN Route 2 in Eastbourne, along the coast via Bexhill and Hastings. A
set of costings supplied by ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs, including
additional high-level costings for a proposed new route at Pevensey Bay.

It should be noted that the route between Fisherman's Car Park and Sovereign Harbour has been removed from
this costing to avoid the double counting of the Eastbourne Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access (sections 200.4 —
200.5).
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Figure 3.1: Key cycling interventions — Coastal Cultural Trail
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions.
Table 3.1: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Coastal Cultural Trail
Intervention High Cost Low cost
210.4 | NCN Route 21 to Langney Roundabout £404928 £286,920
210.5 | Langney Roundabout to Martello
Roundabout £539,280 £388,800
210.6 | Martello Roundabout to Pevensey Bay £51 552 £51 552
New Route | Castle Drive to Sluice Lane £739 152 £469 008
100.1 | Cooden Road Station to Richmond Avenue £324,008 £335,632
100.2 | B2182 West Parade to De La Warr Parade £419,170 £363,744
100.3 | De La Warr Parade to Glyne Gap £99 446 £80,496
201.1 | Cinque Ports Way to Pelham Place
Roundabout £27,086 £26,136
201.2 | Pelham Place Roundabout to Old Town High
Street £90,057.60 £54 864
201.3 | A259 Crossings £890,640 £660,960
High Cost Low Cost Schemes

Total | £3,730,832.00 | £2,855,646.40 29




Jacob
Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support \’aco S

3.2.2 Eastbourne Cycling Schemes

ESCC asked Jacobs to review five cycle schemes in and around Eastbourne. These schemes are as follows:
=  Eastbourne Town Centre Cycle Scheme — Rail Station to Seafront

= Brighton University (Eastbourne Campus) — Pevensey Bay

. Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement Access Corridor (HPE MAC)

= Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access

3.2.2.1 Eastbourne Town Centre Cycle Scheme - Rail Station to Seafront

The cycle scheme for Eastbourne Town Centre is still under development, therefore costings have been
calculated for the current area of interest; Grove Road roundabout to King Edward'’s Parade, via Grange Rd and
Silverdale. Based on this, the costing for a mixed strategic cycle route was applied to the 1.35km distance of this
pathway, based on case study-based costings detailed in GOV UK: Cycle City Ambition Schemes; cycle

intervention costs.

Figure 3-2: Key cycling interventions — Eastbourne Town Centre Cycling Scheme — Rail Station to Seafront
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Table 3-2: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Eastbourne Town Centre Cycling Scheme — Rail
Station to Seafront

Suggested Intervention High Cost Low Cost

Strategic cycle route with mixed facilities
between Grove Road roundabout and King £1,555,200 £894,240
Edward's Parade
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3.2.2.2 Brighton University (Eastbourne Campus) — Pevensey Bay
This route intersects Eastbourne's seafront, with existing segregated cycleways being located east of the route.

Figure 3-3: Key cycling interventions — Brighton University to Pevensey Bay
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The route was originally scoped out by Sustrans, whom audited the route and provided cost ranges for each
intervention identified to enhance the route’s feasibility. Jacobs also costed these schemes using an inventory to
assess the validity of these estimated cost bands.

The total costings for this route are shown in the table below.

Table 3-3: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Brighton University — Pevensey Bay

Intervention High Cost Low cost

210.1 | University to Saffrons Road £164,733 £103,564
210.2 | Saffrons Road - Station - Bourne Street £527,226 £408,584
210.3 | Bourne Street - Roselands - Horsey Way -

NCN Route 21 £705,112 £576,099
210.4 | NCN Route 21 - Proposed Horsey Way £404928 £286,920

Extension - Langney Roundabout
210.5 | Langney Roundabout - Martello Roundabout £539,280 £388,800
210.6 | Martello Roundabout - NCN Route 21 -
Pevensey Bay

£136,368 £118,368

High Cost Low Cost Schemes
Total | £2,477,646.79 | £1,882,335.81 26
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3.2.2.3 Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement and Access Corridor (HPE MAC)

A set of costings supplied to ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs.

Figure 3-4: Key cycling interventions — Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement and Access Corridor
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-4: Costings for Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement and Access Corridor Phases 2-5

Phase High Cost Low Cost
Phase 2 £211,968 £134,784
Phase 3 £9,704 £9,704
Phase 4 £953,604 £637,200
Phase 5 £24,840 £24,840

Total £1,200,116 £806,528

3.2.2.4 Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access

A set of costings supplied to ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs.
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Figure 3.5: Key cycling interventions — Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-5: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access

Intervention High Cost Low cost

200.1 | South Downs Way — Wilmington Square £107,280 £89,280
200.2 | Wilmington Square — Marine Parade Road £247,680 £151,200
200.3 | Marine Parade Road — NCN21 Fisherman £193320 £140.256

Green Car Park ' '
200.4 | Fisherman Green Car Park — Sovereign £2246 £1,296

Centre
200.5 | Sovereign Centre — Martello Roundabout £143,265 £136,238

High Cost Low Cost Schemes
Total £693,729 £518,270 13

3.23 Hastings and Bexhill Cycle Schemes

ESCC asked Jacobs to review four cycle schemes in and around Hastings and Bexhill. These schemes are as
follows:
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=  Coombe Valley Greenway Upgrade

=  Alexandra Park — Conquest Hospital Hastings

= Bexhill Hastings Cycle Routes (BHMAP Phase 2)

3.2.3.1 Coombe Valley Greenway Upgrade

The Coombe Valley Greenway is an existing cycle route which has been identified as requiring an upgrade to
maintain a high-quality route. High-level costings have been used for to calculate the low and high cost options

for resurfacing the route.

Figure 3-6: Key cycling schemes: Coombe Valley Greenway Upgrade
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Table 3-6: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Coombe Valley Greenway

Suggested Intervention High Cost

‘ Cycle route resurfacing ‘ £273,600 ‘ £201,600 ‘

3.2.3.2 Alexandra Park — Conquest Hospital Hastings

A set of costings supplied to ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs.
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Figure 3-7: Key cycling schemes — Alexandra Park — Conquest Hospital Hastings
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-7: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Alexandra Park — Conquest Hospital Hastings

Intervention High Cost Low cost

341.1 | Hillside Road £178,920 £144,360
341.2 | Parkstone Road £252,072 £185,832
341.3 | StHelens' Road Crossing £97,200 £79,200
341.4 | Alexandra Park (North) £198,840 £175,600
341.5 | Alexandra Park (South) £60,768 £36,720

Total £787,800 £621,712 10
3.2.3.3 Bexhill Hastings Cycle Routes (BHMAP Phase 2)
ESCC provided Jacobs with costs for a range of cycling schemes throughout Bexhill and Hastings, with no specific
interventions identified. These routes are intended to form town-wide networks still in development, assumed to

be approximately 15km for assessment purposes.

Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions provided by ESCC.
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Table 3-8: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Bexhill Hastings Cycling Routes (BHMAP Phase 2)

Bexhill £1,500,000
Hastings £1,500,000
Total £3,000,000

3.2.4 Lewes and SDNPA Cycle Schemes

ESCC asked Jacobs to review two cycle schemes in and around Lewes and South Downs National Park (SDNP).
These schemes are as follows:

=  Regional Route 90 — Lewes Town Centre
=  A27 -Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout

. Egrets Way
3.2.4.1 Regional Route 90 - Lewes Town Centre
A set of costings supplied to ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs.

Figure 3-8: Key cycling interventions — Regional Route 90 — Lewes Town Centre
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.
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Table 3-9: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — A27 — Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout

Intervention High Cost Low cost Schemes
Total

203.1 | Montacute Road — Grange Road £184,104 £156,456 4

203.2 | Grange Road - Railway Lane £82,008 £58,709 3

210.4 | Cliffe - Southerham 188,856 £151,560 4
High Cost Low Cost Schemes

Total £431,669 £390,024 11

3.2.4.2 A27 -Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout

A set of costings supplied to ESCC were compared with high-level costings carried out by Jacobs.

Whilst the scope of our costings is particularly for cycling interventions, all interventions have been mapped
below to allow cycling interventions to be viewed in the wider context of other interventions, such as walking and

public transit.

Figure 3-9: Key cycling interventions — A27 — Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-10: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — A27 — Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout

Intervention ‘ High Cost Low cost
(Jacobs) (Jacobs)
Total | Within Sustrans'
cost range

210.1 | Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout £951,840 ‘ £599,688 ‘ 6 | ‘

High Cost

Total £951,840 £599,688 6

3.2.4.3 Egrets Way

A set of costings supplied to ESCC for the assessment of Phase 6 and Phase 7 of the Egrets Way scheme were
used for assessment.

Egrets Way Phase 6 follows a 3.1km route from Lewes to Rodmell, with Phase 7 following a 0.9km route from
Piddinghoe to Deans Farm.

Figure 3-10: Key cycling interventions — Egrets Way
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.
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Table 3-11:: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — A27 — Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout

[ phase | cost

Phase 6 £900,000
Phase 7 £990,000
Total £1,890,000

3.25 Newhaven Cycle Schemes

ESCC asked Jacobs to review two cycle schemes in and around Newhaven. These schemes are as follows:

=  Newhaven Mixed Strategic Cycle Route & Exceat Bridge

=  Avis Road

3.2.5.1 Newhaven Mixed Strategic Cycle Route & Exceat Bridge

The Newhaven Mixed Strategic Cycle route extends from Peacehaven to Eastbourne. A set of costings supplied
to ESCC for sections of this route were pieced together and compared with high-level costings carried out by
Jacobs. This includes the provided costs for Exceat Bridge development.

There are no costings for the area between Newhaven and Seaford, where no interventions have been identified.
It should be noted that the route from West to East through Eastbourne to Pevensey has been removed from this

costing to avoid the double counting of the Seafront Cycle/Pedestrian Access (sections 200.4 — 200.5) and
Brighton University to Pevensey Bay.
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Figure 3-11: Key cycling interventions — Newhaven Mixed Strategic Cycle Route & Exceat Bridge
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Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-12: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Newhaven Mixed Strategic Cycle Route & Exceat

Bridge

Intervention

High Cost

Low cost
Total

Schemes

200 | Peacehaven to Newhaven (at £1,616,904 £678,024 9
Peacehaven Golf Club)
Newhaven MSC | Peacehaven Golf Club to Avis Road £2,880,000 £1,656,000 1
Roundabout
220 | Seaford East to Exceat Bridge £757,080 £546,624 16
Exceat Bridge | Exceat Bridge development £2,000,000 £2,000,000 1
National Route 2 (Extension of | Exceat to Eastbourne £143,928 £90,864 4
Eastbourne Route 200)
High Cost Low Cost Schemes
Total £7,397,912 £4,971,512 31

3.2.5.2 Avis Road

A set of high level costings were calculated as part of the walking route assessment Newhaven route 4. The
specific costs associated with Avis Road cycling infrastructure were identified for assessment.
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Figure 3-12: Key cycling interventions — Avis Road

] New central refuge

o

Two-Way Cycle
Track on Eastern
Carriageway

7

Zebra Crossing |

Legend

s Avis Road
I© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SAI

0 250 500 m
| ]

Below is a summary of the costs of the cycling interventions carried out by Jacobs.

Table 3-13: Cycling route interventions & costings summary — Avis Road

Intervention High Cost Low cost

311.1.1. | Avis Road Cycle Track £167,184 £102,060
N4I09 | Junction Avis Way into Avis Road £26,352 £26,352
N4112 | Avis Way and Denton Road £56,880 £38,880
N4113 | Denton Road junctions £37,152 £22,680
N4122 | Avis Road shared path £94 874 £63,036
N4I23 | Avis Road (Newhaven Museum) crossing £17,280 £12,960
N4I24 | Avis Road (Newhaven Museum) vegetation removal £1,037 £1,037

High Cost Low Cost

Total £400,759 £267,005
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4. Economic Appraisal

As part of this LCWIP, the high level return on investment has been calculated using the DfT's Active Mode
Appraisal Tool (AMAT). This tool estimates economic benefits as a result of investing in walking and cycling
schemes in line with DfT WebTAG appraisal guidance compared against high level cost estimates for
improvements. The benefits reported within the tool include:

= Health through reduced mortality;
=  Modal shift through reduced congestion and reduced environmental impacts;
= Journey ambience.

It should be noted the nature of this appraisal is high level and intended for the use of prioritising investment in
the network, giving a broad range of potential benefits which could be realised on each route. Further analysis
and work would be required to develop these estimates to form business cases for individual projects and
programmes.

In line with the DfT TAG unit A1.2, an optimism bias of 44% has been applied to all active travel interventions.

41 Walking Economic Appraisal

There is limited existing evidence and guidance in order to calculate the benefits associated with an increase in
walking, with no equivalent to the Propensity to Cycle Tool available. One source of readily available evidence
regarding walking is the 2011 Census which reports number / percentage of people walking to work.

As a result, a percentage point uplift has been applied to the 2011 Census walking to work figures, to calculate
the number of increasing walking trips required to achieve good value for money benefit from the town-wide
schemes.

411 Hastings

Hastings shows the highest percentage of all the towns assessed, with Census 2011 journeys to work made on
foot at 10%, equivalent to 5,837 journeys. For the walking scheme interventions across the town to achieve good
value for money, with a BCR of 2 or higher, a 5-percentage point increase is needed, equating to 15% of journeys
made by foot. Given that 25% of journeys to work in the town are less than 2km in length, this increase in
walking could be considered feasibility. It must also be recognised that an uplift in walking would also be
expected for other journey purposes including walking to school, for other everyday purposes and particularly
for leisure / recreations given the town is a popular tourist area.

The BCR calculation was carried out for 15% of trips, using the high and low-cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.2. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Economic benefits of walking investment — Hastings

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of

foot recommendations Benefits

Low Cost Scenario £4 772,942 2.96
10,054.01

High Cost Scenario £6,469,456 2.18

Demonstrating the potential to achieve good value for money from pedestrian and accessibility improvements in
Hastings and Bexhill a previous similar investment programme reported a BCR of 2.8.
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4.1.2 Bexhill

Census 2011 data indicates that across Bexhill 7% of journeys are made by foot, the equivalent to 2,198
journeys daily. In order for the walking infrastructure schemes within the town to achieve a BCR of as close to 2
or above, indicating good value for money, a percentage point increase of 8 percent is needed. This would
equate to 15% of trips within the town being made by foot. Although, more than double the Census 2011
journeys, given that 23% of journeys to work in the town are reportedly under 2km in length, this could be
feasible although it is a little more challenging than the required increase for Hastings. Again, a future business
case would also consider benefits resulting for increasing walking to school and for leisure / recreation given
Bexhill's tourism draw.

The BCR calculation was carried out for 15% of trips, using the high and low cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.3. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2: Economic benefits of walking investment - Bexhill

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of BCR

foot recommendations Benefits

Low Cost Scenario £5,443,005 2.23
8,652.17

High Cost Scenario £6,831,925 1.78

4.1.3 Hailsham

In Hailsham, 6% of journeys were made by foot according to the 2011 Census. This equates to 858 journeys. For
the implementation of walking infrastructure within the town to achieve good value for money, a percentage
point increase of 8 percent is required. This would be equivalent to 14% of total trips within the town being
made by foot. Given that the Census 2011 data reports 20% of journeys to work within the town are under 2km
in length, this is considered achievable however future more detailed analysis would be required as part of
business case to consider walking journeys for trips to school, leisure and other everyday purposes.

The BCR calculation was carried out for 14% of trips, using the high and low cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.4. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3: Economic benefits of walking investment - Hailsham

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of

foot recommendations Benefits

Low Cost Scenario £2.287,869 2.42
3,940.32

High Cost Scenario £3,099,069 1.78

41.4 Newhaven

Census 2011 data indicates that across Newhaven 9% of journeys are made by foot, the equivalent to 2,198
journeys daily. In order for the walking infrastructure schemes within the town to achieve a BCR of as close to 2
or above, indicating good value for money, a percentage point increase of 11 percent is needed. This would
equate to 20% of trips within the town being made by foot. Although, more than double the Census 2011
journeys, given that 24% of journeys to work in the town are reportedly under 2km in length, there is scope to
grow walking levels although this level of increase is more challenging than the required increases in other
towns studied in East Sussex. A future business case would need to understand opportunities for cost efficiencies,
whether measures can be delivered in parallel with other schemes such as improving strategic traffic routes to
the port and understanding benefits from other walking trip purposes.
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The BCR calculation was carried out for 20% of trips, using the high and low cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.5. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4: Economic benefits of walking investment - Newhaven

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of

foot recommendations Benefits

Low Cost Scenario £1,986,379 2.41
3409.89

High Cost Scenario £2,605,666 1.84

4,15 Eastbourne

Census 2011 data indicates that across Eastbourne 10% of journeys are made by foot, the equivalent to 6,130
journeys daily. In order for the walking infrastructure schemes within the town to achieve a BCR of as close to 2
or above, indicating good value for money, a percentage point increase of 8 percent is needed. This would
equate to 17% of trips within the town being made by foot. Although a significant increase on the Census 2011
journeys, given that 26% of journeys to work in the town are reportedly under 2km in length, it is considered a
feasible increase. Additionally, as noted in previous sections additional benefits would be expected from other
important trip purposes including tourism / recreation that is prominent in the town.

The BCR calculation was carried out for 17% of trips, using the high and low cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.6. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-5.

Table 4-5: Economic benefits of walking investment - Eastbourne

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of
foot recommendations Benefits
Low Cost Scenario £10,255,988 2.05
15,010.41
High Cost Scenario £10,842,564 1.94
4.1.6 Lewes

Census 2011 data indicates that across Lewes 15% of journeys are made by foot, the equivalent to 1,852
journeys daily. In order for the walking infrastructure schemes within the town to achieve a BCR of as close to 1.5,
a percentage point increase of 11 percent is needed. This would equate to 26% of trips within the town being
made by foot. Given that 28% of journeys to work in the town are reportedly under 2km in length, it is
considered a challenging increase for employment purposes only. A future business case would need to
understand opportunities for cost efficiencies, whether measures can be delivered in parallel with other schemes
and understanding benefits from other walking trip purposes such as leisure, retail and tourism.

The BCR calculation was carried out for 26% of trips, using the high and low cost thresholds for each scheme as
outlined in Section 2.4.7. The outcome of this assessment is shown in Table 4-6.

Table 4-6: Economic benefits of walking investment - Lewes

Number of trips completed on | Cost associated with walking Present value of BCR

foot recommendations Benefits

Low Cost Scenario £3,758,108 1.53
4,109.09

High Cost Scenario £4.310,779 1.34
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4.2 Cycling Economic Appraisal

The evidence base for cycling is more developed and the Propensity to Cycle Tool has been used to understand
current cycling levels along the routes with assumptions made on the likely increase in usage based on
evaluations of similar types of schemes. Building on this information, the Active Modes Appraisal Tool has been
used to estimate benefits for cycling improvements and compare these against costs.

Given the uncertainty associated with the costing of the schemes and likely demand generated by improving
routes, a low and high threshold was applied to each low and high cost scenario, based on an uplift defined by
comparative schemes. The lower and upper boundaries of the BCR are reported, with the lower boundary
representing the scenario with higher costs and lower demand, and higher boundary representing lower costs
and higher demand.

Appendix D includes the output from the AMATSs with Table 4-7 showing summary outputs.

Table 4-7: Economic benefits of cycling investment

Cycle Route

Boundary BCR | Boundary BCR

Eastbourne — Bexhill — | Coastal Cultural Trail — Eastbourne to Hastings via
. . 1.75 2.50
Hastings Bexhill
Rail Station to Seafront Cycle Access 1.05 2.54
Brighton University to Pevensey Bay 1.14 1.73
ERELOULITIE Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne Movement and 6.01 10.95
Access Corridor - Phase 2-5 ’ ’
Seafront Cycle Access 2.13 3.35
Coombe Valley Greenway Upgrade 2.08 3.55
Hastings and Bexhill | Alexandra Park — Conquest Hospital 1.44 2.42
Bexhill Hastings Cycle Routes (BHMAP Phase 2) 2.41 2.83
Regional Route 90 -Lewes Town Centre 1.90 2.81
Lewes and SDNPA A27 - Falmer — Ashcombe Roundabout 1.65 2.74
Egrets Way Phases 6 & 7 1.27 1.57
:e:\ghaven Mixed Strategic Cycle Route & Exceat 1.49 2 41
Newhaven rdge
Avis Road 1.50 3.36

The indicative BCRs for route improvements range widely and caution should be used in interpreting these
results due to the high-level nature of the assessment. However, from the figures displayed above, a conclusion
can be drawn that at this stage in the scheme development process, all schemes have potential to offer good
value for money and merit further investigation as part of business cases. The Hailsham-Polegate-Eastbourne
Movement and Access Corridor Phases 2 to 5 shows the highest potential BCR and demonstrates very high value
for money at this stage. This is due to the relatively low cost of the interventions and the potential high increase
in demand that this can generate.
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Further detailed work is recommended to understand opportunities for cost efficiencies and a more detailed
understanding of likely usage levels, including demand from leisure walking and cycling journeys due to the
strong tourism offer in these areas. It should be borne in mind that these transformational schemes would also
deliver a wide range of other benefits including increasing walking levels, improving the public realm, bringing
further economic benefits from boosting tourism, and revitalising areas that currently experience severance.
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Appendix A. Walking Route Audits

Walking route audits

Route Name

HS1: Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

1.
IATTRACTIVENESS]|
- maintenance

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber)
Minor littering. Overgrown
Footways well [vegetation. Street
maintained, with  no [furniture falling into minor
Isignificant issues noted. disrepair

(for example, peeling paint).

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
Seriously overgrown

egetation, including low

branches. Street
furniture  falling into
major disrepair.

Score

Comments

Actions

Littering is prevalent in the core walking
lzone’s central intersection, though it is
minor across the rest of the route.
Damaged crossing point on Eversfield
Pl, opposite Meadow Court.

Maintenance of footway at
central point of core walking
zone to enhance public
realm.

Repair refuge island east of
Eversfield PI.

Major or prevalent 2 [High surveillance linked to stores, with |Consider additional CCTV
andalism. Evidence of natural surveillance being present due [and feasibility of
> No evidence of vandalism[Minor vandalism. Lack of  |criminal/antisocial activity. lto residential properties around the broadening the night time
A'TTRACTIVENESS ith i activg frontage and natural Rou_te is isolated, not edgg of the core walking zone. Some leconomy.
Lz aif @iting appro_pnate natural surveillance (e.g. houses setsubje(_:t to nat_ural i retail areas havg low natural_ )
Isurveillance. back or back onto street).  |surveillance (including surveillance during the evening / night
here sight lines are time due to limited night time economy
inadequate). land residential areas.
3 2 [Noise along arteriole roads is moderate [Implement traffic calming
A'TTRACTIVENESSTramC noise and pollution hawills of e maise ar,'dlorSevere traffic pollutio_n during busy periods, particularly the |measures along arteriole
L tiefiite merse engl do _not affect the bollution could be improved an_d/or severe traffic IA259. roads where spee_ds are
pollution attractiveness noise fastest and_ there is high
place function.
1 |Lighting along seafront provided on both|Continuous monitoring and
footway and roadway. maintenance required along
n [Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Refuge sacks obstructing footways|A21.
A.TTRACTIVENESS' Evidence that lighting is ngt present, or ?s deficient; lalong residential routes. _Explore the scope to )
L etz - Temporary features aﬁec@lng the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). Dependen(_:e on subway fo_r access to |_ntr(_)duce a crossing point
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards seafront via Harold PI, which may be [inking Harold PI to the
considered less attractive due to the |seafront, thus bypassing the
secluded nature of the subway. Isubway.
ATTRACTIVENESS] 6
ISome defects noted, 1 |Good condition, though appearance [Clean and maintain
typically isolated (such as could be improved along Queens Rd |pedestrianised street
ltrenching or patching) or Large number of footway land White Rock Gardens. surfaces, particularly
. minor (such as cracked, but [crossovers resulting in egetation growth on Braybrooke Rd, Queens Rd and White Rock
5. COMFORT Fooé\(\tl_ays Ieve_lthand n gciqd level pavers). Defects uneven surface, subsided disrupting the flatness of the footway. |Gardens.
- condition Eggalnljznv w no trip unlikely to result in trips or  |or fretted pavement, or Deteriorating and loose paving or tiles  [Review footways on
: difficulty for wheelchairs, Isignificant uneven identified along Havelock Rd and Braybrooke
[prams etc. Some footway  |patching or trenching. Queens Rd. Rd, Havelock Rd and
crossovers resulting in Queens Rd.
uneven surface.
1 |Footway widths are in excess of 2m |Enforce restrictions on
Footway widths of less lacross the core walking zone, with [footway width usage.
. than 1.5m (i.e. standard lexception of footway that leads to
C:é?;&ﬁﬁiﬂ?;gga;da:;ke’ Zss:‘g;ym:t’g;hs gfsgjetwgﬁg vheelchair width). Limited Li_nton Gardens is in excess of 1.5m in
[ CloIAelRr between users or walking onj2m. Occasional .need for Sy I e el
- footway width roads. Footway widths 9 ‘givle and take'  between|'SE"S to ‘give and take’ Walker’s cocktail bar’s outdoor seating
generélly in excess of 2m. |users and walking on roads frequently, walk on roads takes up entire footway width on the
’ " land/or results in northern side of Robertson St. This also
crowding/ delay. loccurs on the northern side of
Cambridge Rd.
. 1 |[Crossing points have a good width, Remove the two central
[ CO.MFORT RiB@® laccom‘mlodate el ,|Widths of between |, i @Iz it A lgenerally in excess of 2m. bollards on the staggered
[, DGl @ VeSS Wiiieti e el e imately 1.5m and (i, SiEeETE Wi ey Crossing on Eversfield Pl could be uncontrolled crossing on
staggered between users or walking on ezxpprcmma =y 2 idth). Limited width : 9 >Ing
A 5 5 m. Occasional need for 5 n idened. Albert Rd to increase
crossings/ roads. Widths generally in = | d take' between |[Eduires users to ‘give sl wiehh
pedestrian lexcess of 2m to give and take  DEIWeen |, ke’ frequently, walk 9 .
H . |users and walking on . Introduce a speed table to
islands/ laccommodate wheel-chair . on roads and/or results in reduce traffic speed at
refuges users. crowding/delay. crossing .
Clearance widths between|Clearance widths less 2 |No instances of footway parking were  [N/A
approximately 1.5m and 2m.|than 1.5m. Footway identified.
No instances of vehicles Occasional need for ‘givelparking requires users to
8. COMFORT parking on fo_otways noted. [and takg’ between users|give and take’ frequently,
K .footway parking plearance widths generally Jand walking on roads due tofwalk on roads a_nd/or
in excess of 2m between footway parking. results in crowding/delay.
[permanent obstructions. Footway parking causes Footway parking causes
some deviation from significant deviation from
desire lines. desire lines.
Slopes exist but gradients 1 A noticeable slope is_visible across the [N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on do not exceed 8 per cent (1 Gradients exceed 8 per| core walking zone, being steepest to the
- gradient footway. in 12) cent (1in 12). north, with Braybrooke Rd notably
) steep.
1 |Bus shelter along A21 reduces the|Review placing of bus
[Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: f’\?otwa}y W'dth'. ints linking to b shelter.
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians st?) pssa r? T c\;\?ﬁ i?::gR OPCCLI nAszslgn vlvrl]?h ;‘: ei gl;ft
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and ' A 5
s . of platform and need for steps hindering
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width. lthe possibility
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery Moving bollards on Priory St allow street
surfaces lto be pedestrianised during peak times
(10-4pm).
[COMFORT 7
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[Audi Categories] 2 Green) T B Comments Actions
Footways are provided to [Footway provision could 2 |Routes provide direct access close to the [Scope to provide pedestrian
iL:ch.)Igltl‘?VIZ;:TNESS lcater for pedestr_ian desire |be improved to better E:)o?/ti‘gzﬁst:::eapeortfor desire lines. access south of Linton
. lines (e.g. adjacent to [cater for pedestrian desire| resikn desim Gardens.
provision Foad). e pedestrian desire lines.
12 DIRECTNESS 1 |Crossings have been provided at Introduce crossing points at
; : . : ] appropriate locations, although some appropriate points along the
- lo_catlon .Of ICrossings follow desire Clossds part_lally [ClaEsigg dewa_lte SQSere?nce of traffic along thegA-roads, Sggfro’?'lt wphere crosgsing
[ECEEIES n lines diverting pe_des_trlans s_lgnlflcantly Tomidesite limiting where pedestrians can cross. No [provision is oor
lation to desire : laway from desire lines. lines. . 9 13 [DXELe g [P poor,
[ direct crossing point from Harold Pl to particularly along Carlisle
lines seafront. Parade.
13.DIRECTNESS 1 [|Albert Rd has an uncontrolled crossing [Introduce a controlled
- gaps in traffic point with missing dropped kerbing, |crossing on Albert Rd.
(where no - rossi " g — " J thus reducing the directness of
rossing of road easy, i i rossing o roa crossing on the footway parallel to the
contrglled direct, and comfortable and iy 9f road_dwect, associated indirect, ol seafrontg, e
crossings present| . but associated with some " S |
if likely to ithout delay (< 5s delay (up to 15s average). associated with significan
R Y laverage). delay (>15s average).
cross outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are staggered |Staggered crossings add 1 |Controlled crossings apart from junctions|Enhance pedestrian priorities|
- impact of Crossings are single phase [out ~do  not  add [significantly to journey have minimal impact on journey time. at junctions and
controlled belican/puffin  or  zebra [significantly to journey [time. Likely to wait >10s [Those at junctions, can take up to 45 intersections.
crossings on crossings. time. Unlikely to wait >5s fin pedestrian island. seconds.
journey time in pedestrian island.
Pedestrians would |Green man time would 2 |Areasonable green man time at signalledN/A
15. DIRECTNESS Gre_er_1 man time is of benefit from _extended not give_ ) vuln_erable crossings.
. green man time sufficient length to cross green  man tlme but Jusers sufficient time to
icomfortably. current time unlikely to |cross comfortably.
deter users.
1 |Steps connecting Braybrooe Rd to Linton|Consider providing
Gardens limit accessibility for certainjpedestrian access and
pedestrians. footway south of the park on
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Bus stops along the seafront are not Baybrooke Terrace (currently
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; directly served by crossing points, ehicle dedicated access),
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; sometimes requiring pedestrians to hich could provide step-
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. detour away from desire lines. free access.
Large obstruction on Harold PI Provide crossing points
causing footway to be diverted into between bus stops along the|
car park seafront.
DIRECTNESS 8
1 [Theinformal streets approach along with |Introduce traffic calming
. A . " moving bollards on Cambridge measures along arteriole
17 SAFETY e g e e @ ITraffic volume moderate Al tra_fnc elimegain Rd/Robertson St is effective at roads and consider imposing
o pedestrians  can  keep . ) pedestrians unable to P : A P
STl i< -cc from  moderate and _pe_destnans in close keep their distance from minimising motor _trafflc and encouraging Jaccess restrictions along
s velliiEs [proximity. raffic [pedestrians to utilise the whole street. South Terrace, Queens Rd
. : and Albert Rd, such as
temporary bollards.
ITraffic speeds low, or et e GEEEER High traffic speeds, with 1 [Traffic speeds are relatively low during [Introduce traffic calming
18.SAFETY pedestrians  can  keep b edzstrians g pedestrians unable to congested periods, though speeds are  |measures along arteriole
- traffic speed distance from moderate pef keep their distance from moderate outside of these periods. roads where appropriate and
traffic speeds. JeAigS: traffic. feasible.
19.SAFETY IGood visibility for all users. |Visibility could be Poor visibility, likely tof 2 |Good visibility, with potential blind spots [N/A
- visibility somewhat improved but [result in collisions. being protected with
unlikely to result in
collisions.
SAFETY 4
20. COHERENCE |Adequate dropped kerb and |Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped ~ kerbs  and 1 |Overall good. IN/A
- dropped kerbsltactile paving provision. paving provided, albeit|tactile paving absent or
and tactile paving not to current standards. [incorrect.
COHERENCE 1
Total Scorel 26
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 6
Comfort 7
Directness 8
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 26

Hastings’ core walking zone is generally in a good condition, with its attractiveness and comfort being significantl

Comments boosted by the pedestrianised nature of a number of its streets. It is nevertheless located on a slight slope, which
becomes steeper at its edges. Crossing points linked to junctions also have long crossing times.
Improve crossing provision on Albert Rd for pedestrians.
Actions Refurbish tactile paving provided.

Introduce traffic calming measures on Albert Rd and A21 where appropriate.
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Route Name

HS2: White Rock to Harley Shute Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

parking on footways
noted. Clearance widths
generally in excess of
2m between permanent
obstructions.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

‘'give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads due to footway
parking.

Footway parking

causes some deviation
lfrom desire lines.

frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Footway parking causes
significant deviation
from desire lines.

Otherwise, this issue is not prevalent
elsewhere.

! 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
; P Littering and/or dog 1 |Overall good quality footways, some [Maintenance of vegetation
Minor littering. ; b
A mess prevalent. surface improvements to on Western fon West Hill Rd to
1 POy ) | SR VEE el Seriousl| overgrown Rd and Undercliff required lenhance public realm and
. maintained, with no |[Street furniture falling Y T . a - b p . -
A'I‘I'R_ACTIVENESSSignificam ! issues _finto minor disrepair egetation, including Malnter_lance of_hedges required alongfimprove the functionality
- maintenance e for example, peeling low branches. Street West Hill Rd as it hangs over onto the |of the footway.
: . ! furniture falling into footway.
paint). S .
major disrepair.
1 [High surveillance along the A259 |N/A
Major or prevalent and surrounding St Leonards Warrior
) Wi vk, ek gnqalism. !Evid.ence of S_qua_re and West St Lt_eonards.
5. No i ewdgnce Ofactive frontage a'nd cnmpal/annsoqal L|ght_|ng has bee provided al_ong the
ATTRACTIVENESS andalls_,m with hatural surveillance (e.g. activity. Route is path in the green space leading to
[ et off @i appropriate natural e ———— T —— - isolated, not _sub]ect to [Saxon Mount School and The St
surveillance. onto street) natural surveillance Leonards Academy, however
’ (including where sight surveillance is limited to the areas of
lines are inadequate). the footway that is closest to the
buildings.
3 1 |Queuing along the A259 noted at [Explore measures to
A-'I‘I'RACTIVENESSTram(.: noise and [Levels of t_rafﬂc noise|Severe traffic pollutlo_n Fraffl(_: 5|gn_a|§ intersections. One-wa_ly reduce volume_s and
" 5 pollution do not affect jand/or pollution could befand/or severe traffic unctions limited the amount of traffic |speeds of traffic flows
- traffic noise and - X h . . . N
bollution the attractiveness improved noise entering _and/or !eavmg the junctions falong A259.
at each given point.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 An o_verall sufficient provision of Please see above (2).
" [ Evidence that lighting i t apy; .d e lighting along the streets and along
- ) 1S s [kl @F [ EiETEng off-street footways. Narrow footways
ATTRACTIVENESS}- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g.
along Western Rd may cause
- other refuse sacks).
F Excessive use of guardrail or bollards blockages on footways on refuse
collection days and the eves before.
ATTRACTIVENESS] 4
ISome defects noted, 1 |Overall high quality of footways. The [Improve footway quality at]
typically isolated (such off-street footway providing access to [concerned points.
las trenching or patching) e A af Saxon Mount School partly concrete
lor minor (such as foofc\]/vay e and partly gravel which reduces
Footways level and in cracked, but level resulting in uneven comfor; for pedestrians. Growth of
5. COMFORT 206 GemElien. Wik i pavers). Defects unlikely e, st oF egetation such as grass branches
- condition o ! lto result in trips or ’ onto the footpath and increases its
itrip hazards. e . [fretted pavement, or .
difficulty for wheelchairs, significant uneven narrowness at the exit towards
[prams etc. Some (i G el Edinburgh Road (for Saxon Mount
footway crossovers patching ortrenching. School).
resulting in uneven
lsurface.
Footway widths of less 1 [Footways generally of a sufficient Introduce parking
IAble to accommodate all[Footway  widths offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard idth. Where provision is omitted on [restrictions and explore
users without ‘give and [between approximately|wheelchair width). one side of the road, crossing scope to widen the
5. COMFORT take’ between users or |1.5m and 2m. [Limited footway width infrastructure has been provided. footway on one side of the
 footway width alking on_roads. ppcasmnal r]eed for|requires }Jsers to ‘give For.200m, the footway along Western [road.
Footway widths give and take’ betweenjand take’ frequently, Rd is narrow (below 200m), damaged
generally in excess of |users and walking onjwalk on roads and/or and deteriorating, with fragments and
2m. roads. results in crowding/ eed growth.
delay.
IAble to accommodate all \Widths of less than 2 [Existing designated crossing points |N/A.
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and idths of between [1.5m (i.e. standard provide a sufficient width for 4+ users.
- width on take’ between users or japproximately 1.5m |wheelchair width).
staggered alking on roads. and 2m. Occasional [Limited width requires
crossings/ \Widths generally in need for ‘give and take’ |users to ‘give and take’
pedestrian lexcess of 2m to between wusers and [frequently, walk on
islands/ refuges  [accommodate wheel- alking on roads. roads and/or results in
chair users. crowding/delay.
Clearance widths|Clearance widths less 1 [Drivers park partly on the footway at |Introduce restrictive
between approximatelythan 1.5m. Footway the east of Undercliff in a parking measures to
. ; 1.5m and 2m.|parking requires users perpendicular manner, thus reducing [discourage use of road
No INEENEES @ il Occasional need forlto ‘give and take’ the usable width of the footway. as a footway.

Slopes exist but 1 [Flat gradient along the A259. Steeper |N/A
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on [dradients do not exceed |G agients exceed 8 per gradient up Quarry Hill, Highgate
- gradient footway. 8 per cent (1in 12). cent (1 in 12). Gardens and Tudor Ave.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 (NA N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting
i o.ther access; and

issues/slippery surfaces

d Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
d Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding
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7
COMFORT
1 |[Steep valley-like gradients and Introduce tactile paving
detouring at further distances along [and dropped kerbing on
alternative routes limits the possible [Undercliff where footway
directness of the route, along with the [disappears on one side of
. . severance of the railway line limiting ffie et
11.DIRECTNESS |Tootways are provided [Footway provision could Footways are not the directness of accessing St
 footway :jo cater f(;r pedestrian [pbe |m§)r0ve((ij to bgtter brovided to cater for Leonards C of E School from the
provision esire ines (eg. cateiopecestia pedestrian desire lines. south.
ladjacent to road). desire lines.
Footways disappear in some cases
ithout basic crossing infrastructure
such as tactile paving
(i.e.: Undercliff and Western Rd).
12.DIRECTNESS 1 |[Crossing points, such as zebra N/A
- location of erossings follow desire Crossings partially |Crossings deviate crossings are generally provided at
crossings in lines diverting  pedestrians |[significantly from the destinations placed on busy
relation to desire . laway from desire lines. |desire lines. roads.
lines
13.DIRECTNESS 1 [The absence of controlled crossings |N/A
- gaps in traffic along the residential roads leading to
(Where no . . F Crossing of road access to St Leonard’s C of E
contrqlled dcirer:f,mgngf crg;(:flosgﬁlye’ bCJ?zsslsrlgc?;tL%a\(:liﬂl]rect, assoc@ated indirect, o Primary Ac_ademy are compensated
crossings presentand without delay (< 5s [some delay (up to 15s a_ssqqated with| by low traffic levels.
or if likely to Yy Yy (up significant delay (>15s]
cross outside of ) ) average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are |Staggered crossings 1 |Use of staggered puffin crossings IN/A
- impact of Crossings are  single staggered but do not [add significantly to linked to junctions on A259 means
contrqlled bhase pelican/puffin or ladd  significantly  to |journey time. Likely to that pedestrians may wait for more
crossings on ebra crossings 'ou_mey tim_e. Unlikely_ to yvait >10s in pedestrian than 5 seconds.
ourney time . ait >5s in pedestrian [island.
island.
Pedestrians would |Green man time would 1 |Pedestrians would benefit from longer|increase green man time
15. DIRECTNESS Gre_er_1 man time is of benefit from _extended not give_ _vuln_erable green  man time for signalled fqr pedestrians_at
- sufficient length to cross |green man time but [users sufficient time to crossings on the A259 so they do notfsignalled crossings along
- green man time ] )
icomfortably. current time unlikely to |cross comfortably. have to rush across the road. IA259.
deter users.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1
16.DIRECTNESS | Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 6
1 [|Atendency for large traffic volumes |Introduce a central refuge
along Marina and West Hill Road. A on Pevensey Rd.
tendency for shorter queues at the
[Traffic volume low, or et velhe mEEEe High traffic volume, with Pevensey Rd/ Boscobel Rd N junction
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep ) e e ) s pedestrians unable to as vehicles enter and exit Pevensey
- traffic volume |distance from moderate [0 P€ keep their distance from Rd. The presence of a bus stop bay
traffic volumes. [Py traffic. indicates that drivers may attempt to
overtake the bus when passengers
board it, subsequently posing arisk to
crossing pedestrians.
[Traffic speeds low, or " High traffic speeds, with| 1 [Moderate traffic speeds along Filsham [N/A
18.SAFETY pedestriags can keep [efiie speeds m_oderate pe%estrians Enable to Rd, though existeﬁce of a Zegra
- traffic speed distance from moderate e _pe_destrlans iniclose keep their distance from crossing along route path causes
: proximity. ; . h
traffic speeds. traffic. ehicles to slow down when in use.
19.SAFETY IGood visibility for all isibility could be Poor visibility, likely tof 1 [The footpath on the western side on [Introduce a crossing point
- visibility users. Isomewhat improved but [result in collisions. St Vincents Rd is just before a bend, [at a sensible place so that
unlikely to result in thus raising visibility issues. pedestrians are deterred
collisions. from crossing at the blind
spot.
SAFETY 3
20. COHERENCE |Adequate dropped kerb [Dropped  kerbs  and [Dropped kerbs and [Some severance limits the directness [As above.
- dropped kerbsfand tactile paving tactile paving provided, [tactile paving absent or of the route.
and tactile paving |provision. albeit not to current|incorrect.
standards.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 8
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23




Jacob
Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support \’aco S

Improvements are required in terms of maintenance. The safety of the route is reasonable, though visibility is limited
lat some points, such as on St Vincent's Rd. The road n/ footpath network limits directness of the route, though

Comments
lexisting crossings are of good quality.
Clear vegetation along West Hill Rd. Resurface footways along Western Rd and reinforce parking restrictions on
Actions Undercliff. Improve dropped kerbing provision on minor roads and renovate deteriorating tactile paving on Gardner

Way. Improve crossing provision on St Vincents Rd.
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Route Name

HS3: Cornwallis Gardens to Hollington Old Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

[

- Bus shelters restrictin

issues/slipperysurfaces

g clearance width.

- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Comments Actions
Minor littering. e et 6l 1 |Grass and weed overgrowth is visible on [increased maintenance
h lOvergrown n']e‘:;' pgrevale?lrt °9 aninegrby;;iangdulﬁr gre:je_n atthe Wwhere necessary.
IATTRACTIVENES F(_)otways _we_ll_ malnt_alned, vegt_etatlon. . S"Teet Overgrown vegetation, Bz”:mﬁrs), m?gri,?geg F;;:E,?;isbef;_lon’
s ith no significant issues [furniture falling into e e s | } A
X hoted. minor disrepair g 10 C . Vegetanoq overgrowth and litter IS.VISI.b|e
- maintenance (for example el Street furniture falling along Hollington Old Ln. Worn paving is
aint) pie.p Yinto disrepair. also visible along this road.
Major or prevalent 1 |No evidence of vandalism, high Lighting could be enhanced
. . \vandalism. Evidence of surveillance along shop fronts on A21, [along Brisco’s Walk.
2. No evidence of vandalismivinor vandalism. Lack | oy iisocial but this is less visible away from the
ATTRACTIVENES |with of active frontage and | i “Routa i main roads. Low-growing and shaded
s e mETE natural surveillance el ik sulEE @ trees could limit lighting along Bohemia
. Pp Ap (e.g. houses set back or ! N ) Rd and therefore attract crime,
- fear of crime surveillance. back onto street). n_atural_ survelllanc_e nonetheless high natural surveillance
(including where sight [can be associated with the local police
lines are inadequate). station and the Travelodge.
1 |Queuing is prevalent northbound from Investigate opportunities to
3. Lidl on Bohemia Rd to Hollington Primaryfreduce traffic flows or
IATTRACTIVENES [Traffic noise and pollution |Levels of traffic noise|Severe traffic pollution el On Bl RE, Mot A2 |ieelee sy FEiie
S do not affect the fand/or pollution couldjand/or severe traffic iesectitdiicientmanlioadss eI AEESES:
. . . L X Minor queuing at the Cambridge Rd-
- traff|'c noise and [attractiveness be improved noise emmElls Camens IMEsasion and
pollution flowing traffic up to Lidl (both
northbound and southbound).
" Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 |An attracti\_/e area _overall, however|Public realm improvements.
IATTRACTIVENES [ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; general continuous maintenance
s - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse (cleaning and repairs) is required to
sacks). lenhance public realm.
ey - Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS 4
Some defects noted, Large number of 1 |Footway condition is good along Brisco’s|{Footway resurfacing on
typically isolated (such [footway crossovers Walk. Blackman Ave.
las trenching or resulting in uneven
patching) or minor (suchfsurface, subsided or Cracks and defects along Blackman
5. COMEORT Footways level and in good Jas cracked). Defects fretted pavement, or Ave.
y R condition, with no trip Junlikely to result in trips [significant uneven
- condition o . ’
hazards. jor difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc.
Some footway
lcrossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 1 |Footway widths generally 2m or wider \Widening of footways would
Footway — widths  oflthan 1.5m (i.e. standard along the route, with the exception require reducing the width of
Able to accommodate all  |petween approximately[wheelchair width). Hollington Old Ln (small residential the road andithus limiting
users without ‘give and take’ [1.5m and 2m. |Limited footway width el ithiponteiuitionglootway E-SHTEE (PEVNI) EVerl eIy,
6. COMFORT e wees an el | eeectine] | GEes)  Gan s i (e provision. Footways cannot be widened [There is scope to extend the
- footway width . 9 . X SIS }Jse DU TS las they would impede onto private route’s length by roughly 60
roads. Fogtway widths give and take bgtween and take’ frequently, property. Brisco’s Walk has a generous |metres (diversion) by
generally in excess of 2m. Jusers and walking onfwalk on roads and/or footway width to cater for footway flows [continuing it along Battle Rd
roads. results in crowding/ in both direction. and turning left into
delay. Blackman Ave.
§ 1 [Zebracrossings placed appropriately, Introduce a designated
IAble to accommodate all i Widths of less than providing access to destination locations |crossing point on Cornwallis
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and take’ Widths  of between |1.5m (i.e. standard for those walking on the opposite side of |Gardens to access the north
- width on T ———S A 7 Iy lapproximately 1.5m |wheelchair width). the road. Staggered crossings at of the route, where there is a
staggered roads. Widths generall % land 2m. Occasional |Limited width requires intersecting main roads provide a sufficient width and a 30mph
crossings/ S of 2 tg Y need for ‘give and take’ |users to ‘give and take’ sufficient width for several people to use [speed limit.
pedestrian pUs=se dT 0 heel-chair _[Petween users  and [frequently, walk on at once. Humped crossings are provided
islands/ refuges [Accommodate wheel-chail 1 - \king on roads. roads and/or results in on Amherst Rd to Access St Pauls C of E
users. crowding/delay. IAcademy. No islands visible in at the
start of the route (near the CWZ).
Clearance widths Clearance widths less 1 |Where footway parking occurs on Consider traffic management
between approximately [than 1.5m. Footway London Road (2 wheels on footway) a measures to reduce level of
1.5m and 2m. parking requires users sufficient clearance width is met. footway parking, such as
No instances of vehicles  [Occasional need for  |to ‘give and take’ :\/ont/ement of Veh'clﬁs I°" agd °fcf|the . bolla_rlqs, ‘{Vh"ﬁt being
b IO p?rkmg on footways noted. [give and take’ between [frequently, walk on poe(Zi::Is?/ie;?w?., ETERIEESS 195 EYCENIEE U9 f’:k”iz'g"i’fdzlisveor?egf"’”ers
 footway parking C earance widths generally |users and walking on  |roads _and/or results in
in excess of 2m between roads due to footway  |crowding/delay.
permanent obstructions. parking. Footway Footway parking
parking causes some  [causes significant
deviation from desire  |deviation from desire
lines. lines.
1 |[Slight gradient along Bohemia Road from |N/A
Slopes exist but Cornwallis Gardens up to junction with
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on lgradients do not |Gradients exceed 8 per Chapel Park Rd, with similar gradients
- gradient footway. lexceed 8 per cent (1 in |cent (1 in 12). along Battle Rd. Steep gradient at
12). Bohemia Ave leading to Battle Rd
intersection.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 [NA N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
(e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway); -
- other Barriers/gates restricting access; and
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COMFORT

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

6

Score

Comments

Actions

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway provision

Footways are provided to
cater for pedestrian desire
lines (e.g. adjacent to road).

[Footway provision could
be improved to better
Icater for pedestrian desire|
lines.

Footways are not
provided to cater for
[pedestrian desire lines.

Footways are provided along the most
direct routes along the desire lines,
however width limitations are visible
along Hollington Old Ln due to the small
idth of the road, which is partly
compensated by its one-way system.

Consider omitting parking
availability and replacing it
with footways, particularly
with Falaise Road Car Park
land St Margaret’s Rd Car
park being within 400m of

the green.
12 DIRECTNESS 1 |Crossings do not cause a notable IN/A
[ . . . . . disruption to pedestrian paths. The
location of ICrossings partially |Crossings deviate London Rd/Battle Rd/Sedlescombe Rd
crossings in |Crossings follow desire lines. |diverting pedestrians [significantly from desire intersection requires individuals to take a
lr:;l:;mn to desire laway from desire lines. [lines. Slight detour onto Sedlescombe Rd,
ladding minimal distance to the journey.
13.DIRECTNESS 1 |[Staggered crossings at junctions|Upgrade crossing provisions
- gaps in traffic generally have longer waiting times. to controlled crossings.
(ST Crossing of road
controlled Crossing of road easy, direct, |Crossing of road direct, ing of oz
. - N . associated indirect, or
crossings present Jand comfortable and without |out associated with some associated with significant
glrj:;ilélzez to cross |delay (< 5s average). delay (up to 15s average). delay (>15s average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS ICrossings are staggered SensaEe) anssins il 1 |Good crossing provision, with amix of  |Consider enhancing
- impact of |Crossings are single phase [out do not add [>1299 >SINg single phase and staggered crossings. |pedestrian crossing
significantly to journe
controlled pelican/puffin or zebra [significantly to journey tirge Likelyto dvait >1}E)s i priorities at junctions where
crossings on [crossings. time. Unlikely to wait >5s edéstrianyisland feasible
journey time in pedestrian island. P i
Pedestrians would q 1 |Good green man time, though single Increase green man time for
1 L - benefit from extended [Sleel man e veuld phase controlled crossings would benefit |single phased crossings.
&, DIRECTNESS (Green man time is of sufficient green  man  time  but ot give vulnerable from an extended green man time.
- green man time  |length to cross comfortably. current time unlikely to users suf'ffluentltlme to
ey cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS |[Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 INA IN/A
- other Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
Steps restricting access for all users;
Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS
1 [Traffic volume is relatively low along Investigate measures to
Bohemia Rd up to Lidl with the provision [reduce traffic
X . High traffic volume, with of two Zebra crossings. Thereafter during [volume/speeds.
17.SAFETY Trz:ljfgcm nvogjamnekee IO(\jI\i/, tant?t; TL%“'C \éc’lut';?aenm?nd;?tg [pedestrians unable to peak periods, queues are prevalent at the
- traffic volume fp:)m rSnoZefate trafficpvollsjmes amxﬁﬁnes s S keep their distance from junctions to follow with traffic lights and
P Y- traffic. controlled crossing points. Aside from
these junctions, designated crossing
points are sparse.
1 [Low traffic speeds at the A21’s
intersections  with Sedlescombe Rd
oo ietiite Sacsls, Wil North & South/London Rd and Bohemia
Traffic  speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate '9 Hiic sp b\ Rd/
18.SAFETY . " : . pedestrians unable to P
 traffic speed pedestrians can keep distance fand pedestrians in close keep their distance from London Rd. Traffic speeds between
from moderate traffic speeds. |proximity. kraffic London Rd and Battle Rd (concerning
: access to the primary schools in
Hollington) average around 10mph, thus
causing a lot of stopping and starting.
1 |Good visibility - railings have been [Consider extending the
P SAAEIN- provided on one side of Bohemia Rd to |railing to force pedestrians
isibility isibility could be brohibit crossing the road where there is |to cross 12 metres further
o lsomewhat improved but  [Poor visibility, likely to a bend which restricts the visibility of round the corner and down
(Good visibility for all users. | oy 1o respultin - colli);ions.y and for pedestrians. Zebra crossings [White Rock Rd to ensure
collisions. have been placed in appropriate |visibility of and for crossing
locations across the route. pedestrians.
SAFETY 3
1 [Tactile paving and dropped kerbs have |Scope to increase dropped
been provided at all junctions involving |kerbs and tactile paving at
the intersection of two or more major crossing points along minor
roads. Tactile paving is missing from the [roads connecting to
Dropped kerbs  and hite Rock Rd/ Bohemia Rd junction the [Hollington Old Ln and those
O O N e po/Adequate dropped kerband ~ factile paving  provided, [PrOPPed _ kerbs  and Duke Rd/ connecting to Battle Rd to
pp <€rOS}, ctile paving provision. lalbeit not to current[act'® Paving absent or Battle Rd junction and the Perth Rd/ lencourage the use of safer
and tactile paving P 9P incorrect. :
Istandards. . Battle Rd junction, the Hollington Old points to cross.
Ln/Coventry Rd junction and the
Hollington Old Ln/Blackman Ave
junctions.
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score] 20
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 6
Safety <
Coherence 1
Total 20

Comments

[The south of the route is very green, whilst being more built up further north. Controlled crossings have been largely placed at
appropriate points, though opportunities for further were noted to the north of the route. The limited litter and absence of vandalism
makes it an attractive route, though temporary obstructions can limit the usable width of the footways. The steepest gradients can
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be identified south of the route.

Clearing vegetation at Bohemia Rd/Madgalen Rd intersection on A21.

Introduce controlled crossing points (Zebra) along A21 and a divided zebra crossing on Cornwallis Gardens.

Impose parking restrictions on London Rd to limit stay of service vehicles that park on footway on London Rd. Expand
dropped kerbing provision along Hollington Old Ln.

Actions
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Route Name

HS4: Queens Road to The Ridge

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

[

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles
parking on footways noted.
Clearance widths generally
in excess of 2m between
permanent obstructions.

between
gpprommately 1.5m and
m.

(Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads due to footway

arking. X

ootway parking causes|
some .
deviation from desire
lines.

than 1.5m. Footway
arking requires users
0 ‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Footway parking causes|
significant deviation
from desire lines.

Footways generally clear of
obstructions, with no furniture or
facilities impacting the clearance of
2m. Footway parking identified on
Hillside Rd, where driver parked on a
verge nearby their property, hanging

over onto the path shared with motor

vehicles and pedestrians.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Comments Actions
1 . .
Footways along the main roads are of |ldentify whether hard
Minor littering Littering and/or dog a good quality, free of disturbed slabs [surfacing of paths on
1. . Quergrown vegetation. mess prevalent. that would create trip hazards. Hillside Rd is within scope
ATTRACTIVENES [footuays well maintained, - Steet frnilre faling, . [Serously overgrown »
S A noted. lexample, peeling paint [vegetation, including Rural footpath along part of Hillside
plieltenance low _branche_s. S_treet Rd may be deemed unsuitable for use
[furniture falling into
in damp conditions and for people
with mobility impairments.
1 Lo . . .
No lighting provided along part of Opportunities to improve
Hillside Rd that is bordered by surveillance and lighting.
Majgrf')r preEvaIC?nt f vegetation and trees as opposed to
; ; andalism. Evidence o
2. No evidence of vandalism M'gg{i\yg?%ﬂgmé Ié%(ék criminal/antisocial o L o
IATTRACTIVENES fwith hatural surveillgnce activity. Route is. buildings. Limited visibility and
s appro_ﬂrlate natural (e.0. houses set back or lsotlateld, not sli'lblea to - I . .
: surveillance. = natural surveillance surveillance could make pedestrians
- fear of crime back onto street). (including where sight p
lines are inadequate). targets for crime in the earliest and
latest parts of the day.
Minor Vandalism on St Helen’s Rd.
1 . o
High levels of traffic along St Helen’s |St Helen’s Rd would
3. ) . ) ) .
ATTRACTIVENES || < ice and pollution do|L€VelS of traffic noise  [Severe traffic pollution Rd A2101, with queuing and penefit from traffic caiming
St fric noi 4t affect the attractiveness ggdiﬁr)%%lgutlon could ﬁgidslgr severe traffic congestion being likely at each end of [neasures to limit exposure
- traffic noise an
pollution the road during peak periods. to vehicle noise and
pollution.
1 . . R .
IAn overall attractive area, all with Increase lighting provision
trees and vegetation that enhance along Hillside Road and
public realm, although limited consider implementing
4. Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: . L . . .
IATTRACTIVENES |- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; provision of lighting along Hillside Rd [traffic calming measures
S - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). . .
 other - Excessive use of guardrail or bollards make it less attractive. along St Helen’s Rd A2101
Exposure to traffic noise and pollution
along St Helen’s Rd A2101 may
discourage some from using route.
IATTRACTIVENESS 4
[Some defects noted, Large number of 1
typically isolated (such [footway crossovers Footways generally in good condition, |Explore scope to improve
as trenching or resulting in uneven
patching) or minor (suchjsurface, subsided or ith the exception of Hillside Rd the attractiveness of the
& EEIvEeRT Footways level and in good [ crac) egj,fbut level fr_ettefd pavement, or
6 e A e pavers). Defects .~ [significant uneven i i
ondition ﬁgggpgj%n, with no trip nlikely o result in trips [patching or trenching. here gravel or dirt tracks are in placeffootpath for regular usage.
Orhglglg#zla\tl);sfo{)rams — rather than concrete paths.
Some footway =
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface
1
; Footway widths of less Footways segregated from the road |Consider pedestrian
Able to accommodate all Egt?f/‘ggﬁ widths of than 1.5m (i.e. standard - : -
users without ‘give and take’ [approximately 1.5m and[heelchair width). have a sufficient width, nonetheless  |priority measures and
6. COMFORT between users or walking on [2m. ) Limited footway width - ) ) )
 footway width [roads. Occasional need for re%u{reks yfsers to ﬁ!'Ve parts of Hillside Rd are shared with |traffic calming measures
Footway widths generally in [give and take’ between aglk gnero;%%uaer?d b ) ) ;
excess of 2m. users and walking on  J.ed ictin pedestrians and motor vehicle users, |where appropriate
oads crowding/delay. ' '
hich could cause safety issues.
Able to accommodate all \Widths of less than 2 q f f
7w(|:§:hM';(r?RT users without ‘give and take’ [Widths of between 1.5m (i.e. standard e peeesiien ielge lande PR
staggered between users o walking on BERIRREIEN o0 N I e ires along St Helen's Rd A2101, with
i roads. Widths generally in  ftor igive and take’ users to ‘give and take’ )
crossings/
e lexcess of 2m to between users and frequently, walk on idths of up to 2.5m.
peelEsiEn accommodate wheel-chair  [Wwalking on roads roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges o crowding/delay.
[Clearance widths Clearance widths Tess 1

Consider restricting
parking along paths on
Hillside Rd to limit

obstructions.
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Actions
- 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
1 |Slight gradient along the routes, N/A
Slopes exist but . particularly steeper along Baldslow
_gé(r:a%’;’éi?m :O*Lf;fayare no- slopes on b agients do not exceed gﬁféir}f%@e" 8 per Rd and the south of Hillside Rd.
. 8 per cent (1 in 12). : Slight slope along St Helen’s Rd
[A2101 (concerning the walking route).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 |Thedirt track of Hillside Rd is an Improvement of surface
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. uneven surface, which limits vehicle [condition where within
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway); speeds yet reduces comfort for scope.
y - Barriers/gates restricting access; and pedestrians walking along it.
- other - .
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT 7
Footway route meets most direct Provide consistent good
Footways are provided to |Footway provision could route along desire lines, however the |quality footways along
11.DIRECTNESS ; . . Footways are not footway is shared with motor vehicles |Hillside Rd.
- footway [EENT o] pedestr_|an sl helniovedlio b_etter provided to cater for 1 |on Hillside Rd. Provision of hard
e lines (e.g. adjacent to |cater for pedestrian N A . .
provision road) esire lines pedestrian desire lines. footway surfaces is inconsistent
. : along Hillside Rd, providing the most
direct access to Conquest Hospital.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossing points along main roads are |[N/A
- location of Crossings partially Crossings deviate] provided to allow access to
crossings in Crossings follow desire lines.|diverting pedestrians  |significantly from desire] 2 |destination points.
relation to laway from desire lines. [lines.
desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing times are relatively good, Consider traffic calming
- gaps in traffic though those at refuge islands can measures, such as speed
(where no o o oral cey | Cissing of s i Crossing of  road take up to 15 seconds during busy cushions, to reduce
controlled et e?nd e v an)g but assc?ciated with ' lassociated indirect, or periods. vehicle speeds leading up
crqssjngs presentv\,ithm'Jt delay (< 5s [some delay (up to 155 associated with| 1 to crossing points and
or if likely to average) [ verage) significant delay (>15s increase opportunities for
cross outside of 9¢): 9e). average). pedestrians to cross
controlled within gaps in traffic.
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single phase |Crossings are [Staggered crossings A mixture of Zebra crossings and|N/A
- impact of pelican/puffin  or zebra |staggered but do not |add significantly to signalled crossings have been used at
controlled crossings. ladd significantly to |journey time. Likely to > suitable points along St Helen’s Rd.
crossings on journey time. Unlikely |wait >10s in pedestrian
journey time to wait >5s in [island.
pedestrian island.
Green man time is generally good due |Increase green man time
P, would (G T T . to wide usage of zebra crossings for the signalled crossing
Green man time is of benefit from extended [would not give a!ong S Helen’_s Rd.’ al_though the [P Vi3 (RIElEE:
Eetllencs sufficient length to cross green man time but [vulnerable users 1 [fignalled crossing linking a local bus
- green man time comfortably lcurrent time unlikely to [sufficient  time  to stop to Conquest Hospital on The
. b i cross comfortably Ridge could be extended due to the
: . physical vulnerability of some
hospital patients.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS | Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1
- other Steps restricting access for all users;
Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 8
Traffic volume low, or . High traffic volume, There is relatively low traffic flow |Consider traffic calming
17.SAFETY pedestrians can  keep ;L?jﬁ'ce;gg?:n?ﬁ]dgfég ith pedestrians unable] 1 along all residential routes, whilst The [measures to limit potential
- traffic volume  [distance from moderate pe lto keep their distance Ridge and St Helen’s Rd A2101 have [for pedestrianvehicle
traffic volumes. POy lfrom traffic. higher levels of traffic flows. conflict.

] . ] Traffic speeds are relatively low, with |Investigate measures to
18.SAFETY g;at‘ifgsctriaigewscanlokaeeopr [iaticbpeersinoderate H:?hhptreadfggtrsigﬁidusﬁable the exception of The Ridge and St freduce traffic
- tr.affic speed distance from moderate g .pe.destnans in CIOSeto keep their distance 4 Hele_n’s RAAZios Ind|v_|dua|s &0 e volume/s_peeds, 2ond

raffic speeds [proximity. krom traffic required to cross The Ridge to access |[Corporation Street and
i i the Hospital or travel to Queens road. |Fylde Road.
Visibility is good overall, however the|Consider moving the
shaded nature of parts of Hillside Rd |[staggered crossing further
limits long distance visibility for west of the first exit
isibility could be vehicle users. (northbound) of the St
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all users isomewhat improved but [Poor visibility, likely to| Helen’s Rd A2101
- visibility * |unlikely to result in result in collisions. A crossing point on the St Helen's Rd rgqndgbout to increase
lcollisions. [A2101 roundabout is close to the visibility of both
corner and is a blind spot for vehicles [Pedestrians and drivers.
that have not crossed the stop line
and begun their left turn.
SAFETY 3]
Overall sufficient provision of Scope to increase
dropped kerbs, however tactile dropped kerbs Along St
0. COHERENCE » Dro_pped ) kerbs ) and Dropped kerbs and paving is not‘cons‘istemly provided Helen; Park Rd gnd .
_ dropped kerbs equate dropped kerb and tactile paving provided, | .o paving absent| 1 [2long the residential roads. An provision of tactile paving
and tactile paving tactile paving provision. jalbeit not to current Ly irearasi, inconsistent provision of dropped along residential routes.
standards. kerbs are visible along St Helen’s
Park Rd.
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score 23
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Criterion Performance
Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 8
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23
The route has relatively average comfort and is attractive, though opportunities to enhance these further exist. The use of Hillside Rd
Comments for pedestrian access encounters private sections, which have a limited lighting provision and poorer footway quality. Traffic levels
are relatively low, with the route being mainly composed of residential roads.
Street lighting enhancements along Hillside Rd.
. Traffic calming measures along St Helen’s Rd.
Actions

Introduce hard surface footway where missing along Hillside Rd.

Improve provision of crossing facilities, dropped kerbing and tactile paving along St Helen’s Park Rd.
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Route Name

HS5: Milward Rd to Ivyhouse Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
IATTRACTIVENESS
- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Littering and/or dog mess Footways are well maintained, though Consider provision  of
Footways well maintained, vegetation,  Giroet Prevalent. Seriously (Vanor Ra. northern partwhioh ' [nrastructure or' publie
5 A 5 ! 5 e A 5 lovergrown vegetation, o .
ith no significant issues [furniture falling into minor e altage] e B pedestrians can cut through). Occasional frealm enhancement
noted. disrepair (for example, 9 . littering of furniture along Milward Rd, measures to deter littering

peeling paint).

Street furniture falling into
major disrepair.

nevertheless does not significantly
reduce the width of the footway.

at this site.

2.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
lappropriate natural
surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of
active  frontage and
hatural surveillance (e.g.
houses set back or back
lonto street).

Major or prevalent
/andalism. Evidence of
criminal/ antisocial
activity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
Isurveillance (including
here sight lines are

The route is generally well lit, although
lighting provision is sparser along Pine
Ave.

Increase lighting along Pine
Ave.

- footway width

roads.
Footway widths generally in
lexcess of 2m.

heed for ‘give and take’
between users  and
alking on roads.

users to ‘give and take’
frequently, walk on roads
and/or results in crowding
delay.

along Pine Ave. To detour the route to
either parallel road would add at least
200m to the travel distance to the
employment site, as well as roads with
steeper gradients.

inadequate).
3 The streets located nearby Ore Station |Consider opportunities to
e . . . Levels of traffic noise . q have higher levels of noise and [reduce traffic flow or
f;;:?@igi\;?:ﬁgs :g?fg;en;'ts;eafﬂtdrggtlil\;g'ﬁgsgo land/or pollution could be ir?t\il/ec:;ase\tzgut:raﬁ?(?lr!%tigg pollution during peak hours, as with [implement traffic calming
llution improved B2093 being a main road. measures along Hughenden
pollu
Rd and Mount Pleasant Rd.
l Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Overall relatively attractive and well lit infincrease lighting and
ATTRACTIVENESS Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; most areas. surveillance along Pine Ave.
_ other Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS
ISome defects noted, Footway quality is good up to Pine Fill potholes and resurface
typically isolated (such as [Avenue, where no segregated footway roadway where appropriate
trenching or patching) or [LEIiER AR @ lft(_)otwa_ly has been provided and the shared along Pine Avenue. Consider
minor (such as cracked, ELO:\;‘:’;Y&S resusll;gf;acg roadway has a number of potholes that [introducing a segregated
5. COMFORT Footways level and in goodjout level pavers). Defects subsided o fretted’ could be a trip hazard. footway for pedestrians,
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. |unlikely to result in trips or e such as introducing bollards
o 7 pavement, or significant for
difficulty for wheelchairs, uneven  patching  or to prevent driving and
prams etc. Some footway trenching parking on a selected side of
Icrossovers resulting in . the road.
uneven surface.
Footway width is good overall, however |Please see comments above.
Footway widths of less the width is impeded by vehicles
JAble to accommodate all |Footway widths ofthan 1.5m (i.e. standard overhanging from garage access points Restrict parking on the
users without ‘give and take’ [between  approximately jwheelchair width). Limited or driveway parking. There is no i
6. COMFORT between users or walking on [1.5m and 2m. Occasional [footway width requires segregated footway from motor traffic Y-

Pelican crossing provided on Mount
Pleasant Road allowing those travelling

Increase width of crossing
point on B2093 to cater for

- footway parking

Clearance widths generally in
excess of 2m  between
permanent obstructions.

alking on roads due to
footway parking. Footway
parking causes some
[deviation from desire
lines.

results in crowding/delay.
Footway parking causes
significant deviation from
desire lines.

7. COMFORT JAble to accommodate all i G e idths of less than 1.5m to Ore station to safely reach Hughenden |[demand, or else consider
- width on users without ‘give and take’ lapproximately 1.5m and (i.e. standard wheelchair Rd. Humped crossings with a width in introducing a Puffin
staggered between users or walking on bm. Occasional .need e idth). Limited width excess of 2m. Central refuge on B2093  [crossing or Zebra crossing if
crossings/ roads. Widths generally in | .~ 7 requires users to ‘give however is not in excess of 2m. The not feasible.
7 give and take’ between 0 H A A
pedestrian lexcess of 2m to T g and take’ frequently, walk crossing point may be popular during
islands/ laccommodate wheelchair useés and walking o on roads and/or results in commuting periods due to the presence
refuges users. [ crowding/delay. of a bus stop as well as the walking
route, thus not being large enough to
safely cater for the demand.
IClearance widths Clearance widths less On-street parking is prevalent along [Consider opportunities to
between approximately  [than 1.5m. Footway Pine Ave, despite the consistent [reduce on-street parking
. . 1.5m and 2m. Occasional |parking requires users to provision of driveways for homes. levels to improve visibility.
gsrkinlgStz2ce?o otvsgys Venh(')(t:];s need for ‘give and take’ [give and take’ frequently,
8. COMFORT “|between users and alk on roads and/or

Slopes exist but gradients]

Slight sloping along the majority of the
route, however Hughenden Rd (Ore
Station), Parker Rd (including valley-like

The location of the
destinations along the route
hinders the ability to detour

Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

?Q?a(()i?AeEtORT ;I")r:)etxzaire o SFEm ldo not exceed 8 per Cemgg{dl(ir};slg(ceed 8 perl dips) and Upper ) the route to I_imit such
. (1in 12). . Broomgrove Rd have steep gradients. gradients being encountered
without significantly adding
to the distance travelled.
Mostly unobstructed, however temporary [Introduce or maintain early
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: obstructions visible on residential roads, [waste collection times,
[Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. such as refuse sacks being placed on lencouraging waste
10.COMFORT drivewaygates opened into footway); footways on bin days. collectors to place reusable
- other Barriers/gates restricting access; and Hastings Borough Council

bags onto resident’s
properties rather than on the
street.

COMFORT
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! 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) !Score Comments Actions
Footways are provided to [Footway provision could Existing footway provisions follow the |Please see previous
}%élgltsviCTNESS cater for pedestrian desire |be improved to better Fl?oovtiv(\jlzgstgfa?;tfor a desire lines as closely as possjble. comments regarding Pine|
tway lines (e.g. adjacent to [cater for pedestrian P : = [Segregated footways are not provided (Ave.
provision road). Koo s, pedestrian desire lines. along Pine Ave.
12.DIRECTNESS [Small diversions away from desire lines, [N/A
- location of Crossings partially Crossings deviate nevertheless do not involve more than a
crossings in |Crossings follow desire lines.|diverting pedestrians  [significantly from desire] 1 [lOm detour from the footways where
relation to desire away from desire lines. [lines. USCESSavE
lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing times generally do not exceed 15 [Consider implementing
- gaps in traffic seconds, therefore improvements could beftraffic calming measures
(Wherelno Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, [Chasing) i e [EE near to lvyhouse Ln
iz direct z«?nd comfortable an):j but assé]ciated with |pesedkid e @ Lndflf{stnal eztate o reduce
crossings presentt -~ delay (< 5s lsome delay (up to 155 associated with| 1 LELCDEECSS
or if likely to significant delay (>15s
cross outside of average). PIEEEE) average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS |[Crossings are single phase [Crossings are |Staggered crossings aiting times at crossing points are|N/A
- impact of pelican/puffin  or  zebra [staggered but do not |add significantly to relatively short.
controlled crossings. add  significantly to [journey time. Likely to 2
crossings on journey time. Unlikely [wait >10s in pedestrian
journey time to wait >5s in [island.
pedestrian island.
Pedestrians would [Green  man  time Good green man time on Queens Rd. N/A
15. DIRECTNESS Gre_er_1 man time is of benefit from (_axtended would not give
_ green man time sufficient length to cross green man time but vuIr?e_rabIe_ users 2
comfortably. current time unlikely to [sufficient time to cross
deter users. comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Bus stops are clearly visible along the N/A
16.DIRECTNESS | Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; g |, D ES: G [BUS [Ries Glieely
- other Steps restricting access for all users; serving the route, or else being within
Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. isible proximity from the route.
DIRECTNESS 9
) ) High traffic volume, with Light_volumes of traf_fic overall, however Consi_der _the provision of
17.SAFETY Traffic ) volume Iow, or [Traffic volume mpderate bedestrians unabléto can increase to higher levels along [crossing |nfras_tructure on
[ iraffic volume pedestrians can keep distance [and pedestrians in close [ e ——— 1 [Milward Rd, St Mary’s Rd and Manor Rd  |Manor Rd to improve the
from moderate traffic volumes. [proximity. raffic northbound during peak periods. safety_ of pedestrians
. crossing the road.
ITraffic speeds are moderate due to the Consider humped
X . High traffic speeds, with existing traffic calming measures, such as |pedestrian crossing points
18.SAFETY ;;?jfggtriansspiaegskeegoc\;\i/’stangé l;%ﬁ;izzgifr?:n??ndglg: pedestrians unable to 1 speed bumps and raised crossings. or controlled crossings to
- traffic speed ffrom moderate traffic speeds. _[proximity. keep their distance from Nonetheless, traffic calming measures are |reduce traffic speeds and
. . traffic. not evident along the this portion of the improve safety in accessing
B2093. Ivyhouse Ln Industrial Park.
isibility levels are generally good, Consider improving street
isibility could be however the secluded (gated, vegetation [lighting provision along
19.SAFETY Good visibility/forlalllusers somewnhat improved but |Poor visibility, likely tol 1 growth) nature of the detached homes Pine Ave.
- visibility ’ unlikely to result in result in collisions. along Pine Ave limits the neighbourhood
collisions. surveillance of the streets during the night.
Street lighting is relatively sparse.
SAFETY 3
Provision of dropped kerbs is good along |Enhance tactile paving
lthe route, whilst tactile paving are not along Milward Rd.
0. COIRIENENCIE IAddequate dropped kerb and grcc;ill)ge[:)avink;rb:rovidaerg Dropped  kerbs  and consistently provided a?ong ’3”|Wafd Rd. ¢
;ngrtoa'():’tjileed :\i;bstactile paving provision. albeit not to current ilﬁgglr?eé)tavmg absent or | 1 |Both are absent along Pine Ave due to the Consider opportunities to
p g standards. 2 absence of a segregated footway. segregate  footways  as
noted above.
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score]
23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 9
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23
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[The route has average scores for attractiveness and comfort, whereby the footway’s function is limited by the motorists
using the roadways. The route is relatively direct with small diversions away from the desire lines due to minor

Comments
Iseverance. There is an inconsistent provision of dropped kerbing, limiting the accessibility of the footway for some
users.
Improve provision of street lighting along Pine Ave.
Actions Introduce traffic calming measures along Hughenden Rd and Mount Pleasant Rd.

Improve crossing provision on The Ridge and Milward Rd/St Mary’s Rd.
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Route Name

HS6: The Bourne to Rye Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

January 2020

Littering and/or dog mess

Score

Comments

Actions

Footways are in overall good condition,
although minor littering can be identified

Build out footway into
west of Fairlight Rd to

_Minor litering. Overgrown|, - ian Seriously along residential streets, blown against reduce  width  of
1. Footways well maintained, vegetation. Street furniture 4 Il d fenci A int
y A : AL ; : -~ lovergrown vegetation, alls and tencing. crossing point.
ATTRACTIVENESS |with no significant issues [falling into minor disrepair| -
X . _lincluding low branches.
- maintenance noted. (for  example, peeling P - . ) . .
baint). Street furniture falling into Wide roadway for split crossing point
major disrepair. across the Fairlight Rd due to excessive
width of road junction.
Major or prevalent 1 |Natural surveillance is relatively high due to [Increase lighting|
’ ) /andalism. Evidence of the large presence of residential housing. |provision along the
Minor vandalism. Lack of| " - R . . .
. i . q criminal/ antisocial CCTV along the A259 is provided by shop [footways discussed.
2 N eulitaie Gif VEERIE i JEE (HeliEe ENE MEE] activity. Route is isolated owners. The cutthrough behind Dudley
SIIRASILERESS appro_pnate natural gicllEne: (@ hEIEes not subject to natural Infant Academy however is shaded by trees
- fear of crime surveillance. set back or back onto - . : -
lsurveillance (including and poorly lit.
Istreet). = N
here sight lines are
inadequate).
0 |High traffic flows along A259 and tendency [Traffic calming measures|
3. {eviells afiiiiie mafiae for vehicle noise at junctions controlled by |to reduce speeds.
IATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic noise and pollution Ervlter sl et i Severe traffic pollution traffic signals. The presence of 3 schools
- traffic noise and do not affect the attractivenessim rovgd and/or severe traffic noise| ithin the residential areas means noise
pollution P! and pollution is most prevalent during
schoolruns.
1 |Lighting columns provided along alleyways|improve the quality of
near Dudley Rd., however step-free access|crossing points to
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: is unavailable. A large amount of steps, andlenhance  safety  and
4A'TTRACTIVENESS Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; therefore a steep gradient. public ~ realm for
other Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). pedestrians.
Excessive use of guardrail or bollards Existing crossing points with fading
markings, restricting their visibility from a
distance for drivers.
3
ATTRACTIVENESS
ISome defects noted, 1 |Footway surfacing is generally in a good Renovate the tactile
typically isolated (such as hewm VG of condition, with no lose paving identified as |paving at designated
trenching or patching) or g the footway was covered with tarmac. crossing points where
A i el [ footway crossovers o h th
Footways level and in good Imlncllr g asDcrfac ed, utresulting in  uneven ;pgroprla G SiE &5 he
- COMEORT condition, with no trip ErE pavers). e surface, subsided or Tactile paving is however deteriorating at EE Eessling en s
- condition [—— unlikely to result in trips or b L. ap some crossings along the A259 IA259.
: difficulty for wheelchairs, | niﬁcanf Cneven :
[prams etc. Some footway a?tchin a7 ki
icrossovers resulting in P 9 9.
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 1 |Footway width is generally wide across the [Consider introducing
JAble to accommodate all |Footway widths of betweenjthan 1.5m (i.e. standard route , with the exception of Githa Rd. crossing points that
users without ‘give and take’ [approximately 1.5m andwheelchair width). (1.5m). Footway widths vary on Old London [occupy parking spaces to
6. COMFORT between users or walking [2m. Occasional need for[Limited footway width Rd, depending on the side of the road being [encourage the use of both
- footway width on roads. ‘give and take’ betweenlrequires users to ‘give travelled on. sides of Old London Rd.
Footway widths generally injusers and walking onfand take’ frequently, walk
lexcess of 2m. roads. on roads and/or results in
crowding/ delay.
7. COMEORT lAble to accommodate all S o P idths of less than 1.5m 1 [Crossings often 1.5m or larger. Consider increasing width
- width on users without ‘give and take’ a (i.e. standard wheelchair of nonstaggered, non-

. lapproximately 1.5m and ; - : . - !
staggered between users or walking on bm. Occasional need for idth). Limited width signalised crossings on
crossings/ roads. Widths generally in |~ ; requires users to ‘give IA259.

H give and take’ between s
pedestrian lexcess of 2m to N endl el e and take’ frequently, walk
islands/ accommodate  wheelchair | °* 9 on roads and/or results in
refuges users. : crowding/delay.
Clearance widths between |Clearance widths less 2 |Footway parking on A259 does not reduce |[N/A
lapproximately 1.5m and  [than 1.5m. Footway the clearing of the +2m footway clearance
No instances of vehicles 2m. Occasional need for  [parking requires users to idth. On-street parking does not impede
parking on footways noted.  [give and take’ between ‘'give and take’ frequently, footways in residential areas on the route.
8. COMFORT q q .
. IClearance widths generally in Jusers and walking on roadsjwalk on roads and/or
- footway parking . . .
lexcess of 2m between due to footway parking. results in crowding/delay.
[permanent obstructions. Footway parking causes  [Footway parking causes
Isome deviation from desire |significant deviation from
lines. desire lines.
1 [Slight slopes identified across the route, [N/A
Slopes exist but gradients] " however steeper slopes exist along
?égzlgnoRT ;I(’)r;et‘\r;zaare (o SETES do not exceed 8 per cent (1?;2?81;515;8%(1 9 [y Frederick Rd. A continuous slight slope
Y in 12). . along Clifton Rd leading up to Sandown
Primary School.
X . 1 |Bus shelters on A259 do not reduce the N/A
Examples of ‘other’ _comfort issues include: ' . idth of any footway to below 1.5m.
[Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT drivewaygates opened into footway); - X )
- other Barriers/gates restricting access; and Railing segregating bus stop standing area
Bus shelters restricting clearance width. on Harold Rd does not impact the 1.5m
Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces idth clearance, however does not meet the
2m width clearance.
COMFORT 6
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11.DIRECTNESS

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Footways are provided to

[Footway provision could
be improved to better

Footways are not

Comments

Actions

Footways follow the desire lines as closely
as possible, concerning the shortest

N/A

B fooFV\{ay l(;zteesr(efor a%e.gf;rt'?g r(:;i:ds)lre cater for pedestrian desire p;%\ggg?aao;:stﬁ:afﬁrzes 4 possible distance to access the concerned
[PIENSTIEIT g-ad) "~ llines. P i destinations.
Crossing provisions are sufficient along Increase the provision of
12 DIRECTNESS IA259, with controlled crossings where it tactile paving along the
T location of (Crossings partially Crossings AR meets or intersects other major roads. The [route, particularly in the
. : . L A . o2 . labsence of tactile paving on some residential areas.
crlos_smgs d in Crossings follow desire lines. gx;mfr:grgziesﬁga"r:]ses ﬁ:?erzflcantly from desire 1 residential roads subsequently fails to imply]
rAe ation to desire 4 . . a suggested sensible point to cross,
lines particularly at frequently used turnings near
the schools south of Ore.
13.DIRECTNESS Limited number of uncontrolled crossings [ldentify appropriate
- gaps in traffic along Harold Rd. points where
(where no Crossing of road uncontrglled crossings
controlled ICrossing of road easy, direct, |Crossing of road direct, [|associated indirect, or [ kl)le |mp|elr|nented gnd
crossings presentland comfortable and without |but associated with some  [associated with| 1 |n§ta B ([pEvig
or if likely to delay (< 5s average). ldelay (up to 15s average). [significant delay (>15s| herelappropriate.
cross outside of average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS ICrossings are staggered [Staggered crossings add The Frederick Rd-Priory Rd merge into Old|Upgrade controlled|
- impact of Crossings are single phase [out do not add [significantly to journey London Rd have longer waiting times,[crossings at these
controlled pelican/puffin or zebra [significantly to journey [time. Likely to wait >10s 1 hich delay pedestrians travelling on theflocations appropriately.
crossings on crossings. time. Unlikely to wait >5s [in pedestrian island. estern side of Old London Rd A259
journey time in pedestrian island.
Pedestrians would q Reasonable green man times. Increase green man time
L - benefit from extended (G man it vl at key intersecting
15. DIRECTNESS [Green man time is of sufficient h not give vulnerable E X ;
5 green man time but e . 1 junctions concerning the
- green man time (length to cross comfortably. current time unlikely to |VS€™S sufficient time to IA259
e e Y cross comfortably. ’
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Steps at Harold Rd/Dudley Rd cutthrough  [Explore scope for step-
16.DIRECTNESS | Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; (behind Dudley quant Academy), and . free access.
- other Steps restricting access for all users; 1 |preley REFERERT (R Gridireugy S
o 5 i . . access for all users, such as parents with
Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. brams.
DIRECTNESS 2
Traffic ~ volume  low, or Trafficvolumel moderate High traffic volume, with High traffic flows along Harold Rd [Investigate measures to|
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep g S pedestrians unable to 0 (residential) and the A259 during peak [reduce traffic flows and
- traffic volume [distance from moderate traffic roxiF:nit keep their distance from periods. speeds.
olumes. P Y- traffic.
. q 3 5 Slower traffic speeds approaching the Investigate measures to
18.SAFETY ngf’g;ria:;)eedscanlow, ke:r [Traffic speeds moderate Hé%g;ﬁ:'ﬁ:ﬁﬁ:g@ t‘g"th junctions controlled by traffic lights on reduce traffic flows and
t‘ i d gistance R G 1raffig land pedestrians in close Eee T g s 1 |A259. Traffic calming measures imposed opportunities to
[ UrElS e e [proximity. traﬁ?c on Frederick Rd. introduce traffic calming
P ) ) measures
isibility could be Visibility concerns along alleyways near|Enhance  natural and
19.SAFETY . Isomewhat improved but |Poor visibility, likely tol Dudley St. lighting where appropriate|
- visibility ereee sy e el s unlikely to result in result in collisions. 4
collisions.
SAFETY 2
Access to dropped kerb between Old|Consider introducing
London Rd and Robertsons Hill junction is [double yellow lines to
hindered by cars parking and blocking [prevent paring along this
20. COHERENCE Dropped kerbs and tactile |Dropped ~ kerbs  and access, which limits  visibility ~when [segment of Robertsons
- dropped kerbs'a‘de.qm"te aiobbealeialand paving provided, albeit [tactile paving absent or| 1 [ndividuals cross. Hill.
. - ~“ltactile paving provision. E
and tactile paving ot to current standards.  [incorrect.
Tactile paving provision is limited along the [Enhance and improve the
route’s residential roads. quality of tactile paving|
provision.
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score]
19
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 3
Comfort 6
Directness 7
Safety 2
Coherence 1
Total 19
COLES The directness of the footways is reasonable, though crossing provision could be improved to limit deterrence for safe access to the key
destinations. Visibility concerns regarding attracting crime and visibility to drivers were identified along this route, particularly to the south.
Increase lighting provision on the footways nearby Dudley Infant Academy and introduce traffic calming measures on the connected nearby
Actiona roads. Renovate tactile paving along A258 and Halton PI.
Increase provision of crossing facilities on Old London Rd and Robertsons Hill. Improve dropped kerbing provision on Robertsons Hill
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Route Name

HS7: Pelham Place to Barley Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENESS]
- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

maintained,
issues

Footways well
ith no significant
noted.

Minor littering.
Overgrown vegetation.
Street furniture falling
into minor disrepair
(for example, peeling
paint).

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
Seriously overgrown
/egetation, including low
branches. Street
furniture  falling into

major disrepair.

Score Comments Actions
1 |Footway deterioration noted along [Resurfacing or retiling of]
western side of All Saints St. footways where]

appropriate.

Major or prevalent 1 [Shortcut that bypasses Harold Rd isfintroduce street lighting
R e, ekl /andalism. Evidence of shaded by tree cover, though alternative|posts along footways
. i q A g criminal/antisocial activity. route along the main road (not a significantjwhere absent.
2. No evidence of vandalism with [active frontage and Py e
] G Route is isolated, not detour) is lit.
IATTRACTIVENESS|appropriate natural natural surveillance (e.g. A e g——
- fear of crime surveillance. houses set back or back Jec - .
lsurveillance (including
onto street). . .
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. . X X . 1 |Low traffic noise north east of the route, Consider introducing
ATTRACTIVENESS[Traffic noise and pollution do Leg/els °If| Eliits lr:jm;eSezj/;ere iliite pollutlftf)_n though its higher along Pelham Pl as its an [traffic calming measures
 traffic noise and |not affect the attractiveness  [Avor Pollution could beand/or severe  traffic arteriole link to Bexhill. along Pelham PI.
A improved noise
pollution
4 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 |Lighting provision along Harold Pl is|N/A
: L i ighting i is deficient; limited.
ATTRACTIVENESS] Evidence thfat Ilghtlngflfs npt prEsent, oris defluenft, ' )
Cailer - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
4
ATTRACTIVENESS
[Some defects noted, 0 |No footway provided along Barley Ln for Introduce footway at
typically isolated (such as 420 metres between Rocklands Ln and the |concerned points along
trenching or patching) or v T 6 Gt lentrance to Hastings Touring Park. No Barley Ln.
minor (such as cracked, c?osgseov:rs :as(ljltir?oinay footway for first 160m of Barley Ln due to
; but level pavers). Defects g Ir narrow roadway, with grass verges in place
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good . L uneven surface, subsided
L L . . unlikely to result in trips of footways further east of route.
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. or difficulty for jor fretted pavement, or
5 Isignificant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. A .
ISome footway crossovers| FEUEIIE) @ EHEEE),
resulting in uneven
surface.
Footway widths of less 1 |Narrow footways along Rock-ANore Rd, [Limited scope to increase
Footway widths offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard particularly along the northern side of [the footway width due to
Aﬁ'ﬁoﬁ’t afsg“;nmgfjﬁgﬂgt‘jj;i between  approximately wheelchair width). Limited the footway for East Hill Lift. Narrow [the limited existing width
6. COMFORT give g 1.5m and 2m. Occasional footway width requires footways along All Saints St. of the roadway and private
f p users or walking on roads. . , - ,
- footway width : f need for ‘give and take’|users to ‘give and take property.
Footway widths generally in
between users  andffrequently, walk on roads
lexcess of 2m. A ] "
alking on roads. land/or results in crowding/
delay.
7. COMFORT . Widths of less than 1.5m 2 [Existing controlled crossings along Pelham [N/A
; filie ‘aqcommodatevall U | WILlS @ WEEs (i.e. standard wheelchair Pl and Rock-A-Nore Rd are of a generous
- width on ithout ‘give and take’ between japproximately 1.5m and |[*: S : .
: . idth). Limited width idth.
staggered users or walking on roads. 2m. Occasional need " o
) ) - o , [requires users to ‘give and|
crossings/ idths generally in excess of [for ‘give and take )
S take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian 2m to accommodate wheel- between users and Lorals eviliar el i
islands/ refuges  [chair users. alking on roads. lcrowding/delay.
Clearance widths|Clearance widths less 1 [|Path along a large portion of Barley Lnis [Introduce a segregated
between approximatelyfthan 1.5m. Footway shared with both motorists and footway where feasible
N irsamees ai vaiidEs 1.5m e}nd 2m OccasmEa! pgrklng reqllj(lr(’e? users tlo pedestrians, reducing clearance widths. long Barley Ln.
arking on footways noted need for ‘give and take’[give and take’ frequently,
8. COMFORT Elearance widths generally in _|Pétween  users  andwalk on roads and/or
- footway parking Lemes af 2 betv\?een Y alking on roads due tojresults in crowding/delay.
permanent obstructions. E)otway TG Footway parking causes
ootway parking Isignificant deviation from
causes some deviation [desire lines.
from desire lines.
Slopes exist but gradients| . 1 |Slight gradient along All Saints St, though [N/A
9. C%MF?RT ;Zixsaare fcllopesion do not exceed 8 per cent S;s?;iq:‘slgfceed B p compensated with raised stepped access.
[ GreteliEn Y- (1in 12). i Sloping occurs along Barley Ln.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 |[Bollards to the east of Barley Ln reduce the [Remove bollards.
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians idth of the informal footway.
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT 5
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber)

11.DIRECTNESS

Footways are provided to

Footway provision could
be improved to better

Footways are not

Comments

Actions

No footway provided at pinch points along
Barley Rd.

Build footways where
widths permit.

- footway cater for pedestrian desire 3 . _|provided to cater for 0
provision lines (e.g. adjacent to road). ﬁsteir fopecesiianldesiio pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Narrowness of roadways and absence of \Widen footways where
- location of ICrossings partially Crossings deviatel footway on one side or both sides of the feasible and enhance
crossings in [Crossings follow desire lines. |diverting pedestrians significantly from desirel 1  [carriageway limit opportunities to dropped kerbing & tactile
relation to desire laway from desire lines.  [lines. implement crossing facilities. paving provision.
lines
13.DIRECTNESS Low traffic levels on narrower roads mean|install traffic calming
- gaps in traffic pedestrians can cross intersecting|measures where it is not
(where no (Crossing of road junctions with ease. feasible to implement
controlled Crossing of road easy, direct, [Crossing of road direct, |associated indirect, or crossing infrastructure.
crossings and comfortable and without [out associated with some [associated with| 1
present or if likely|delay (< 5s average). delay (up to 15s average).|significant delay (>15s
ito cross outside average).
of controlled
crossing)
Controlled crossings do not increase Consider introducing
14.DIRECTNESS A journey time significantly. stagg_ered u_ncontrolled
f . . [SlesSinoStalelstaggered Staggered crossings add crossing points to
- impact of [Crossings are single phase [but do not add [T =% > .
controlled pelican/puffin ~ or  zebra [significantly to journey SIEAIEENLY { faVinesy 1 plomotelsatelerossingy
X - kime. Unlikely to wait >5s time. Likely to wait >10s Consider introducing
crossings  on gs. o édestrianyisland in pedestrian island. other traffic calming
ourney time p : measures to reduce traffic
speeds.
Pedestrians would |Green man time would Green man time is sufficient as puffin No significant
15. DIRECTNESS |Green man time is of sufficient benefit from _extended not give vuln_erable crossings have been predominantly used. |interventions required.
e g el .\ ith {0 Cross comfortabl green man time but |users sufficient time to 2
9 9 Y current time unlikely to |cross comfortably.
deter users.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: gtdeps restrict access to footway on Harold Expl_odr_e fea5|b|I|tty ; of
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 : providing f step- r:ﬁ
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; s oyootwayshon
0 X ) - . Saints  Crescent and
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. Harold PI
DIRECTNESS 7
Hiahiraficvolumenwith Low traffic volumes upon exiting Pelham PI, [[mplement measures to
Traffic ~ volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate 9 5 ! although Pelham Pl remains busy as an reduce traffic speeds
17.SAFETY v K di A pedestri Tl pedestrians unable to 1 ial int f K b h feasible al th
traffic volume [P estrians can keep distance [and pedestrians in close keep their distance from essential access point for car parks nearby [where feasible along the
from moderate traffic volumes. [proximity. : the seafront. seafront section of the
traffic. IA259
Moderate traffic speeds of 2530mph. Remove the national
(Occasional speeding above 30mph on the [speed limit.
) X High traffic speeds, with IA259 seafront stretch. “National speed
18.SAFETY Traffic ~ speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate pedestrians unable to limit” sign on Barley St applies for less than
L et soaad pedestrians can keep distance jand pedestrians in close e (e GlEEED e 1 |oom.
P from moderate traffic speeds. [proximity. » aﬁ,i)c
Speed cushions on Rock-A-Nore Rd
effective at traffic calming.
isibility could be Distinct segregation of pedestrian path Implement a crossing
19.SAFETY somew%atim roved but IPoor visibility, likely to south of Barley Ln, accompanied by street |point at the Gurth Rd-
: oifiic Good visibility for all users. Unielyio respult i - collis?gns y 1 |lighting increases pedestrian visibility. Barley St intersection.
[ VEI2ngy ‘ollisio);s : lJAbsence of crossing points, controlled nor
C i uncontrolled.
SAFETY 3
Dropped  kerbs  and Dropped kerbing is inconsistent along [Dropped kerbing along
20. HERENCE L . . . " L
—Od(r:c? ed kecrbs JAdequate dropped kerb and  [tactile paving provided, gﬁﬁgedavinkergssen?rg 1 Rock-A-Nore Rd. Tactile paving provision [Rock-A -Nore-Rd.
dt p'g'| .~ “ltactile paving provision. jalbeit not to current incorreé)t 9 limited along All Saints St.
and tactile paving . .
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Scorel 20
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 5
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 20
c Footway provision is limited at some points due to narrow nature of roadways, though traffic levels are low at these points. Route
omments
nevertheless is attractive due to traditional architecture south of the route and greenery on the north an east of the route.
Actions Increase footway widths where feasible. Implement traffic calming measures where pedestrians share the footway with motorists.
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Route Name

Bexhill-Hastings Seafront

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

paint).

[Audit Categories | 2 (Green) 1 (Amber)
Minor littering. Littering and/or Idog
Ftief Overgrown  vegetation eSS [EENSiS
1. Footways well maintained, S bl faIIin' Seriously  overgrown
IATTRACTIVENESS|with no significant issues [ ; - . 9 vegetation, including
X into minor disrepair
- maintenance noted. . low branches. Street
(for example, peeling ) ° -
furniture  falling into

major disrepair.

Score

Comments

Actions

iGood condition overall, though damage to
tactile paving parallel to White Rock creates
la tripping hazard.

Replace tactile paving
parallel to White Rock.

Major or prevalent 2 |No evidence of vandalism identified along|N/A
e venrk s, Leak @l vandallsm. I_Ewd_ence of lsea front.
. . 3 A criminal/antisocial
2. No evidence of vandalism with|active frontage and natural - ctivity, Route is
(ATTRACTIVENESS|appropriate natural surveillance (e.g. houses | Y. :
. 4 isolated, not subject to
- fear of crime surveillance. set back or back onto R
natural surveillance
street). P . ;
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
3. X . X X 1 [Traffic noise is high in Hastings where it is [Consider implementing
ATTRACTIVENESS|Traffic noise and pollution do Levels of traffic noise|Severe traffic pollution parallel to A259. Railway line also [traffic calming measures
_ traffic noise and |not affect the attractiveness  [2nd/0r Pollution could bejand/or - severe traffic produces occasional noise along Bexhill here feasible.
N improved noise
pollution
4 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 ayfinding infrastructure along the Improve lighting provision
ATTRACTIVENESS_ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; seafront in both Bexhill and Hastings lalong Cinque Ports Way.
Ceitoer - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). assists navigation of route, detailing key
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards destinations.
6
ATTRACTIVENESS
[Some defects noted, 1 |Footway along NCN route 2 covered in[N/A
typically isolated (such as sand at some points due to limited
trenching or patching) or [LELS (U _foot_way [protection from the sea.
; crossovers resulting in
Footways level and in good [ (EUED 26 GFEEE, (B uneven surface
5. COMFORT " ; . |level pavers). Defects ) !
A condition, with no trip A L subsided or fretted
- condition e unlikely to result in trips or VAT 67 e eEnn
. difficulty for wheelchairs, Eneven E’ltChirlg o
prams etc. Some footway np 9
B trenching.
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 2 |Generous width along footways, with
EastEy s @ EEEn than 1.5m (i.e. standard Isegregation noted south of Hastings CWZ.
[Able to accommodate all 4 heelchair width). Furniture does not cause clearance width to
users without ‘give and take’ EPIRRAEEly L e Limited footway width be below 2m
|2, COWIROIRT between users or walking on A, CEEsE WS iy requires users to ‘give ’
- footway width roads. Footway widths L?s“é?s ar;idtalﬁalk?:tweirr: and take’ frequently,
generally in excess of 2m. 9 alk on roads and/or
roads. . "
results in crowding/
delay.
\Widths of less than 1.5m| 1 [N/A IN/A
7. COMFORT Able to accommodate all Widths ~ of  between [(.e. standard wheelchair
- width on users without ‘give and take’ [approximately 1.5m and |width). Limited width
staggered between users or walking on |2m. Occasional need for [requires users to ‘give
crossings/ roads. Widths generally in ‘give and take’ between [and take’ frequently,
pedestrian lexcess of 2m to accommodatefusers and walking on |walk on roads and/or
islands/ refuges  [wheel-chair users. roads. results in
crowding/delay.
Clearance widths between|Clearance widths less 1 |Rare instances of footway parking on [Explore scope to prohibit
approximately 1.5m andjthan 1.5m. Footway Bexhill promenade by service vehicles. parking and build out a
N isamess e vaiides 2m. Occasional need for|parking requires users to No segregated walking footway provided [footway with kerbing
ETPiTiTe 6T TS s ‘give and take’ between|give and take’ on Cinque Ports Way, with motorists falong northern side of
8. COMFORT Elearagnce widthsyenerall. in |users and walking on roads|frequently, walk on roads| parking parallel to cycle lanes. Cinque Ports Way.
- footway parking reces e am betv\?een YN ldue to footway parking. land/or results in
permanent obstructions. Footway p_ar_klng causes crow_dlng/delay. Footway
some deviation from parking causes
desire lines. significant deviation from
desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on igoﬁgts;:gz;zug g;ardézgis(l Gradients exceed 8 pe 2aibeicutelslocietalliiladtyiough ot e
- gradient footway. in 12) P cent (1 in 12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2 |No issues noted. IN/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT 9
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11.DIRECTNESS

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Footways are provided to

Footway provision could be

Footways are not

Comments

Actions

Footways are provided along the desire

Build out footway along

- footway cater for pedestrian desire [improved to better cater for |provided to cater fof 2  [lines, with the exception of Cinque [northern side of Cinque]
provision lines (e.g. adjacent to road).  [pedestrian desire lines. pedestrian desire lines. Ports Way. Ports Way.
12.DIRECTNESS Motorised vehicle access permitted |A crossing pointonto a
- location  of Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviatel long Cinque Ports Way to access |ouilt out footway on the
crossings in [Crossings follow desire lines. [pedestrians away from desiresignificantly from desirel 2~ |holiday properties and employment |northern side of Cinque
relation to desire lines. lines. activities. Ports Way.
lines
13.DIRECTNESS JAt point where motorised traffic is Please see above (12).
- gaps in traffic permitted, Cinque Ports Way, traffic is
(where no Crossing of road ery low meaning that pedestrians can
controlled Crossing of road easy, direct, |Crossing of road direct, but [associated indirect, or gnter t_he fcllotvv_a_y with mlnl_malhdelayi
crossings and comfortable and without associated with some delay [associated with 2 | ccas;:)nal UETIE ﬁ_cclurs n td AV CS
present or if likely|delay (< 5s average). (up to 15s average). significant delay (>15s aneywnenilargenyveniclesineeditolpass:
lto cross outside average).
of controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS ) Staggered crossings IN/A N/A
A . . Crossings are staggered but A
- impact of ICrossings are single phase b mai el SEmieEny @ add significantly to
controlled pelican/puffin ~ or  zebra | . ar Y journey time. Likely to 1
i crossings. ey (i, Uil D wer wait >10s in pedestrian
LIS @l 9. >5s in pedestrian island. . P
ourney time island.
Pedestrians would benefit 3:;,3?; r:gtn t'?\:z PR P
15. DIRECTNESS [Green man time is of sufficient|from extended green man I ugers 1
- green man time (length to cross comfortably.  Jtime but current time unlikely sufficient  time  to
to deter users.
cross comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Ramp platforms identified from IN/A
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; Eversfield PI.
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 9
Traffic  volume low, or e wElTiE GieeEE R £ High traffic volume, ITraffic generally absent, though low on [N/A
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep A e e e with pedestrians 2 rare occasions where encountered (i.e.
- traffic volume  [distance from moderate traffic proximi unable to keep their Cinque Ports Way).
olumes. P g distance from traffic.
Traffic  speeds low, or . High traffic speeds, ITraffic generally absent, though speeds [N/A
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep T;%fggt:gﬁztii: (ng:rate and with pedestrians 2 are low on rare occasions where
- traffic speed distance from moderate traffic [PSCSS! unable to keep their lencountered (i.e. Cinque Ports Way).
proximity. h .
speeds. distance from traffic.
Parking of large campervans can limit Liaise with land owners
o isibility along Cinque Ports Way. to introduce parking
19.SAFETY o Visibility could be somewhat o icipity likely to restrictions where
T Good visibility for all users. improved but unlikely to : i 1 T "
- visibility T e result in collisions. isibility of pedestrians
. lcrossing can be
lobstructed.
SAFETY 5
b i N/A IN/A
20dCOHERENCE [adequate dropped|kerbland Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs ~and
- dropped kerbstactile vt ] paving provided, albeit not to [tactile paving absent 1
and tactile paving paving p ) current standards. or incorrect.
[COHERENCE a
Total Score 30
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 6
Comfort 9
Directness 9
Safety 5
Coherence 1
Total 30
c The footway quality along the seafront is high, particularly due to its refurbishments connected to the National Cycle Network (NCN).
omments
Nevertheless, this focus on cyclists was found to neglect pedestrians in some cases, particularly along Cinque Ports Way.
Actions Enhance the attractiveness and comfort of walking along Cinque Ports Way. Carry out repairs to the tactile paving east of the route.
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Route Name

B1: Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

significant issues noted.

! 2 (Green) ! (Amber)
Minor littering.
Overgrown vegetation.

& FO‘?“N?‘VS ; el Street furniture falling

ATTRACTIVENESS|maintained,  with  no

into minor disrepair
(for example, peeling
paint).

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
Seriously overgrown
vegetation,
including low
branches. Street
furniture falling into
major disrepair.

Score

Comments

Actions

Minor littering, vegetation growth is|
contained.

General ongoing
maintenance along the)
route.

(1in12).

Leonards Rd.

Major or prevalent 2 High natural surveillance linked to N/A
andalism. Evidence residential and commercial streets.
N id . dali Minor vandalism. Lack of [of criminal/antisocial
2. i?h SURIENES @F VEMEEIE b frontage and naturalfactivity. Route is
ATTRACTIYENESSappropriate natural surveillance (e.g. houses |isolated, not subject
- fear of crime surveillance. Iset back or back onto to nat_ural
Istreet). surveillance
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
1 Exposure to noise is highest along Explore opportunities to
Sea Rd and De La Warr Parade during [reduce traffic flows or
b ) . ) ) ) ) k i . Bexhill rail stati impl t traffi
E Traffic noise and pollution |Levels of traffic noise|Severe traffic pea perlqu exnitirail station impiement trattic
ATTRACTIVENESS] . . forecourt is currently traffic calming measures,
. } do not affect the fand/or pollution could bejpollution and/or : . .
- traffic noise and . ) " . dominated and unwelcoming. particularly on Sea Rd /
. attractiveness improved severe traffic noise ) o
pollution Marina due to limited
provision of zebra
crossings.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 Bus shelter along Endwell Rd Reconsider design and|
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; significantly restricts pavement width. [placing of the bus|
ATTRACTIVENESS| - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse Other bus stops generally do not. shelter.
- other sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards]
ATTRACTIVENESS] 5
Some defects noted, 1 Damage to paving and slabs visible  |Resurfacing of footways
typically isolated (such as along residential roads. Parallel along Cantelupe Rd and
; X Large number of : -
trenching or patching) or parking that mounts the kerb has Clifford Rd needed to
minor (such as cracked BRI CRESOYEE resulted in slabs of footway breaking. |eliminate trip hazards
5. COMFORT FesiEys v @ (D geed but level pavers) Defec’ts [l i LisvEn = b d b y|| > Resurfacin palon .
y L condition, with no trip . p Lo surface, subsided or 9°‘Way CESIUGCES 15y Eully CoES . 9 g
- condition unlikely to result in trips or sticking upwards out of footway|Marinaand
hazards. . X fretted pavement, or ) | ; .
difficulty for wheelchairs, | .~ rather than lying flat. implementing parking
significant uneven L -
[prams etc. Some footway . . restrictions that prohibit
o P patching or trenching. A L
lcrossovers resulting in motorists from climbing
uneven surface. the kerb.
Footway widths of 1 Footway width along St Leonards Rd |Consider widening
less than 1.5m (i.e. meets 1.5m threshold, though would [footway and restricting
JAble to accommodate all  [Footway widths of|standard wheelchair benefit from widening due to |parking availability to
users without ‘give and between  approximatelywidth). Limited busyness of route. laccommodate
6. COMFORT take’ between users or 1.5m and 2m. Occasionalfootway width
- footway width alking on roads. Footway |need for ‘give and take’[requires users to
idths generally in excess |between users and|give and take’
of 2m. alking on roads. frequently, walk on
roads and/or results
in crowding/ delay.
\Widths of less than 1 Staggered crossings have a Implement a designated
7 COMFORT |Able to f’:lccom‘rr}odate all MWidths  of  between 1.5m (|.e..sta'ndard rea_sonable width in excess of _1.5m,_ cros_smg_pomt near_to
: users without ‘give and . heelchair width). \whilst zebra crossings have widths in [the junction to provide a
- width on , lapproximately 1.5m and | X g X - .
take’ between users or . Limited width excess of 2m. Crossing point at end |point for pedestrians to
staggered . ) 2m. Occasional need for . f
. alking on roads. Widths | X requires users to of Sea Rd has a short width. safely cross at.
crossings/ X give and take’ between | s
. generally in excess of 2m to . give and take
pedestrian . “lusers and walking on
: laccommodate wheel-chair frequently, walk on
islands/ refuges roads.
users. roads and/or results
in crowding/delay.
(Clearance widths between|Clearance widths 1 Footway parking noted south of Review opportunities to
gpproglmatgly |1-5mdaf”d less than 1.5m. lAmherst Rd and on Channel View lenforce current and
m. Occasional need for f ’
g and take evesnlFooisy arkng =
No instances of vehicles  [USers and walking ~on[f€duIres USErs to o part ©
arking on footways noted roads due to footway[give and take establishing Civil
8. COMFORT glearance widths enerall. parking. frequently, walk on Parking Enforcement.
- footway parking | £ 2 bgtw Y [Footway parking causes  |roads and/or results
permanent obstructions. o deviaton flom i crowdingidelay.
P * |desire lines. Footway parking
causes significant
deviation from desire
lines.
i i ' 1 light slopi | f llel [N/A
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on plleipes @l bl g ekl Gradients exceed 8 Slig .t sloping along EeBEYS PerEleEl
; [do not exceed 8 per cent : to railway station and along St
- gradient footway. per cent (1 in 12).
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2 (Green 1 (Amber Score Comments ’
1 Bus drivers having Extend
Examples of ‘other’ lto mount the kerb double
comfort issues include: Wwhen turning left yellow line
. ;I.'empora;ry i from Sea Rd into t:’r(?; fgg‘
obstructions restricting ;
clearance width for Statlop o duelto Station Rd/
pedestrians (e.g.driveway motorists parking Sea Rd
gates opened into near double yellow junction
10.COMFORT footway); - Barriers/gates lines on the northern| ~ and
- other restricting access; and side of the road. enforce
- Bus shelters i Poorly drained current
restricting glearance width. footway along Wilton [restrictions
Poorly drained footways Rd . Review
resulting in noticeable ’ drainage at
ponding  issues/slippery Wilton Rod
lsurfaces / Marina
junction.
COMFORT
Footways are provided to [Footway provision could |Footways are not 2 Footways are generally direct and IN/A

11.DIRECTNESS |[cater for pedestrian [be improved to better provided to cater for intuitive.
- footway provision|desire lines (e.g. |cater for pedestrian [pedestrian desire
adjacent to road). desire lines. lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings partially ICrossings  deviate 1 Reasonable provision of controlled |Additional crossing
- location of . . diverting pedestrians Isignificantly from and uncontrolled crossings [point required at
: . [Crossings follow desire o o . . X
crossings in lines laway from desire lines. [desire lines. between connecting footways. arious locations.
relation to desire .
lines
13.DIRECTNESS 1 Crossings are direct, though |As above in point (12)
- gaps in traffic predominantly unsignalised.
h ) . ) i
LA Crossing of road easy, |Crossing of road direct, Cross!ng .Of. ey
controlled A : . lassociated indirect, or
X direct, and comfortable [but associated with some . .
crossings present . lassociated with
o and without delay (< 5s |delay (up to 15s P
or if likely to cross significant delay (>15s
. average). average).
outside of laverage).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are [Staggered crossings 2 Zebra crossings are the dominant(N/A
- impact of phase pelican/puffin or |staggered but do not [add significantly to form of crossing throughout the core
controlled zebra crossings. ladd  significantly  to [journey time. Likely to alking zone, with minimal
crossings on journey time. Unlikely to wait >10s in additional time added to journeys for
journey time ait >5s in pedestrian |pedestrian island. pedestrians.
island.
Green man time is of Pedestrians would |Green man time 1 N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS sufficient length to cross  |benefit from gxtended ould not give
- comfortably. green man time but [vulnerable users
- green man time ’ ] . ’
current time unlikely to [sufficient time to
deter users. Icross comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2 Bus stops have been [N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; accommodated with a mix of
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;| controlled and uncontrolled
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.| crossing points.
DIRECTNESS 9
ITraffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate [High traffic volume, 1 Moderate traffic volume during [Explore measures to
pedestrians can  keep Jand pedestrians in close [with pedestrians peak periods, though less busy [reduce traffic speeds
17.SAFETY ) i . )
X distance from moderate |proximity. unable to keep their outside of these hours. along Sea Rd and
- traffic volume X . .
traffic volumes. distance from traffic. demand for controlled
crossings.
1 ITraffic speeds are relatively low, with [Investigate traffic
majority of drivers appearing to calming measures at
Traffic 'speeds low, or Traffic speeds moderate H!gh traffic speeds, respect the 20mph spe_ed limit along [appropriate points,
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep X . ith pedestrians part of the seafront. Higher speeds [such as along Sea
. . land pedestrians in close . .
- traffic speed distance from moderate roximity. unable to keep their along Sea Rd and A269 occur during [Rd.
traffic speeds. P ' distance from traffic. quieter periods. Speed table at
Marina / Devonshire Way effectively
assists traffic calming.
isibility could be 1 isibility is high. High levels of Enforce parking
somewhat improved but parking along Marina and many restrictions that prohibit;
19.SAFETY P unlikely to result in Poor visibility, likely to roads creates limited visibility for parking where
e Good visibility for all users.| . . 2 . . .
- visibility collisions. result in collisions. pedestrians and motorists. pedestrians tend to
cross the road on
Marina.
SAFETY 3]
1 Good provision of dropped kerbs [Sea Rd’s crossing
and tactile paving. Damage to [points would benefit
Dropped  kerbs  and . . I il
20. COHERENCE [Adequate dropped kerb e Dropped kerbs and tactile paving nevertheless [from more tactile _
- dropped kerbsjand tactile paving '€ paving p ! [tactile paving absent identified. paving. Replace tactile
- . . albeit not to current| . . ; d
and tactile paving [provision. tandards lor incorrect. Poor dropped kerbing provision for [Paving at concerne:
’ footway outside of Bexhill Station [POints. Expand dropped
ito access disabled parking spaces. [<erbing.
ICOHERENCE 1
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Total Score] 24 | |
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 6
Directness 9
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 24
Bexhill’'s core walking zone has generally good levels of comfort and attractiveness, being limited by the moderate traffic volumes along
Comments selected roads during peak periods. It scores highly in terms of directness due to the dominance of controlled zebra crossings. The area
surrounding Bexhill rail station is particularly traffic dominated and would benefit from public realm improvement and reshaping.
Installation of traffic calming measures on noted sections of Sea Rd and A269.
Imposing parking restrictions and complementary enforcement to limit footway parking within the core walking zone.
Actions Consider options to reshape the Bexhill rail station forecourt and connecting pedestrian and cycle routes .
Introducing a new zebra crossing on Sea Rd and expand the provision of tactile paving / dropped kerbs.
Consider introducing informal streetss scheme covering St Leonards Road and Devonshire Road.
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Route Name

B2: Cooden Sea Rd to Freshfields

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 202

0

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Minor littering. Littering and/or dog SegfronF is well maintained, with no [N/A
Overgrown mess prevalent. visible litter along or nearby the
L, Footways well |vegetation.  Street [Seriously overgrown footway. Minor roads are free of
IATTRACTIVENESS|maintained, with no [furniture falling into |vegetation, including 2 litter on observation.
- maintenance |[significant issues noted. r?mor dlsreipalr P low branches. Street
(o_r ttexamp €. PEEING e rniture falling into
) major disrepair.
Major or prevalent Roads along seafront are bordered [N/A
. . andalism. Evidence of by blocks of housing, therefore
’ . [Minor vandalism. Lack | " . . )
No evidence of vandalism B criminal/antisocial enhancing natural surveillance.
2. 5 of active frontage and L . S, T
A TTRACTIVENESS ith i hatural surveillance activity. Route is 1 Where this isn’t the case, lighting is
} lappropriate natural isolated, not subject to relatively sparse, which could
- fear of crime il (e.g. houses set back ; . -
surveiliance. natural surveillance attract criminal activity.
or back onto street). ; . )
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
3 Traffic prevalent at signal- [Traffic calming
: [Traffic noise and pollution |Levels of traffic noisefSevere traffic pollution controlled intersections and [measures along
ATTRACTIVENESS] ; 8 L . . ) .
5 . do not affect the [and/or pollution couldland/or severe traffic 1 junctions during peak periods. |Marina, De La Warr
- traffic noise and . ] X B .
E lattractiveness be improved noise Occasional speeding along the |Parade and A259.
pollution .
wider roads nearby the seafront.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Lighting lacking along east of De La|Consider increasing
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; \Warr Parade. lighting provision.
ATTRACTIVENESS| Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. 1
- other refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS] 5
[Some defects noted, Slabs along inner roads are in Resurfacing required
typically isolated (such reasonably good condition, with thealong some sections of
as trenching or exception of loose slabs along Egerton Rd.
. . Large number of : A
[patching) or minor Egerton Rd being atrip hazard.
footway crossovers
Footways level and in e & EREked, b resulting in uneven
5. COMFORT s e X level pavers). Defects 9 :
o lgood condition, with no |~ . ..~ _|surface, subsided or 1
- condition 5 unlikely to result in trips
trip hazards. - fretted pavement, or
or difficulty for o
: significant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. e ————
[Some footway P 9 9-
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less Segregated footways along|Consider expanding the
Footway  widths offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard seafront and along Marina exceed 2|width by reducing the
lAble to accommodate all . L . . . . .
) o between approximately wheelchair width). metres, with those on residentialjwidth of the continuous
users without ‘give and . ] - .
, 1.5m and 2m. [Limited footway width streets being at least 1.5m wide.|grass bank along
6. COMFORT take’ between users or . . o ; X
. . Occasional need for|requires users to ‘give 1 Narrow footway along Freshfields|Freshfields, where
- footway width alking on roads. Footway |, . , X .
X . give and take’ betweenland take’ frequently, below 1.5m. appropriate.
idths generally in excess -
of 2m users and walking onjwalk on roads and/or
' roads. results in crowding/
delay.
IAble to accommodate all \Widths of less than Generally large widths exceeding |Increase unsignalised
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and idths of between [1.5m (i.e. standard 2m for designated crossing points [crossings at
- width on take’ between users or approximately  1.5m |wheelchair width). along main roads, whilst central appropriate points
staggered alking on roads. Widths Jand 2m. Occasional [Limited width requires 1 refuges generally have widths of at [along Cooden Drive to
crossings/ generally in excess of 2m |need for ‘give and [users to ‘give and take’ least 1.5m. Limited provision of encourage safe
pedestrian to accommodate wheel-  [take’ between users [frequently, walk on unsignalised crossing bridging crossing.
islands/ refuges  [chair users. and walking on roads. [roads and/or results in between Egerton Rd/Richmond
crowding/delay. Rd/Cooden Drive.
Clearance _widths|Clearance widths less Footway parking was not identified |N/A
29;""99” app&omma;elynhan 1.5m. Footway as an issue as roads generally had
.5m an m. a f .
No instances of vehicles [Occasional need forF:fgi'cg ;i?jug;izusers ;alfli?negw'dth ofeateqiogoiiss et
Ki f |'give and take’ between '
8. COMFORT g?éalragl,]ggv\zg;::yse:g::ﬁ users and walking on|frequently, walk on 2
- footway parking | 9 Yloads due to footwayfroads and/or resdults in
in excess of 2m between  |narkin h
ermanent obstructions £ o i g
P - [Footway parking Footway parking causes|
causeing deviation significant deviation
from desire lines. lfrom desire lines.
Slopes exist but Footways along routes have no|N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on gradients do not Gradients exceed 8 per 2 significant gradients, apart from the
- gradient footway. exceed 8 per cent (1 in [cent (1 in 12). section of De La Warr Parade to
12). Galley Hill.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: Pedestrians and moving vehicles  [Consider whether traffic
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians| share the concrete path along a calming may be needed
(e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting ortion of De La Warr Parade, or along shared sections of
10.COMFORT P —— p ; ' 9
- other - . 1 else have the option to walk on the [De La Warr Parade.
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width. .
. A X ) grass verge behind the segregated
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding bollards
issues/slippery surfaces| )
COMFORT 8
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11.DIRECTNESS

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Footways are provided to

Footway provision

Footways are not

[ e

Comments

Actions

Footways meet desire lines as well
as possible, however the severance

N/A

- footway cate_r . (o pede_strlan eIt (B2 Mg provided to cater for 1 of the railway track has an impact
. desire lines (e.g. adjacent |better cater for X o - d
provision . L pedestrian desire lines. on the directness for connecting
to road). [pedestrian desire lines.
routes.
12.DIRECTNESS Generally good provision of Introduce tactile paving
- location of . . Crossings partially Crossings deviate crossing points on desire lines. and pedestrian refuge
. - [Crossings follow desire A . L X .
crossings in | diverting pedestrians  [significantly from 1 points at key crossing
X . llines. o L :
relation to desire laway from desire lines. [desire lines. paths nearby the desire
lines lines.
13.DIRECTNESS Unsignalized crossings have been |[Introduce unsignalized
- gaps in traffic provided across main roads, [crossing at these sites
(where no bresstin o moee) cesy, | Sressig of e s Cross!ng _of_ road nevertheless they are sparse along [to encourage safe
controlled f ; . associated indirect, or| De La Warr Parade nearby [crossing.
X direct, and comfortable [but associated with . R . ; .
crossings present X associated with 1 residential housing blocks.
P land without delay (< 5s [some delay (up to 15s | = =~
or if likely to significant delay (>15s
. laverage). average).
cross outside of average).
controlled
crossing)
14 DIRECTNESS Crossings are Staggergc_i crossings Cros_,smg times are good, _ N/A
. . . staggered but do not |add significantly to particularly for zebra crossings.
- impact of ICrossings are single - b . :
. N ladd significantly to [journey time. Likely to
controlled phase pelican/puffin or | . . . . X 1
5 5 ourney time. Unlikely |wait >10s in pedestrian
crossings on lzebra crossings. B |
X X to wait >5s in [island.
ourney time o
[pedestrian island.
Green man times are generally [Introduce Puffin
Pedestrians would |Green man time good, although  rushing is [crossings with sensors
iGreen man time is of benefit from extended |would not give sometimes required across [and countdowns for
15. DIRECTNESS - . i N ! )
- sufficient length to cross  |green man time but |vulnerable users 1 intersecting junctions. pedestrians so they are
- green man time . B - . .
icomfortably. icurrent time unlikely to [sufficient time to cross laware of how much time
deter users. comfortably. they have to safely
cross the road.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.|
DIRECTNESS 6
Relatively busy route along main Consider measures to
[Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume High traffic volume, with roads, particularly during peak reduce traffic levels
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [moderate and pedestrians unable to 1 times. Bexhill Rd provides a vital where feasible.
- traffic volume  [distance from moderate [pedestrians in close  |keep their distance from connection to Hastings. though
traffic volumes. [proximity. traffic. existing controlled crossings are
near to marked destinations.
ITraffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds High traffic speeds, with Higher speeds are visible along Consider traffic calming
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |[moderate and pedestrians unable to 1 Marina/A259. on these sections.
- traffic speed distance from moderate |pedestrians in close keep their distance from
traffic speeds. [proximity. traffic.
isibility could be Generally wide roads means that|N/A
19:S_AF_:!ETY ood visibility for all users. somevs{hat |mprovedl Poor lv|5|b|l|'tyl, likely to] 2 isibility is good for pedestrians.
- visibility but unlikely to result in [result in collisions.
collisions.
SAFETY 4
Good provision of tactile paving, Introduce tactile paving
Dropped kerbs and . . )
20. COHERENCE |Adequate dropped kerb tacile avin Dropped kerbs and ith the exception of Egerton Rd. [at entry points to
- dropped Kkerbsjand tactile paving . P 9 tactile paving absent or 1 Egerton Park and
. ; L provided, albeit not to |. p
and tactile paving [provision. incorrect. Bexhill Museum on
current standards.
Egerton Rd.
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score 24
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 24
Higher speeds are visible along A259, reducing the attractiveness score, nonetheless scoring above average. The width of
Comments segregated footways at some points may be considered too narrow to accommodate the volumes of pedestrian flows. Lighting is
deficient along sections of De La Warr Parade.
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Introducing street lighting columns along De La Warr Parade.
Actions Resurfacing footways and introducing more crossings near to Egerton Park.

Traffic calming measures along A259.
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Route Name

B3: Station Rd to Barnhorn Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding

_I 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Minor littering.  |Littering and/or dog 1 Littering is minor, vegetation growth|Consider increasing bin
Overgrown mess prevalent. is controlled. provision along
1. Footways well [vegetation. Street [Seriously overgrown Terminus Rd to limit
IATTRACTIVENESS|maintained, with no [furniture falling into |vegetation, including littering along footway.
- maintenance significant issues noted.  [minor disrepair low branches. Street
(for example, peeling [furniture falling into
aint). [major disrepair.
Major or prevalent 2 Good street  lighting along |N/A
; A /andalism. Evidence of residential roads, street lighting
" . [Minor vandalism. Lack |~ S .
No evidence of vandalism q criminal/antisocial also provided along alleyways
e ith of active frontage and activity. Route is attached to Shepherd’s Close
IATTRACTIVENESS] ; hatural surveillance X T A )
Lo o et appropnate natural e.g. houses set back isolated, not gub]ect to
surveillance. 9 natural surveillance
or back onto street). 2 . N
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
1 Higher levels of traffic and noise|Consider measures to
3 prevalent at Buckhurst Placelreduce dominance of
ATTRACTIVENESSTramC noise and pollution [Levels of tra_fﬂc noise|Severe traffic pollut|o_n gyratory and junction with [motorised traffic at the
_ traffic noise and [d© hot  affect the jand/or pollution couldand/or severe traffic [Terminus Road / Sackville Road. Buckhurst ~ Place
pollution attractiveness be improved noise g)_/ratory a_lnd junction
with Terminus Road /
Sackville Road.
1 Overall an attractive area with Parking restrictions to
greenery provided along most of thellimit car dominance on
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: route, with the exception of the road.
4. L Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; [Terminus Rd. Down Rd is deficient
ATTRACTIVENESS| Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. of street lighting as it faces the implement lighting
- other refuse sacks). roadway rather than the footway. along the footway of
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards Down Rd on the
northeast side of the
carriageway.
ATTRACTIVENESS] 5
[Some defects noted, 2 Generally good condition of N/A
typically isolated (such footways.
£ rselliy @ Large number of
PEUSIIE)) @l e foot?Na crossovers
. |(such as cracked, but ay ¢
5. COMFORT Footways level and in ji oo ore) Defects [feSUlting in uneven
[ emmslifien good condition, with no unlikely to result in trips surface, subsided or
trip hazards. o fretted pavement, or
or difficulty for -~
: significant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. e
[Some footway P 9 9.
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 1 Overall good width, although cars [Enforce existing parking
I e errsrmedEE &l Footway Widths ofthan 1.5m_ (i.g. standard parking on _footway is common restri_ctions a_n_d
users without ‘give and between approximately whgelchalr Wldth).‘ along Termlnus Rd, thus red_uc!ng cons_ldgr additional
6. COMFORT YT e NS G 1.5m and 2m. |Limited footway width footway w!dth. Grass verge Il_mlts restrictions where_
p X . i i ‘gi footway width along residential appropriate. Consider
- footway width alking on roads. Footway ppcasmnal geed for’ requires ’users B e Y 9 bprop .
idths generally in excess give and take’jand take’ frequently, streets towards Cooden. widening footyvgy width
lof 2m between users andwalk on roads and/or where route divides
: alking on roads. results in crowding/ towards Cooden.
delay.
IAble to accommodate all \Widths of less than 2 Staggered crossings on main roads [N/A
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and idths of between [1.5m (i.e. standard tend to have a width above 1.5m,
- width on take’ between users or approximately  1.5m [wheelchair width). ith uncontrolled crossing points
staggered alking on roads. Widths Jand 2m. Occasional |[Limited width requires placed nearby key destinations for
crossings/ generally in excess of 2m |need for ‘give and |users to ‘give and take’ desired access.
pedestrian to accommodate wheel-  [take’ between users [frequently, walk on
islands/ refuges  [chair users. land walking on roads. [roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Clearance widths|Clearance widths less 1 Significant stretch of Terminus [Consider traffic
between approximatelyfthan 1.5m. Footway Road suffers from parking on the |management
1.5m and 2m. [parking requires users footway that narrows useable |measures to reduce
. . Occasional need forfto ‘give and take’ footway width. level of  onstreet
N;L?stags?z;‘flv\;e@ﬂgfe d ‘give and take’ betweenl(frequently, walk on parking along
8. COMFORT ?:I 9 idth Y ”' users and walking onfroads and/or results in Terminus Rd.
- footway parking | earance widths generallyl - 45 gue to footway|crowding/delay.
in excess of 2m between - 1
; parking. Footway parking causes|
[permanent obstructions. . o =
Footway parking significant deviation
causes some from desire lines.
deviation from desire
lines.
Slopes exist but 2 Minor gradients along the route. N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on gradients do not Gradients exceed 8 per|
- gradient footway. exceed 8 per cent (1 in [cent (1 in 12).
12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting
- other access; and
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issues/slippery surfaces

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 9
Footways are provided along the N/A
11 DIRECTNESS Footways are prowded_ to [Footway provision Footways are not most d|(ect rdout.e g|L§|ded glong the
 footway catgr i for pedgstnan could be improved to brovided to cater for 1 appropriate desire lines. Severance
A desire lines (e.g. adjacent [better cater for e e s due to railway limits directness of
P lto road). pedestrian desire lines. P . route for following some
connecting desire lines.
12 DIRECTNESS Crossing  points have been Increase crossing
: . . . . sufficiently provided to access the |provision on Peartree
- location of . . Crossings partially Crossings deviate e e h h P L he Littl
Crossings i Qr053|ngs follow desire diverting pedestrians  [significantly = 1 ey destinations, thoug eartree |Ln near the Little
relation to desire fines: laway from desire lines. [desire lines. CRERackInophesciforgacces SRiofiCominon SRR
li Y . . Little Common Football and Cricket [clubs.
ines
Clubs.
13.DIRECTNESS Terminus Rd is relatively busy, Increase crossing point|
- gaps in traffic particularly in peak periods, provision along
(where no st of wor casy, 'St e cerd) dless Crossing of road meaning crossing times exceed 15 [Terminus Road.
controlled Lfieen gand comfortablyé bout assgciated with "lassociated indirect, or seconds at uncontrolled crossing
crossings presentand \)vithout delay (< 5s |some delay (up to 155 associated with| 1 points. Sufficient gaps on
or if likely to Y Y (up significant delay (>15s| residential roads.
. average). average).
cross outside of average).
controlled
crossing)

EaEsins 610 Crossings are likely to have a Upgrade crossing to
14.DIRECTNESS ke ergd it @ Staggered crossings minimal impact on journey time in [reduce dependence on
- impact of Crossings are single ggerec add significantly to Littlewood, however uncontrolled |staggered  crossings

- ; add significantly to |. . ; - . X ?
controlled phase pelican/puffin  or Lourney time. Unlikely fiourney time. Likely to 1 crossings dominate Terminus Rd, [on Terminus Rd nearby
crossings on zebra crossings. o v)\:ait '>5$ iz wait >10s in pedestrian meaning individuals rely on key destinations.
journey time st i island. staggered crossings with longer

P : waiting times during peak periods.

Pedestrians would |Green man  time Green man time is generally good |Upgrade remaining

Green man time is of benefit from extended |would not give in Little Common, dominated by Pelican crossings to
15. DIRECTNESS - - : . -
- sufficient length to cross  [green man time but |vulnerable users 2 pelican crossings are staggered at |Puffins
- green man time - ; g f : b f
comfortably. current time unlikely to [sufficient time to cross appropriate points prior to
deter users. comfortably. roundabout entry points.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.|
DIRECTNESS 7
. ) . . . Traffic flows are high along |Explore scope to include
Traffic _volume low, or [Traffic volume High tra_ﬁ|c volume, with Terminus Rd and through Little |crossing points along
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |moderate and pedestrians unable to :
X N y . s 1 Common. Moderate flows on |[Birkdale.
- traffic volume  |distance from moderate |pedestrians in close keep their distance from Birkdal A K o
traffic volumes. proximity. traffic. SHRSES uring  peak  periods
including the school run.
ITraffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds High traffic speeds, with Traffic speeds appear to be N/A
18.SAFETY pedestrians can  keep |moderate and pedestrians unable to 1 generally low.
- traffic speed distance from moderate |pedestrians in close keep their distance from
traffic speeds. proximity. traffic.
Visibility is overall good, with “keep |Prohibit parking on
clear” lines along the crossings footways along

Visibility could be which provides an access pointto |Terminus Rd.
19.SAFETY Vesermt) ittt e el s somewhat improved  |Poor visibility, likely to 1 the school and community centre
- visibility Y * [but unlikely to result in [result in collisions. via Birkdale. On -street parking

collisions. limits visibility of pedestrians to

motorists when crossing on
[Terminus Rd.
SAFETY 3

Bremzd lets Kerbs along Collington Ln not |[Provision of tactile
20. COHERENCE [Adequate dropped kerb tacti’?ep i Dropped kerbs and entirely dropped at uncontrolled |paving and dropped
- dropped kerbsfand tactile paving viatsl. alasi Fr'1ot tcg) tactile paving absent or 1 crossing points. Dropped kerb |kerbs could be improved
and tactile paving |provision. P : incorrect. provision is sufficient along the falong Collington Ln.

current standards. .

main roads.
COHERENCE a
Total Score 25
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 9
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 25
The route’s attractiveness and directness is limited by the traffic associated with Terminus Rd and Peartree Ln. Though
CoOmmES footways are generally in a good condition, their widths along the route are sometimes constrained by motorists

parking partly or fully on them. Accessibility to the footways is inconsistent due to the absence of dropped kerbs at
appropriate points, particularly along Collington Rd.

Actions

Expanding footway widths into grass verges on concerned roads (i.e. Peartree Ln).

Introducing increased crossing points Terminus Rd and Turkey Rd.
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Consider schemes to reduce motorised traffic dominance in the vicinity of Buckhurst Place gyratory and junction with
Terminus Road / Sackville Road.

Route Name

B4: Buckhurst Pl to Turkey Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENESS]
- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Footways well
maintained, with no
significant issues noted.

Minor littering.
[Overgrown
egetation. Street
furniture falling into
minor disrepair

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
Seriously overgrown
egetation, including
low branches. Street

Score

Comments

Actions

Littering is minor, mainly visible
around Beeching Rd employment
area.

Consider increasing bin
provision in this area to
prevent littering.

Maintenance could
be enhanced along

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.

access; and|

(for example, peeling [furniture falling into \Victoria Rd/
paint). major disrepair. Wainwright Rd
alleyway access.
Major or prevalent 1 Limited natural surveillance along [Consider removing
A F andalism. Evidence of cut-through between Beeching Rd |[vegetation or enhancing
No evidence of vandalism Mlnor_ el (Lt criminal/antisocial and Victoria Rd due to secluded [lighting provision along
2. - of active frontage and Y H
ith ; activity. Route is nature. the route.
ATTRACTIVENESS q natural surveillance [ A
p appropriate natural isolated, not subject to
- fear of crime 1 (e.g. houses set back 5
surveillance. hatural surveillance
or back onto street). | . ; ;
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
3 1 Noise and pollution from traffic [Complexity of junction
AﬁRACTIVENESSTraﬁiC noise and pollution |Levels of traffic noise |Severe traffic pollution occurs along A259 and Turkey Rd, [whereby 2 key arteriole
o e mp—— do not affect the land/or pollution could |and/or severe traffic though grass verges on Turkey Rd |roads meet (A259/A269)
A attractiveness be improved noise create  separation between |hinders ability to reduce
pollution . . "
pedestrians and motorists. traffic speeds
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 egetation is limited along main
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; roads. Guardrails have been
ATTRACTIVENESS|- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. placed at appropriate points.
- other refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 4
Some defects noted, 1 Generally good condition  offRefurbishing of
typically isolated (such footways, though defects are visibleffootways along
las trenching or hewem mumEr af along London Rd and Victoria Rd,[London Rd to enhance
patching) or minor g linked to crossing points. comfort of
footway crossovers .
. (such as cracked, but R pedestrians.
Footways level and in resulting in uneven
5. COMFORT L . level pavers). Defects .
[ eomalifian g_ood condition, with no unlikely to result in surface, subsided or .
trip hazards. : o ffretted pavement, or Replacement of tactile
ltrips or difficulty for e f t Zeb
T e e At significant uneven paving a ebra
P patching or trenching. crossing near Aldi on
letc. Some footway London Rd.
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 1 Footways generally have a width|Consider widening
IAble to accommodate all Footway widths of than 1.5m (i.e. standard above 1.5m across the route, withffootway width and
(e Wit i 2ngl between \wheelchair width). the exception of parts of Little reducing the width of
o 9 lapproximately 1.5m  |Limited footway width [Common Rd, Down Rd and small the grass verges along
6. COMFORT take’ between users or P ; -
; . land 2m. Occasional |requires users to ‘give segments of Cranston Ave. these concerned
- footway width alking on roads. Footway P 5
: : need for ‘give and and take’ frequently, roads.
idths generally in excess )
take’ between users alk on roads and/or
of 2m. . . "
land walking on roads. |results in crowding/
delay.
lAble to accommodate all idths of between \Widths of less than 2 Staggered crossings on main roads [Consider increasing the
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and bl A.550 1.5m (i.e. standard have widths of at least 1.5m. idth of these to the
- width on take’ between users or aﬁg Ay Occe)llsic.)nal heelchair width). north of Gunters Ln
staggered alking on roads. Widths - fo'r‘ ro— Limited width requires order to cater for large
crossings/ generally in excess of 2m ltake’ bet\n?een users  |Users to ‘give and take’ olumes of people
pedestrian lto accommodate wheel- " frequently, walk on travelling into and out of
R . land walking on :
islands/ refuges [chair users. ey roads and/or results in the two nearby schools.
i crowding/delay.
Clearance widths Clearance widths less 1 Footway parking is rare, although in [Consider further
between than 1.5m. Footway cases where it occurs, there is a deterrents to footway
lapproximately 1.5m  |parking requires users sufficient clearance width of at least [parking such as
land 2m. Occasional |to ‘give and take’ 1.5m (parking in doubleyellow lines [bollards along London
No instances of vehicles |need for ‘give and frequently, walk on on London Rd, A269). Rd, A269.
parking on footways noted. [take’ between users [roads and/or results in
8. COMFORT ; ) h
B Clearance widths generallyfand walking on roads |crowding/delay.
- footway parking | 2
in excess of 2m between |due to footway Footway parking causes
permanent obstructions.  [parking. significant deviation
Footway parking from desire lines.
causes some
deviation from
desire lines.
Slopes exist but 1 ery minor gradient along the route. [N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on gradients do not Gradients exceed 8 per
- gradient footway. lexceed 8 per cent (1 [cent (1 in 12).
in 12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A IN/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians|
10.COMFORT ; > . : o
Lo (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting
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- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding|

issues/slippery surfaces|
Actions
2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
COMFORT 7 7
Footways are provided to [Footway provision Footways are provided along the N/A
11.DIRECTNESS |[cater for pedestrian desire |could be improved to [Footways are not most direct possible route to the
- footway lines (e.g. adjacent to [better cater for provided to cater for 1 destinations, thus following the
provision road). pedestrian desire [pedestrian desire lines. desire lines as closely as possible.
lines.
12.DIRECTNESS . X A limited amount of controlled Implement controlled
- location of Crossings partially Crossings deviate crossings that meet the desire lines.|[crossings around the
crossings in |Crossings follow desire lines. diverting|pedestrians significantly from 1 Buckhurst Pl gyratory.
N . laway from desire P
relation to desire lines desire lines.
lines ’
13.DIRECTNESS Crossings of road is easy and [Consider traffic calming
- gaps in traffic direct along residential parts of |measures that
(where no . _ (Crossing of road the route howgver a dela_y occurs inc_orporate crossing
controlled Crossing of road easy, |Crossing of road e along the main roads in some |points.
. direct, and comfortable and [direct, but associated . - cases.
crossings N ; associated with| 1
s ithout delay (< 5s [with some delay (up [ =
present or if likely verage) to 155 average) significant delay (>15s
to cross outside ’ ’ average).
of controlled
crossing)
IA mixture of staggered crossings, |[Upgrade crossing to
Pelican and Zebra crossings have [reduce dependence on
been provided along the route. To |staggered crossings on
. access Down Rd via London Rd Terminus Rd nearby
_14.DIRECTNESS _ . sctg)gsgsér:gj s i:; Staggered crossings requires the use of a 2-part key destinations.
impact of (Crossings are single phase [7 = e o ladd significantly to staggered controlled crossing,
controlled pelican/puffin  or  zebra %umjlgm ican t)i,meo journey time. Likely to 1 hich adds to journey times. Implement  controlled
prossing§ on crossings. Unlikel{/ ® Wl 555 wait >10s in pedestrian (Crossing points around the crossings around the
ourney time in pedestrian island. island. Buckhurst Pl gyratory are Buckhurst Pl gyratory
uncontrolled, meaning that journey and  near the
times are increased for pedestrians [Rosewood Park
ishing to navigate across it. development ol
Barnhorn Rd.
Pedestrians  would " Green man time is generally good  [N/A
ererm e e s 6F benefit from va:)i?; r:gtn tglgri?/z as it is in sync wit_h the_ contfolled
15. DIRECTNESS . extended green man flows of traffic at junctions (i.e.
- sufficient length to cross : . ulnerable users 2 -
- green man time time but current time o A green signals for ahead and left turn
comfortably. A sufficient time to cross
unlikely to deter comfortably only).
users.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;, 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
High traffic flows along London Rd |Introduce an
Traffic  volume low, or Traffic volume High traffic volume, with IA269. Traffic volumes between uncontrolled crossing
17.SAFETY pedestrians  can  keep [moderate and pedestrians unable to 1 Down Rd/Woodsgate Park/Gunters [point across Woodsgate
- traffic volume |distance from moderate |pedestrians in close |keep their distance from Ln can be relatively high. Park (west of) to provide
|traffic volumes. [proximity. traffic. a safer pedestrian route
across the traffic.
Traffic  speeds low, or [Traffic speeds High traffic speeds, with el spee_zds_ aieloencialiviiowidue Investigate nERITES
18.SAFETY pedestrians  can  keep [moderate and pedestrians unable to o e resitEiens, Bellkids et o reines —FEkie
- traffic speed distance from moderate [pedestrians in close |keep their distance from 1 dRarcrans have_been Hleesd o volu_melspeeds ong
iraffic speeds broximity raffic protect pedestrians from vehicles. |[Collington Rd and
. . . Peartree Ln.
isibility is overall good, along IAs outlined above,
residential roads, country roads consider introducing an
Visibility could be and main roads. Visibility of uncontrolled crossing
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all users somewhat improved [Poor visibility, likely tof 1 pedestrians may be restricted by  [point across Woodsgate
- visibility " |but unlikely to result [result in collisions. queuing build up along Down Park (west of) to
in collisions. Rd/Woodsgate Park/ into Gunters |provide a safer
Ln. pedestrian route across
the traffic.
SAFETY 3
Inconsistency in kerb lowering Provision of dropped
along Gunters Ln and London Rd. [kerbs at crossing points
meeting minor roads
Tactile paving provided at key [that stem off Gunters
points on main roads that lead to [N, @nd crossing points
destinations, yet deteriorating in [oN Cranston Ave.
20. COHERENCE Dropped kerbs and o0y erbs  and SE0E e, R
. dropped kerbs tAdof_vlquate dropped kerb and tactll_z o ab p_tavm% tactile paving absent or 1 Refurbish tactile paving
and tactile paving[2C"'¢ Paving provision. proviced, a %' go incorrect. Poor dropped kerbing provision[2/ong main roads where
[0 GUiETE SEEEIES: crossing The Broadwalk. required, i.e. London
Rd. Enhance dropped
kerbing provision south
of The Broadwalk for
those walking along
Barnhorn Rd.
COHERENCE 1
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Total Score] 22 | |
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 22

The footway quality along the route can be enhanced at key points, as deterioration of footways and tactile paving
Comments has been noted. High traffic flows along main roads where footways are located closer to the roads limit the
route’s overall attractiveness.

Footway resurfacing and refurbishing of existing tactile paving along London Rd.

Widen the footway along Down Rd.

Improve route coherence by expanding dropped kerbing provision along residential roads on the walking route.
Introduce crossing points to assist safe crossing and traffic calming to connect to destinations along the route.

Actions
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Route Name

B5: Sea Rd to Watermill Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber)
Minor littering.  [Littering and/or dog
Overgrown mess prevalent.
Footways well maintained, [vegetation. Street [Seriously overgrown
ith no significant issues [furniture falling into |vegetation, including

noted.

minor disrepair
(for example, peeling
paint).

low branches. Street
furniture falling into
major disrepair.

Comments

Actions

Minor littering at kerbsides of main|increase bin provision
roads, otherwise reasonably clean.|nearby key destinations

No graffiti identified.

noted, such as the
cluster in Sidley.

Cut the grass on
lverges (particularly at
end of B2182,
northbound)

2.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism

ith
lappropriate natural
surveillance.

Minor vandalism.
Lack of active
frontage and natural
lsurveillance (e.g.
houses set back or
back onto street).

Major or prevalent
andalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is
isolated, not subject to
hatural surveillance
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).

Lighting provision is good along
main roads and residential roads,
however it is relatively sparse
approaching the tunnel on B2182.

Insufficient lighting

across
Hastings Rd’s bridge that goes
over King Offa Way A259.

Increase lighting along at
footbridge linking
Hastings Rd across
IA259, and B2182 and
nearby walking path
parallel to Combe Valley
\Way, Auckland Close, St
lJames Crescent etc.

Traffic noise from arteriole road
bridge above B2182 cannot be
helped due to nature of arteriole

Consider implementing
traffic calming measures
along main roads where

- footway width

between users or walking on

roads. Footway widths

lgenerally in excess of 2m.

need for ‘give and
ltake’ between users
and  walking on
roads.

requires users to ‘give
and take’ frequently,

alk on roads and/or
results in crowding/
delay.

[A259 bridge) due to forest
vegetation. Grass verges along
The Glades limit potential for
footway width to consistently meet
the minimum 1.5m threshold.

3. X i X . . . . road and the need to go pastitto |appropriate to reduce
ATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic noise and pollution |Levels of tra_fﬂc noiselSevere traffic polluthn reach north. lamount of pollution.
[traffic noise and |9 _not affect the and/or pollution could and/or severe traffic
[peil R pltractiveness pe improved Lo High traffic flows along Holliers Hill
passing Bexhill Hospital and
meeting future junctions through to
Sidley.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
ATTRACTIVENESS |- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse
- other sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards|
ATTRACTIVENESS
ISome defects noted, |Large number of Footways are level and in good N/A
typically isolated footway crossovers conditions, no trip hazards were
(such as trenching or |resulting in uneven identified. Minor defects unlikely to
[patching) or minor  |surface, subsided or create a trip hazard.
Footways level and in good (such as cracked, but fr_etteq pavement, or
5. COMFORT diton, with no  trip Iev_el pavers). De_fects S|gn|f|_cant uneven
- condition Eon ! unlikely to resultin  [patching or trenching.
azards. - o
trips or difficulty for
heelchairs, prams
letc. Some footway
icrossovers resulting
in uneven surface.
] Footway widths of less Footway width is good overall, Consider expanding the
Eg&‘g’:ﬁ willis - @ than 1.5m (i.e. standard meeting 1.5m threshold. There are [footway widths
IAble to accommodate all ey .G \wheelchair width). some width restrictions leading up |accordingly in these
users without ‘give and take’ approximately  1.oMm) ;i footway width to Hollier’s Ln (B2182 under the locations, removing
6. COMFORT land 2m. Occasional

lvegetation where
appropriate.

7. COMFORT
- width on
staggered
crossings/
pedestrian
islands/
refuges

IAble to accommodate all

users without ‘give and take’

between users or walking on

roads. Widths generally i
lexcess of 2m to

n

laccommodate wheel-chair

users.

idths of between
lapproximately 1.5m
land 2m. Occasional
need for ‘give and
ltake’ between users
and  walking on
roads.

\Widths of less than
1.5m (i.e. standard
\wheelchair width).
Limited width requires
users to ‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.

Uncontrolled crossings

tend to [Introduce a controlled

accommodate a width of at least|crossing as pedestrians
1.5m, whilst controlled crossings [following the route may
on main roads are usually at least |be travelling on the

2m wide.

opposite side of the road
due to the disappearing
land reappearing of
footways leading up to
the walking route.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles

parking on footways noted.
IClearance widths generally

in excess of 2m between
[permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths
between
approximately 1.5m
land 2m. Occasional
need for ‘give and
take’ between users
land walking on roads
due to footway
parking.

Footway parking
causes some
deviation from

desire lines.

Clearance widths less
than 1.5m. Footway
parking requires users
lto ‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Footway parking causes
significant deviation
from desire lines.

Mounting of kerbs occurs on
Elmstead Rd and Dorset
restricting width of paving.

Consider implementing
Rd, |measures to reduce
footway parking.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

IThere are no slopes on
footway.

ISlopes exist but
gradients do not
lexceed 8 per cent (1

in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per|
cent (1 in 12).

Slopes are steep going along
B2182, dipping up and down at a

number of points.

No significant
interventions required.
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B ... 1 mber Score Comments Actions
Examples of ‘other’ comfort Service vehicles Consider
issues include: occasionally implementing
- Temporary mounting kerb at  |bollards
obstructions restricting shopfronts, thus  |where these
clearance width for restricting footway |practices
pedestrians (e.g.driveway widths for ould
gates opened into footway); - pedestrians. significantly
}gﬁngFORT Barriers/gates restricting 1 plock
access; and pedestrian
- Bus shelters footways and
restricting clearance width. width allows.
- Poorly drained
footways resulting in
noticeable ponding
issues/slippery surfaces
COMFORT 8
Footways are provided to Footway provision Existing footway provisions meet N/A
11.DIRECTNESS [cater for pedestrian desire [could be improved to FOO‘ﬁazstare {‘Otf desire lines, although issues relating to
- footway lines (e.g. adjacent 1o |hetter cater for provided to cater for 2 [footway availability and King Offa Way
isi road). : " [pedestrian desire ) FAine
provision pedestrian desire i JA259 lead to slight yet inevitable
lines. detours away from desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossing point on Westwood Rd A2036 [Consider moving the
- location of Crossings partially | o o0 ovinte (north east of route) detours away pedestrian central refuge
crossings in ! - diverting pedestrians [ 2 9 from the desire line. on Westwood Rd A2036
. .. |Crossings follow desire lines. > significantly ~ from 1
relation to desire laway from desire ot [iesy (north east of route) to the
lines lines. : left of the junction
imeeting The Glades.
13.DIRECTNESS Parked vehicles on both side s of |Omit parking availability]
- gaps in traffic Hollier's Hill limit visibility of [for stretches of road where]
(Where no Crossingl of road| easy) [Grossing ofroad Crossing of road pedestrians. Few uncontrolled [natural crossing points are
controlled o 1 indi i infi ie: i
crossings direct, and comfortable and [direct, but associated 3?S°;é2fgatelgdlﬁﬁh 1 crossings along Ninfield Rd and jassumed (ie: 10m in
present or if likely ifeni @k (€SS |l sume cEky significant delay e ()
average). to 15s average).
to cross outside ge) ge) (>15s average).
of controlled
crossing)
Good crossing times for the Zebra Consider introducing
crossings along B2182, whilst pelican [zebra  crossings  on
crossings are provided along other WeSt‘f"OOd R‘? to redufce
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are - in roads. poy G
L: . . staggered but do not Staggergq crossings [T (REE pedestrians. Potentially
impact of Crossings are single phase add significantly to add significantly to [eofm el (o B o et
controlled elican/puffin  or  zebra | 4 journey time. Likel 1 :
crossings on Erossingps. ourney time. f o Waity>105 i Y Uncontrolled staggere.d islands on _ |pump, forcing drivers to
journey time Unlikely to wait >5s e (T Westwood Rd notably increase crossinglslow down in all cases
in pedestrian island. ftimes due to the need to cross over andfand therefore anticipate
back again to get to the school (where [school children crossing
footway is unavailable on southern sidejthe road.
of the road).
Pedestrlans would e men i Green man time is reasonable. Scope to extend green
Green man time is of enenic ould not give man time to reduce
15. DIRECTNESS = extended green g tendency for pedestrians
_ green man time [oufficient length to cross ime but current ime [uinerable — users 1 YARIP
9 comfortably. Wity (o Gl sufficient time to ito rush across the road.
Y cross comfortably.
users.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
Traffic  volume low, or [Traffic volume High traffic volume, High traffic volumes along A269/ Investigate measures to
17.SAFETY pedestrians  can  keep |[moderate and ith pedestrians 1 B2182, although raised platforms and [reduce traffic volumes
- traffic volume  |distance from moderate |pedestrians in close |unable to keep their guardrails are provided at appropriate [where feasible.
traffic volumes. proximity. distance from traffic. points
X . . . (On main roads and country roads Investigate measures to
Traffic . speeds low, or|Traffic speeds H!gh traffic s_peeds, speeds are moderate but not excessive [reduce traffic speeds
PESAASIY PencSnans can D | O E jilin e eSS 1 due to limited widths caused by either [alon B2182 where
- traffic speed distance from moderate [pedestrians in close |unable to keep their ked vehicl borderi y 9 hill
traffic speeds. proximity. distance from traffic. [P RGP (el Re [Tne) access  to  Bexhi
egetation (but not overgrown). Hospital is required.
L isibilit b Visibility of pedestrians on Church St [Consider whether a
isibility could be . . .
PRSI Good visibility for all users FAEUELIEOER) |[Peoi vy, (e 1 i(srl]i?rr\ietd :):imottonfsmtsrarl])d r?gdeli:lansr)\ Pfd\izt"da?hrroutehco:l(: tI)1e
- visibility Y " |but unlikely to result [to result in collisions. s e uef osdal'p ve ’ad ofug pro de ough chure
b callisioms: narrowness of roa imits speed o grounds.
ehicles.
SAFETY 3 3
Dropped kerbs and tactile pavingllmprove tactile paving
20. COHERENCE Dropped kerbs and Dropped kerbs and provided, though consistency injand drop kerbs along

- dropped kerbs|
and tactile paving

lAdequate dropped kerb and
tactile paving provision.

tactile paving
provided, albeit not
to current standards.

tactile paving absent
or incorrect.

residential areas could be enhanced.

Hollier's Hill and
residential roads leading
up to St Mary's School.

COHERENCE
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Total Score] 21 | |
Criterion Performance Scores

Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1

Total 21

Width restrictions exist along footways due to private properties and narrow roads along with some instances of
footway parking. There is a limited control over traffic flows due to the need to access essential destinations such

Comments as Bexhill Hospital, or access to the A259 arteriole road. Slight sloping occurs along the route, being slightly
steeper at some points. Crossing facilities could be improved to reduce waiting time and increase journey
directness.

Aeions Introduce traffic calming measures and crossing points along Hollier’s Hill.

Consistently provide dropped kerbing and introduce a crossing refuge island on the Glades.
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Route Name

B6: Upper Sea Rd to Pebsham Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

islands/ refuges

roads and/or
results in
crowding/delay.

land walking on roads.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Littering  and/or 1 Footways are generally in good |Continued general
dog mess condition, although minor [maintenance of footway.
Minor littering. preyalent. littering  was  identified on
lOvergrown Seriously Madgalen Rd.
1. Footways well |vegetation. ~ Street [overgrown
ATTRACTIVENESS|maintained, with no [furniture falling into |vegetation,
- maintenance |[significant issues noted. r?mor d|sre|pa|r I' including low
(o_r example, peeling |y ranches.  Street
paint). furniture  falling
into major
disrepair.
Major or prevalent 1 Sufficient street lighting provided |Increase provision of
andalism. along all footways that are part of  [lighting through
Evidence of roadways. Natural surveillance Seabourne Rd
N id ¢ dali Minor vandalism. Lack [criminal/antisocial lenhanced as route is mainly Recreation Ground.
2. it:hew ence of vanaalismiss 4 ctive frontage and |activity. Route is residential. Absence of lighting IAlso introduce lighting
IATTRACTIVENESS ; natural surveillance isolated, not through Seaborne Rd Recreation at footway connecting
, lappropriate natural ‘ ] :
- fear of crime surveillance. (e.g. houses set back orfsubject to natural Ground, potentially attracting De La Warr Rd and
back onto street). surveillance criminal activity. School PI.
(including where
sight lines are
inadequate).
3. Traffic TR and |Levels of traffic r10iseSevere traffic 0 High traffic flows along Dorset Rd  |Potential traffic calming
IATTRACTIVENESS] X X pollution  and/or and Hastings Rd. Penland Rd can  |measures to reduce
5 . pollution do not affect the jand/or pollution could| - o . :
- traffic noise and - X severe traffic get noisy in peak times, particularly [speeds.
E jattractiveness be improved X
pollution noise school runs.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 Deficient lighting along off-road Increase provision of
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; footways, as noted above. lighting here
ATTRACTIVENESS]| - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. appropriate, as
- other refuse sacks). outlined above.
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards]
IATTRACTIVENESS €
Some defects noted, 1 Footway surfacing could be |Carry out footway
typically isolated (such improved, loose and broken |resurfacing along
: Large number of
las trenching or slabs along Magdalen Rd pose a [Magdalen Rd where
) . footway crossovers ) :
patching) or minor (such I trip hazard. appropriate.
resulting in uneven
Footways level and in S CREEi) LterE surface, subsided
5. COMFORT ys € X pavers). Defects y
. lgood condition, with no ; .. |orfretted
- condition X unlikely to result in trips
trip hazards. o [pavement, or
jor difficulty for A
: significant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. .
[patching or
Some footway .
.. [trenching.
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of 1 Footway width is good, although Prohibit mounting on
less than 1.5m (i.e. there exists cases where mounting [the kerb on Penland Rd
Footway  widths  of|standard of the kerb can restrict the width of [and for at least one side
IAble to accommodate all . - X
. . between approximately wheelchair width). the footway, particularly along of the roadway on
LB B e Ed 1.5m and 2m. |Limited footwa Dorset Rd and outside Bexhill D t Rd
6. COMFORT take’ between users or y . i way orse ’
. . [Occasional need for|width requires College Sports centre.
- footway width alking on roads. - 8 Ran
] give and take’ between|users to ‘give and
Footway widths generally N X
A users and walking onftake’ frequently,
in excess of 2m.
roads. walk on roads
and/or results in
crowding/ delay.
IAble to accommodate all \Widths of less than 1 The widths of crossings are largely [N/A
users without ‘give and 1.5m (i.e. standard at least 2m across the route, with
7. COMFORT take’ between users or \Widths of between |wheelchair width). the exception of uncontrolled
- width on alking on roads. Widths [approximately ~ 1.5m |Limited width crossing points on De La
staggered lgenerally in excess of 2m jand 2m. Occasional |requires users to \Warr Rd with widths around 1.5m.
crossings/ to accommodate wheel- |need for ‘give and [give and take’
pedestrian chair users. take’ between users [frequently, walk on
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8. COMFORT

- footway parking

obstructions.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber)
Clearance widths
between approximately|
1.5m and 2m. Occasional

No instances of |need for ‘give and take’
ehicles parking on b‘;‘ﬁ’i?]‘anon rl:)zedr: dusqg

einEyE ngted. footway parking.

Clearance_ widths Footway parking causes

generally in excess of |o,me deviation from

2m between jegire lines.

permanent

Comments

Actions

Clearance widths
less than 1.5m.
Footway parking
requires users to
‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or
results in
crowding/delay.
Footway parking
causes significant
deviation from
desire lines.

Footway parking on Dorset Rd, at the
corner where individuals cross at an
uncontrolled crossing to approach the
controlled crossings across A259, thus
reducing visibility.

Introduce parking
restrictions, to prevent
parking at points that
reduce visibility of
pedestrians.

9. COMFORT e & 0 SapEs Slop_es exist but Gradients exgeed 1 |Slight slqplng occurs throughogtthe IN/A
L ereatent: on footway gradients do not exceed [8 per cent (1 in route, being steeper at some points such
9 i 8 per cent (1in 12). 12). as Long Ave and Dorset Rd (north).
Examples of ‘other’ 1 IN/A N/A
icomfort issues include:
- Temporary|
obstructions restricting|
clearance width for|
pedestrians|
(e.g.driveway gates|
opened into footway); -
Barriers/gates|
lO‘iOMFORT restricting access; and
Gl - Bus shelters|
restricting clearance]
width.
Poorly drained
footways resulting in
noticeable  ponding
issues/slippery
surfaces
[COMFORT 6
Footw: . Footway provision is reasonably direct. [N/A
2)?” d:ﬁs to cater a;(r)er Footway provision could [Footways are not yp y
11.DIRECTNESS P - . be improved to better provided to cater
st pedestrian desire R . 1
- footway provision - . cater for pedestrian for pedestrian
lines (e.g. adjacent to A A
desire lines. desire lines.
road).
12.DIRECTNESS . . |Crossings partially Crossings deviate] Designated crossing points do not deter [N/A
. A . |Crossings follow desire | . "~ " o ; ;
- location of crossings in - diverting pedestrians significantly ~ from| 2 [further away from desire lines or the
relation to desire lines i laway from desire lines. |desire lines. footway along the route.
13.DIRECTNESS . Crossing of road IAn average 15 second waiting time[The positioning of
. . Crossing of road easy, . . . ) . )
- gaps in traffic (where no i - Crossing of road direct, [associated crossing on main roads at uncontrolledicontrolled crossings on
controlled crossings § but associated with some findirect, or points. Crossing times are shorter thanmain roads caters for
R (F comfortable and X . 1 . . Lo
present or if likely to X delay (up to 15s associated  with this on smaller, resi- desire lines.
5 ithout delay (< 5s P
cross outside of average). significant  delay
. average).
controlled crossing) (>15s average).
. Staggered Controlled crossings at key junctions Update signalling priorities

Crossings are g h he King Off by i Ry 6

K repms) bt 6@ o crossings add lsuch as at the King Offa y increasing the
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single s, . significantly to Way/A269/Dorset Rd and the Wrestwood [frequency of green man
- impact of controlled phase pelican/puffin — ti?ne Unlizel @ journey time. 1 |Rd/Hastings Rd intersections have intervals within signalling
crossings on journey timelor zebra crossings. X y e y Likely to wait >10s longer waiting times. cycles.

ait >5s in pedestrian | .
| in pedestrian
island. .
island.
. Green man time iGreen man time is overall good, though [Upgrade controlled
Pedestrians would . . f ] ) -
L X ould not give it could be extended at the junctions crossings to increase
Green man time is of  [benefit from extended .
15. DIRECTNESS . - lvulnerable users noted above (14). green  man time for
R sufficient length to green man time but e . 1 .
- green man time ) } sufficient time to pedestrians.
cross comfortably. current time unlikely to —
deter users.
icomfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: IN/A. IN/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus §tqps not accommodated;|
- Steps restricting access for all users;| 1
- other . - ; .
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for|
users.
DIRECTNESS 7
Traffic volume low, or High traffic volume, High traffic flows along arteriole roads, [Investigate measures to
pedestrians can keep [Traffic volume moderate |with pedestrians ith moderate flows on residential roadsfreduce traffic flows where]
17.SAFETY ) . ) ) ; - N )
. distance from [and pedestrians in close [unable to keep 1 |being higher during peak periods. feasible.
- traffic volume X . o
moderate traffic |proximity. heir distance from
olumes. raffic.
Traffic speeds low, or High traffic speeds, Relatively high traffic speeds noted, |[Investigate appropriate)
pedestrians can keep [Traffic speeds moderate |with pedestrians likely to be exceeding 30mph on De La [traffic calming measures.
18.SAFETY ) X .
 traffic speed distance from [and pedestrians in close |unable to keep 0 |Warr Rd A259 and moderate speeds
moderate traffic |proximity. heir distance from (20-30mph) on wider residential roads.
speeds. traffic.

Visibility could bePoorvisibiIity likel No significant visibility issues along Prohibit parking within a
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all somewhat improved but[0 result’ 1 route, although parked motor vehicles |suitable radius of
- visibility users. unlikely to result incollisions can restrict the visibil- designated and natural

collisions. : crossing points.
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber) !Score Comments Actions
SAFETY 2
Dropped kerbs not consistently [Ensure consistent delivery
20. COHERENCE IAdequate dropped kerb Dropped ‘kerbs ] 30 Dropped‘ kefbs provided along residential streets. They |of dropped kerbs along
. K tactile paving provided, [and tactile paving X - .
- dropped kerbs and|and tactile paving . 1 |would also benefit from tactile paving [routes.
. . . albeit not to current jabsent or P L
tactile paving provision. X to indicate where the safest point is for
standards. incorrect. .
[pedestrians to
ICOHERENCE 1
Total Score] 19
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 3
Comfort 6
Directness 7
Safety 2
Coherence 1
Total 19
RIS The comfort of the footways along this route are average, though they can be improved along Dorset Rd and

De La Warr Rd patrticularly.

Clear vegetation along Hollier's Hill.

Introduce traffic calming along Dorset Rd.

Actions Introduce footway resurfacing and widening along noted points.

Introduce parking restrictions near uncontrolled crossing points to maximise visibility of pedestrians.
Introduce crossing points where provision is limited or insufficient.
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Route Name

HL1: Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Littering and/or dog 1 |Vegetation growth is generally|
. o mess prevalent. controlled and footways in a good
Minor littering.  [seriously condition.
Footways well |Overgrown vegetation. overgrown
1. ATTRACTIVENESS |maintained, with no [Street furniture falling o s
- maintenance Isignificant issues [nto minor disrepair vegetation,
[ (for example, peeling including low
: paint). branches. Street
furniture falling into
[major disrepair.
Major or prevalent 1 |No incidences of vandalism or graffiti|Remove graffiti/repaint
/andalism. Evidence found along residential and main roads. jwalls to enhance public
o id fMinor vandalism. Lack of |of criminal/antisocial Minor vandalism and graffiti visible on [realm.
b AT TENESS ndaliomwh . Clactive frontage and naturalfactivity. Route is alls South of Cuckoo Trail. Introduce lighting along
. lsurveillance (e.g. houses [isolated, not subject Inconsistent provision of lighting along |Cuckoo Trail.

- fear of crime

lappropriate natural

Iset back or back onto

lto natural

Cuckoo Trial, thus potentially attracting

surveillance. i
Istreet). surveillance criminal activity.
(including where sight Poor natural surveillance.
lines are inadequate).
1 |The numerous retail car parks in the Implement traffic calming
3. ATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic  noise  and |Levels of traffic noiselSevere traffic 00D GEILI) O MEETD TR (EEGS 6 |[MEEsies Elloig (s [
" " X . . generally busy during the day time, thus Jthe CWZ.
- traffic noise and pollution do not affect jand/or pollution could bejpollution and/or b 5 B
E - X X . increase noise and pollution. However
pollution the attractiveness improved severe traffic noise ; .
other routes away from main traffic
routes pleasant and lightly trafficked.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 |Lighting lacking along alleyway [Introduce a street lighting
4. ATTRACTIVENESS [ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; cpnnecting High St to Vicarage Lane columr_1 to enhance the
Nother - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. via WHSmith. attractiveness of the
refuse sacks). footway.
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS 5
ISome defects noted, 2 |Footways throughout the core walking [N/A
typically isolated (such as zone are in a good conditions, with no
" » Large number of P ; AT
trenching or patching) or significant defects identified.
: footway crossovers
Footways level and in JAiEE (EUE B CRe el resulting in uneven
5. COMFORT vs 1€ X but level pavers). Defects 9 .
o lgood condition, with no . L surface, subsided or
- condition X unlikely to result in trips or
trip hazards. o - fretted pavement, or
difficulty for wheelchairs, [~ =
significant uneven
[prams etc. Some footway . ;
Aoy patching or trenching.
icrossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of 1 |Footway widths are generally in excess |Scope to expand width is
Able to accommodate less than 1.5m (i.e. of 1.5m across the core walking zone. [limited as buildings reach
LIl users without ‘give Footway widths of [standard wheelchair Bollards nevertheless restrict the width [the edge of footway.
bnd take’ betweeg between  approximately jwidth). Limited of the footway along High St and there is|Expand width of footway
6. COMFORT R 1.5m and 2m. Occasional footway width a pinchpoint created by taxi rank. linked to Maryan Ct and
. users or walking on . 8 . .
- footway width ; need for ‘give and take’|requires users to south of Downsview Way.
roads. Footway widths [ . 8
X between users and [give and take Remove bollards along
lgenerally in excess of . )
bm alking on roads. frequently, walk on High Street.
. roads and/or results
in crowding/ delay.
IAble to accommodate \Widths of less than 2 |Large central refuges (triangular) for [N/A

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered
crossings/
pedestrian islands/
refuges

lall users without ‘give
land take’ between
users or walking on
roads. Widths generally
in excess of 2m to
laccommodate wheel-
chair users.

idths  of  between
approximately 1.5m and
2m. Occasional need for
‘'give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads.

1.5m (i.e. standard
wheelchair width).
Limited width
requires users to
‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results
in crowding/delay.

key staggered crossings in the core
alking zone.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles|
parking on footways
noted. Clearance widths
lgenerally in excess of
2m between permanent
lobstructions.

Clearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and
2m. Occasional need for
'give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads due to footway
parking.

Footway parking causes
some deviation from
desire lines.

Clearance widths
less than 1.5m.
Footway parking
requires users to
‘give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results
in crowding/delay.
Footway parking
causes significant
deviation from desire
lines.

Temporary obstruction of footway by
service vehicles along oneway roads in
core walking zone.

Consider placing bollards
ithin 5-10m proximity of
controlled and
uncontrolled crossings
where width allows to stop
this practice from reducing
the visibility of pedestrians
crossing the road.




2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Slopes exist but
gradients do not

|

Score

Comments

u.-L-_

Actions

Slight uphill gradient in north east|
direction of core walking zone.

N/A

- footway provision

lines (e.g. adjacent to
road).

better cater for
pedestrian desire lines.

pedestrian desire lines.

the desire line due to private roadway
used by logistic vehicles.

9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes . |Gradients exceed 8 per
. lexceed 8 per cent (1 in .
- gradient on footway. 12) cent (1in 12).
Examples of ‘other’ 1 One-way system Please
icomfort issues include: Imeans bus shelters do [see (8).
- Temporary not obstruct the
obstructions restricting clearance widths noted
clearance width for ffor both sides at once
pedestrians of any given road.
(e.g.driveway gates
opened into footway); -
10.COMFORT Barriers/gates
restricting access; and
- other
- Bus shelters
restricting clearance
idth.
Poorly drained
footways resulting in
noticeable  ponding
issues/slippery
surfaces
ICOMFORT
Foot_vvays are Footway provision 1 Rou_tes ) generally meet direction of|ldentify where there is
11 DIRECTNESS provided to cater for could be improved to Footways are not desire lines, with exception of route tojscope to open access to
. [pedestrian desire provided to cater for the west of the CWZ detours away from|pedestrians.

ICOHERENCE

12 DIRECTNESS 1 [|Informal crossing behaviour identified at Improve the efficiency for
| leeatien Al ossings follow desire Crossings partially Crossings deviate roundabout on North St and along existing crossing points by
: h ; ; 9 diverting pedestrians  [significantly from icarage Ln between Seaforth Pharmacy [reducing waiting times.

crossings in relation [lines. g L b . )
e laway from desire lines. |desire lines. land the Waitrose car park, thus Introduce crossing points
lto desire lines N : > :
indicating poor crossing provision. here appropriate.
1 [Short waiting times due to the Introduce crossing
oo I R A T
- gaps in traffic (where |7 9 Y, Crossing of road direct, ing ot lsi li dg oneway nig d . :
ho controlled direct, and b sG] Wit associated indirect, or ignalised crossing is staggered on
B .- lcomfortable and associated with north street, thus increasing journey
crossings present or if [~ some delay (up to 15s [~~~ . ; i
- A ithout delay (< 5s significant delay (>15s tines. Informal crossing noted at mini
likely to cross outside average). e
- average). average). roundabout on North St. Difficulty
of controlled crossing) X . A
crossing Station Rd to continue onto
A295.
Crossings I 1 |[Signalised intersections add to journey |Enhance pedestrian
14 DIRECTNESS ) ) staggered but do not Stagg_ere_c_i crossings times for ped_estnans due to s_taggered _pr|0r|t|es_ at junctions and
; Crossings are single P ladd significantly to phases, particularly on or linking to |intersections.
- impact of : .~ ladd significantly to | - : o .
. phase pelican/puffin | 5 . ourney time. Likely to North St. Waiting times at controlled
controlled crossings ; ourney time. Unlikely [~ ; - . _
. : or zebra crossings. N > |wait >10s in pedestrian crossing on Vicarage Ln to
on journey time to wait >5s in | N gt
o island. Freedom Leisure Centre is in excess of 5
pedestrian island. Lees
Pedestrians would 1 [Reasonable green man time at signalled [Scope to increase green
benefit from extended [Green man time crossings. man time at intersections
5. DIRECTNESS (Green man time is of  jgreen man time but would not give for High St and North St.
D T sufficient length to current time unlikely to vulnerable users
9 cross comfortably. deter users. sufficient  time  to
cross comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 [N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/f'ror.n bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- other ; . . .
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for
users.
DIRECTNESS 6
ITraffic volume low, or . P - 1 |Moderate traffic volumes throughout |Introduce traffic calming
[pedestrians can keep [liite Velliis H!gh ietiite v_olume, day due to retail parking lots. Heavy [along roads that pass
17.SAFETY i f moderate and ith pedestrians unable e G K Yol h h il d
- traffic volume SERES rom pedestrians in close lto keep their distance TGS CIATILE) (PEENS (e s: [Hiicugilietatareas lay
moderate traffic - k i Market St.
e —— proximity. rom traffic.
ITraffic speeds low, or . P - 1 [Traffic speeds are moderate on outer|introduce traffic calming
[pedestrians can keep [iEliite Speees H!gh ietiite speeds, roads, and relatively low in the town|measures along North St.
18.SAFETY 5 P moderate and ith pedestrians unable dri B Ki
- traffic speed HlsiEmeE rom pedestrians in close lto keep their distance HEIS €5 CHVERS GEMZE [ RNy
moderate traffic roximity el Gt lots.
speeds. P i i
isibility could be 2 |Visibility is good at all designated N/A
somewhat improved but crossing points identified.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all  [unlikely to resultin Poor visibility, likely tof
- visibility users. collisions. result in collisions.
SAFETY 4
1 [Crossing points across speed control |Improve the consistency in
Dropped kerbs and tables along High St eliminating need [provision of dropped kerbs
2. Ol IERIENCIE Adequa@e droplped e tactile paving provided, Dropped kerbs and for dropped kerbs in some locations. in residential areas.
- dropped kerbs andland tactile paving ] tactile paving absent §
: . R albeit not to current| = Improve dropped kerbing
tactile paving provision. or incorrect. o
standards. provision on North St,
assing Asda car park.
1

Total Score|

24
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Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 24

IThe route’s attractiveness is above average, though concerns surrounding a lack of visibility through and nearby the Cuckoo

Comments ITrail were noted. There is a good provision of controlled crossings, which meet the desire lines. Traffic speeds are relatively
low along most of the route due to existing traffic calming measures.
Increase provision of dropped kerbing along minor streets.
Implement traffic calming measures along Market Street, North St and George St.
it Expand the footway width along Downsview Way and Maryan Court.
ctions

Introduce a Zebra crossing on North St.
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Route Name HL2: South Rd to Arlington Rd E

Length N/A

Name of Assessor(s) [Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment [January 2020

- footway width

users or walking on
roads. Footway widths

Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between

requires users to ‘give
land take’ frequently,
walk on roads and/or

between the road and footway.
Footway parking noted on Diplocks Way.

_I 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Minor littering Littering and/or dog 1 |Minor littering, footways are generally in [Maintenance  of  noted
Cootways well [Overgrown imess prevalent. a good condition along main roads, foodways is required.
Jway q lvegetation. Street [Seriously overgrown however deterioration was noted on
1. ATTRACTIVENESS |maintained, with no lfurni falli ; X . " N )
- maintenance Isignificant issues U aling Inio - lvegetation,  including Rlpicckivay
nogted nfwlnor d|sre|pa|r . low branches. Street
: (O,r example, peeling  iq nityre falling into
paint). Imajor disrepair.
Major or prevalent 1 [CCTV provision identifiable along Consider increasing street
. . andalism. Evidence of industrial streets and shop fronts along [lighting provision.
) Minor vandalism. Lack | . e R X .
No evidence ofOf e Y e —— criminal/antisocial ISouth Rd, whilst residential roads have
2. ATTRACTIVENESS andalis_,m with — surveillgnce activity. Route is natural surveillance.
- fear of crime appropriate natural isolated, not subject to
illance. (e.g. houses set back or X
[survel natural surveillance
back onto street). " . X
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
3. ATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic  noise and [Levels of traffic noise[Severe traffic pollution 1 |Higher noise levels along South Road [Limited scope to reduce
- traffic noise and pollution do not affect jand/or pollution couldland/or severe traffic and Diplock’s Way due to logistical [traffic flows and speeds
pollution the attractiveness be improved noise transport. on these routes.
Examples of ‘other” attractiveness issues include: 2 |Commercial and residential buildings [N/A
4. ATTRACTIVENESS [ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; lalong roagjwa_ys provide lighting, as well
e - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. as street lighting infrastructure.
refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS S
Some defects noted, Large number of 1 |Diplock's Way show signs of significant [Surfacing improvements
typically isolated (such [footway crossovers cracking and loose paving, posing a trip jalong Diplock’s Way.
las trenching or resulting in uneven hazard. Signs of deterioration along
patching) or minor (suchfsurface, subsided or Station Rd.
Footways level and in as cracked, but level  [fretted pavement, or
5. COMFORT ys € n pavers). Defects significant uneven
L good condition, with no . L ) .
- condition - unlikely to result in trips [patching or trenching.
trip hazards. o
or difficulty for
heelchairs, prams etc.
Some footway
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
0 [Narrow footway for 150m along South [Build out footway along
Footway widths of less Rd between Lindfield Dr and Station [South Rd.
IAble to accommodate |Footway ~ widths  offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard ‘Flfr?ezjl\jvr}gtlrfgfs.footways S f%%?\i"g;sr \gllodr?gr]“rrc]s%i?:ntial
alltlﬁel;s ’vgtr:\c,)vut give Eestween app(;oXIma;eW L‘he.eﬁhfa" W'dth)id " Rd/B2104 has narrow points, where roads to consistently
6. COMFORT el i) (B (LT R al m. Limited footway widt lthere are small patches of grass growth [provide a good footway

idth along residential
roads.

generally in excess of |users and walking on Implement parking

issues/slippery surfaces

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding

2m. roads. results in crowding/ restrictions on Diplocks
delay. Way to prevent footways
being obstructed.
lAble to accommodate \Widths of less than 1 |Provision of designated crossing points [Introduce further crossing
all users without ‘give idths of between |1.5m (i.e. standard across the main roads to reach |points along main roads
7. COMFORT , . A . - ’
- land take’ between approximately  1.5m |wheelchair width). remainder of route are generally limited. |where appropriate.
- width on staggered } X L ; ]
. users or walking on and 2m. Occasional [Limited width requires
crossings/ . o 4 )
B roads. Widths generally jneed for ‘give and |users to ‘give and take
pedestrian islands/ | ,
in excess of 2m to take’ between users [frequently, walk on
refuges ; .
laccommodate wheel-  Jand walking on roads. [roads and/or results in
chair users. crowding/delay.
Clearance _widths|Clearance widths less 1 |Footway parking an occasional issue [Consider opportunities to
Eest"r;’]ee“ a;[?éox'maéenzythan 1.5m. Footway in residential areas although not [reduce on-street parking
No instances of vehicles|Occasional  need fo;pa‘rk_ing requires’users dominant. levels where required.
parking on footways ~ [give and take’ bgatweento give and take
8. COMFORT noted. Clearance widths| useés Z”d wall;mg onffrequently, walk on
_ footway parking lgenerally in excess of roak§ ue to ootwayroads‘andlor results in
arking. . crowding/delay.
2m between permanent je,onvav parkin !
. YRas Footway parking causes
SENEES Sl i significant deviation
deviation from desire |0 desire lines.
lines.
2 [Minor gradients on certain sections of  |[N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on Slopgs St i Gradients exceed 8 per| the_route, nel\:(ertheles_s e |sr:hfe
[ erenlent footway gradients do not exceed cent (1in 12) option to walk on a wide enough footway
g ’ 8 per cent (1 in 12). ’ on the opposite side of the road on
flatter land.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 0 [General lack of crossing points means |[Enhance crossings to pair
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians that destinations are disconnected from [key bus stops with key
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting direct access for public transit users.  [destinations where
. access; and :
- other appropriate.
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
COMFORT 5
Footways are - 1 |Footways are not directly along |N/A
) Footway provision . . R
provided to cater for : Footways are not desire lines, in some cases
11.DIRECTNESS Ny .~ [could be improved to . .
P pedestrian desire provided to cater for detouring away from them.
- footway provision X X better cater for ; Fm [
lines (e.g. adjacent . . pedestrian desire lines.
[pedestrian desire lines.
lto road).
1 |North of South Rd has wide JAdd unsignalised crossings
12.DIRECTNE . ] . . i i i i .
- Iocatio(r:1 of irsossin S |Crossings follow eSS PV CiressigE deviElE ineiee & SesEly Polis (o) Elfpnlgnseoztcr;s: to increase
: X 9 ssing diverting pedestrians  [significantly from South Rd Car Park Western Rd and X
in relation to desire |desire lines. laway from desire lines. ldesire lines Station Rd. crossing ease and safety at
lines Y : ’ junctions along A295.
13.DIRECTNESS . . 1 |[Opportunities to cross between Consider introducing an
- ) Crossing of road . . Crossing of road . . .
- gaps in traffic (where . Crossing of road direct, . L traffic along north of route dueto  Juncontrolled crossing with
: easy, direct, and X R lassociated indirect, or| K L . . .
no controlled crossings but associated with . . queuing and giving way at junctions|refuge points on South Rd.
o comfortable and associated with -
present or if likely to ithout delay) (<55 Isome delay (up to 15s S gnincantiaelayl C15s and roundabouts. Opportunities are
cross outside of Y average). 9 Y more limited south of the route
. average). laverage). L i
controlled crossing) here traffic is more free -flowing.
Crossings are [Staggered crossings 0 |No controlled crossings sit on the [Potential implementation of
14 DIRECTNESS . . Istaggered but do not fadd significantly to route. controlled crossings at
. Crossings are single S A . : )
- impact of controlled . .~ ladd significantly to [journey time. Likely to locations at the south of the
. . phase pelican/puffin |/ . . . . "
crossings on journey . ourney time. Unlikely |wait >10s in pedestrian route (South Rd) where
s or zebra crossings. . L - !
time to wait >5s in |island. vehicle speeds are higher.
pedestrian island.
bedestri dle i 0 |No controlled crossings sit on the [Explore opportunities to
o time is of be ef:_stnfans thud reelzg matn = route. introduce controlled crossings
15. DIRECTNESS reen man time IS ot fbenefit irom extended wou not  give on South Rd, also acting as
X sufficient length to green man time but |vulnerable users X ;
- green man time - B g . traffic calming measures.
cross comfortably. lcurrent time unlikely to [sufficient time to cross
deter users. icomfortably.
i : : 0 |Bus stops near destination points{Consider providing
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: do not provide crossing points. uncontrolled crossing points
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; where bus stops and
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; destinations are within
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. proximity.
DIRECTNESS 3
i . . ) ] 1 h Rd i lativel ith i i i i
[Traffic \(olume low, or Hrraffic volume s et i, it Sout F d is rel atlye ylbusy w!t Coln5|der introducing crossing
pedestrians can keep . flows in both directions, with |points on South Rd that slow
17.SAFETY . moderate and pedestrians unable to 5 B X A
. distance from ] . e queuing most prevalent during |down motorists for pedestrians
- traffic volume . _|pedestrians in close keep their distance from 8
Imoderate traffic - ' [peak periods. to cross safely.
[proximity. traffic.
olumes.
- 1 |Speeds are generally moderate|N/A
[Traff | ) . ) .
Ecestians can keep [[/C spoeds  figh raffic speeds, with| fiong the route.
18.SAFETY p' P moderate and pedestrians unable to
" distance from . . L
- traffic speed . _|pedestrians in close keep their distance from
moderate traffic s X
[proximity. traffic.
speeds.
isibility could be 1 isibility is limited on bends [Consider opportunities to
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all  [somewhat improved Poor visibility, likely tol around minor roads, with |introduce traffic calming
- visibility users. but unlikely to result in [result in collisions. egetation causing issues. measures and crossing points
lcollisions. in locations of poor visibility.
SAFETY 8
S ek e 1 [Tactile paving provision good along|introduce dropped kerbs along
20. COHERENCE IAdequate dropped tactirljs - Dropped kerbs and main road. Dropped kerb provision|Ersham Rd.
- dropped kerbs andlkerb and tactile . _Paving i tile paving absent or is sufficient where needed on
. - - C provided, albeit not to | .
tactile paving [paving provision. incorrect. Ersham Rd, though lacking on the
current standards. .
other side of the road.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 17
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 5
Directness 3
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 17

Comments

|Some widening of footways needed with additional controlled and uncontrolled crossing points. Traffic
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speeds and flows are generally moderate.

Increase footway widths along B2104 at concerned points leading up to the new residential development.

Actions ] -
Introduce new crossing points.
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Route Name HL3: London Rd to Church Rd
Length N/A
Name of Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff
Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment [January 2020
[ Audit Categories | 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess Minor littering along main roads. Increase bin provision at key
Footways well eqetation 9: gtreet prevalent. Seriously points along main roads.
1. ATTRACTIVENESS maintained, with no g. AT .~ lovergrown vegetation,
) L . furniture falling into minorf; - 1
- maintenance Isignificant issues| . N including low branches.
disrepair (for example, X S
noted. " . Street furniture falling into
peeling paint). S )
major disrepair.
No incidences of vandalism or graffiti |Remove graffiti/repaint walls to
. found along residential and main lenhance public realm.
"_"algfli?’ P’?E"a_gem c roads. Minor vandalism and graffiti Introduce lighting and|
) Minor vandalism. Lack off angal>m: LVidence o isible on walls South of Cuckoo Trail, |surveillance along Cuckoo Trail.
No evidence of X criminal/ antisocial > X
> ATTRACTIVENESS ki i active fron_tage andfactivity. Route is isolated, ith informal footwgys leading to
[ eer of @i appropriate natural natural surveillance (e.9-Jnot subject to natural 1 _degd-e_nds under brldges, potentially
surveillance. houses set back or bacKsyrveillance (including indicating spots for crime.
onto street). here sight lines are Inconsistent provision of lighting
inadequate). lalong Cuckoo Trail, thus potentially
lattracting criminal activity or
perception or this.
X . Moderate levels of traffic along Hawks [N/A
LIS Ret eI Levels of traffic noise Rd, with higher levels along London
3. ATTRACTIVENESS pollution . [Severe traffic  pollution| ’ 9 9
X 3 . land/or pollution could be £ R 1 |Rd B2104. Low
- traffic noise and pollution |do not affect the N and/or severe traffic noise )
" improved levels of traffic generally along
attractiveness - - g
remaining residential roads.
[Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: ICuckoo Trail has inconsistent Increase lighting around the park
. ATTRACTIVENESS - Evidence that lighting is npt present, or is deficient; provision of lighting. and improve pedestrian access
Caitier - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse 1 throughout the car parks.
sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
JATTRACTIVENESS 4
[Some defects noted, Large number of footway Footway condition along Cuckoo Trial [Refurbish footways where
typically isolated (such as |crossovers resulting in is smooth and level. appropriate.
trenching or patching) or [uneven surface,
s e i minor (such as cracked, [subsided or fretted
5. COMFORT Y o A but level pavers). Defects [pavement, or significant
ol lgood condition, with no [~ " L R 1
- condition [ — unlikely to result in trips orfuneven  patching  or
p ’ difficulty for wheelchairs, [trenching.
[prams etc. Some footway
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
|Able to Footway widths of less Footway width is good overall, though [Consider expanding footway
accommq?hatet _all Jegotway  widths  offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard lthere are width restrictions along provision along B2104 up to
:ﬁzrs taVIZ[e' Olt;etw%;ﬁ between  approximatelyjwheelchair width). Limited Hawks Rd near the school due to Hellingly Community Primary
6. COMFORT users or walking on [L-5M and 2m. Occasionallfootway width requires private property. Wide footway in School.
i ‘i i 41 B 1 n
- footway width roads. need for ‘give and take’lusers to ‘give and take lexcess of 2m along Cuckoo Trail.
Footway widths|between users andffrequently, walk on roads
generally in excess ofjwalking on roads. land/or results in crowding/|
2m. delay.
IAble to acgommoggte ) TS 5 s e .8 Apprqpnatg placemer_n of uncontrolled|N/A
jall users without ‘give |Widths of between i.c. standard wheelchair crossing with refuge island on London
7. COMFORT land take’ between [approximately 1.5m and .id.th) Limited width Rd, being at least 2m in width.
- width on staggered users or walking on [2m. Occasional need for L o
crossings/ pedestrian - . X requires users to ‘give 2
islands/ roads. Widths [give and take’ between 0
. . land take’ frequently, walk
refuges generally in excess of |users and walking on X
on roads and/or results in
2m to accommodate [roads. )
X crowding/delay.
heelchair users.
Clearance widths Clearance widths less Few instances of on-street parking Consider opportunities to reduce
. between approximately  [than 1.5m. Footway impeding onto the footway on-street parking levels to
No instances of - . h - ! . L S )
B ; 1.5m and 2m. Occasional [parking requires users to (predominantly service vehicles) and [improve visibility. Driveway
ehicles parking on o A , X . S
need for ‘give and take give and take’ frequently, reducing widths to be below 2m. provision is high along London
footways noted. . o
8. COMFORT B between users and alk on roads and/or Rd, thus not removing utilised
) Clearance widths . . . 1 X
- footway parking el it s 6 alking on roads due to  Jresults in crowding/delay. parking.
o Y footway parking. Footway |[Footway parking causes
2m between permanent| . o o
. parking causes some Isignificant deviation from
obstructions. S . A
deviation from desire desire lines.
lines.
i i . | i i N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on Plees el o grad'emseradlents exceed 8 perf 2 S_o;_)esl eX'.SL baagoiadienis are H
 gradient footway do not exceed 8 per centcent @in12) minimal, with no steep sections
) (1in 12). i identified along the route.
[Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: Instances of temporary obstructions |[Enforcement of parking
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians along main roads—delivery vehicles [restrictions.
e (e.g. drivewaygates opened into footway); mounting  kerb and significantly
s - Barriers/gates restricting access; an_d 1 lrestricting the width of pavement.
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding
issues/slippery surfaces
(COMFORT 8
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Actions
2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Footways are |Footway provision Reasonable directness. N/A
11 DIRECTNESS prowdeq to cater for icould be improved to Foot_ways are not
g [pedestrian desire [better cater for provided to cater for 1
- footway provision " X . . . s
lines (e.g. adjacent |pedestrian desire pedestrian desire lines.
to road). lines.
Designated crossing to access the |N/A
12.DIRECTNESS . Crossings partially Crossings deviate destinations is limited along the
" . . [Crossings follow . . s . R
- location of crossings in o diverting pedestrians [significantly from 1 [route, though quiet nature of side
) g desire lines. S o S
relation to desire lines laway from desire lines.[desire lines. roads that they are located on limit
the need for them.
13.DIRECTNESS . . Scope to introduce additionalllntroduce uncontrolled
- ; ICrossing of road . Crossing of  road - . - -
- gaps in traffic (where no . Crossing of road . L uncontrolled crossing points. crossing points at
h leasy, direct, and [ . associated indirect, or R :
controlled crossings direct, but associated ; . destination points along the
i icomfortable and | . associated with| 1 -
present or if likely to cross| . ith some delay (up to| . .~ route where appropriate.
. ithout delay (< 5s significant delay (>15s
outside of controlled 15s average).
B laverage). average).
crossing)
Crossings are . London Road  crossing is |Consider replacing
Istaggered but do not PEHEE] Giessins staggered next to a roundabout, |uncontrolled crossin at
14.DIRECTNESS ICrossings are single ggered b add significantly to 99 . . ’ 9
: . .~ Jadd significantly to |. . . hich negatively impacts |London Rd roundabout with
- impact of controlled phase pelican/puffin | . . ourney time. Likely to 1 q A . X
. X . . ourney time. Unlikely X . . pedestrian times when crossing |controlled staggered Puffin
crossings on journey time [or zebra crossings. . ; ait >10s in pedestrian X -
to wait >5s in | due to the flowing nature of the [crossing.
- island. q
[pedestrian island. traffic.
Pedestrians would [Green man time N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS Gregn man time is of |benefit from e_xtended ould not give
X sufficient length to lgreen man time but |vulnerable users 1
- green man time X . e .
cross comfortably. current time unlikely [sufficient  time  to
lto deter users. cross comfortably.
Crossing points from bus stops to |Consider introducing
. - . . destinations not provided [controlled crossing points
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: . :
X consistently across the route. such as zebra crossings or
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; ; X .
16.DIRECTNESS - implement tactile paving to
- Steps restricting access for all users; 1 ) ) ;
- other . : . . guide crossing points.
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for .
—— Install controlled crossing
: point on London Rd linking
bus stops to Grovelands Rd.
DIRECTNESS g
[Traffic volume low, or . . . Traffic prevalent along London Rd |[Investigate traffic calming
: ITraffic volume High traffic volume, L o
pedestrians can keep . . B2104 with limited provision of measures.
17.SAFETY . moderate and ith pedestrians unable .
. distance from . . - 1 |verges or barriers between the
- traffic volume . |pedestrians in close  [to keep their distance :
moderate traffic o ) footway and the highway.
[proximity. from traffic.
olumes.
ITraffic speeds low, or . . . Traffic speeds are moderate across|investigate traffic
5 [Traffic speeds High traffic speeds, X . .
pedestrians can keep . : the route, with the exception of calming measures to
18.SAFETY ) moderate and ith pedestrians unable ) . ) )
. distance from . . - 1 [smaller residential roads linked to |reduce traffic speeds
- traffic speed . |pedestrians in close  [to keep their distance . T
moderate traffic o ) the Cuckoo Trail. nearby destination
[proximity. from traffic. -
Ispeeds. points
isibility could be isibility levels are overall good [N/A
19.SAFETY IGood visibility for all  [somewhat improved |Poor visibility, likely toj , [across the route as sharp bends
- visibility users. but unlikely to result in [result in collisions. lare minimal.
collisions.
SAFETY 4
0. COHERENCE Adequate dropped Dropped kerbs qnd Dropped kerbs and Dropped kerb  provision is Incrgase provision of
. . [actile paving : . relatively good, although tactile Jtactile paving along
- dropped kerbs andlkerb and tactile paving . ] tactile paving absent 1 A R
tactile paving [ provided, albeit not to 1 incorrect paving provision could be |Hawks Rd and London
: current standards. ’ lenhanced along busier roads. Rd B2102.
[COHERENCE a
Total Score
23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 23

Footway condition is reasonable across most of the route, although the route is lacking in designated crossing

Cuckoo Trial.

Comments points near to destinations and bus stops. Concerns exist around the lighting provision and perceived safety
along the Cuckoo Trail, which provides the most direct path to the destinations on the north of the route.
Increase provision of crossing facilities along busier roads. Introduce traffic calming measures on busier roads
Actions lto encourage safe crossing at designated and undesignated points. Increase provision of lighting along the
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Route Name

HL4: Battle Rd New Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1. ATTRACTIVENESS
- maintenance

Date of Assessment
[ Audit Categories |

January 2020

2 (Green) 1(Amber) | HNONRECINNNNS <o e
Minor littering. Littering and/or Idotg
Footways well [Overgrown IS prevalent.
intained. with no vegetation. ~ Street [Seriously  overgrown
(UENMEEE, W furniture falling into |vegetation, including
significant issues  minor disrepair low branches. Street
noted. (for example, peeling furniture  falling  into

paint).

major disrepair.

Comments

Actions

incidents of littering.

Footways well maintained, minor|

General cleaning of road
infrastructure, particular

and tactile paving.

central refuge point bollards

2. ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence fl
andalism with

lappropriate natural

(=}

Minor vandalism. Lack
lof active frontage and
hatural surveillance
(e.g. houses set back

Major or prevalent
andalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is
isolated, not subject to

throughout.

No evidence of vandalism with
appropriate natural surveillance

N/A.

- traffic noise and
pollution

pollution do not affect
the attractiveness

land/or pollution could

be improved

land/or traffic

noise

severe

Horsebridge.

Rd towards Amberstone and

surveillance. hatural surveillance
lor back onto street). . . .
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
3. ATTRACTIVENESS ITraffic  noise and |Levels of traffic noise|Severe traffic pollution Relatively busy route along Battle [Traffic calming measures

along Battle Rd where
appropriate.

4. ATTRACTIVENESS
- other

refuse sacks).

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:
- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g.

- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

pedestrians to cross.

Grass verges between footways
land roadways make it difficult for

Introduction  of crossing
points, building out the
footway to access them,

along any noted desire lines.

- footway width

users or walking on
roads. Footway widths
lgenerally in excess of
2m.

land 2m. Occasional
heed for ‘give and
take’ between users
land walking on roads.

requires users to ‘give
land take’ frequently,

alk on roads and/or
results in crowding/
delay.

only provided on southern side of
IAmberstone View, which is narrow.

crossing points at

IATTRACTIVENESS
Some defects noted, Good footway condition although [Footway  resurfacing at]
typically isolated (such improvements needed on the |necessary points.
las trenching or eastern side of Battle Rd (near 88
) . Large number of footway
patching) or minor L Battle Rd).
crossovers resulting in
. |(such as cracked, but
Footways level and in uneven surface,
5. COMFORT . . llevel pavers). Defects .
L lgood condition, with . R Isubsided or fretted
- condition X unlikely to result in L
no trip hazards. . o [pavement, or significant
trips or difficulty for h
. uneven patching or
heelchairs, prams krenchin
letc. Some footway 9-
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less Footway width along Battle Rd is |Widen footways along Battle
IAble to accommodate |Footway widths ofjthan 1.5m (i.e. standard generally above 2m, though pinch |Rd and Hawkswood Rd.
lall users without ‘give [between heelchair width). points have been noted due to Introduce footway on
6. COMFORT land take’ between lapproximately ~ 1.5m|Limited footway width presence of grass verges. Footway |northern side of

JAmberstone View. Introduce

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered
crossings/ pedestrian
islands/ refuges

lAble to accommodate
jall users without ‘give
land take’ between
users or walking on
roads. Widths
lgenerally in excess of

\Widths of between
lapproximately 1.5m
land 2m. Occasional
need for ‘give and
take’ between users

\Widths of less than 1.5m

(i.e. standard wheelchair
idth). Limited width

requires users to ‘give

land take’ frequently,

alk on roads and/or

lexcess of 2m.

IStaggered crossings around
IAmberstone/Hawkswood Dr/Battle
Rd roundabout with widths in

iden refuge
east of roundabout.

island 45m

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding
issues/slippery surfaces

2m to accommodate gl RN e results in
- roads. .
heel-chair users. crowding/delay.
Clearance widths[Clearance widths less Footway parking instances are few.|N/A
) between than 1.5m. Footway
No instances of approximately  1.5Mj ying requires users to
ehicles parkingon ~ [@nd 2m. Occasionalk '© \* % =2
; heed for ‘give and|9
ootways noted. take’ between users[frequently, walk on roads
8. COMFORT IClearance widths land walking on roadsfand/or results in
- footway parking generally in excess of |due  to footway|crowding/delay. Footway
Pm between parking. ” parking causes
permanent [-ootway parking isignificant deviation from
obstructions. causes some idesire lines.
deviation from
desire lines.
Slopes exist but Overall good. N/A
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes [gradients do not IGradients exceed 8 per|
- gradient lon footway. lexceed 8 per cent (1 infcent (1 in 12).
12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: IN/A N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for
[pedestrians (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates
10'1(;OMFORT restricting access; and
- other
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COMFORT

_I 2 (Green

increase the directness of crossing activities through the expanded provision or enhancement of crossing points.

1 (Amber) -Score Comments Actions
Footway provision is |Introduce footways where
Footways are . " A . L
- Footway provision could reasonable, though pinch points [feasible to cater desire lines,
11.DIRECTNESS provided to cater for 5 oved o better | COWVAYS are not d sudden cut-off point therwise introd
. : ) proved to better ; land sudden cut-off points were [otherwise introduce
S pedestrian  desire . provided to cater for 1 . - - .
- footway provision es (@0, eokean cater for pedestrian e cEsie s noted along the northern side of [crossing points to navigate
9. ad) desire lines. P . IAmberstone and Hawkswood |between the footways.
lto road). Rd
Formalised crossing not |Introduce a highlighted
provided east of Harebeating Dr [crossing point.
12.DIRECTNESS e kst Galte Crossings partially Crossings deviate lto access Amberstone View.
- location of crossings in . “?]es diverting pedestrians  [significantly from 1 INarrowness of footway along
relation to desire lines . laway from desire lines. |desire lines. IAmberstone pose a limit on the
type of crossings that could be
imple-
13.DIRECTNESS s @ g e armsiing &ff ez ICrossing roads can cause some [Implement pedestrian
- gaps in traffic (where no e %irect o Crossing of road direct, associa?ed e, Gr delay at uncontrolled points due [refuge islands where
controlled crossings c0n1yf’0rtable g and but associated with sssociated with ’ . [o moderate levels of traffic idths in roadway are
present or if likely to cross| - lsome delay (up to 15s [~ . lacross most of the route. sufficient.
- ithout delay (< 5s significant delay (>15s
outside of controlled average) average). average)
crossing) g€)- g€)-
14 DIRECTNESS Crossings are [Staggered crossings Low traffic levels along minor IN/A.
- impact of controlled Crossings are |[staggered but do not |add significantly to roads mean that crossing activity
crossings on journey time [single phase [add significantly to |journey time. Likely to 1 [peross them rarely impacts
pelican/puffin or fourney time. Unlikely |wait >10s in pedestrian journey times.
zebra crossings. to wait >5s in [island.
edestrian island.
Pedestrians would e mE e wali) Good green man time as Puffinjincrease crossing provisions
Green man time is of |benefit from extended : crossings are used on Battle Rd. [along New Rd.
15. DIRECTNESS o " not give vulnerable
- sufficient lengthto  jgreen man time but . ; 1
goleemaliine cross comfortabl lcurrent time unlikely to 565 Suliilelizil; i o
Y- Y 10 lcross comfortably.
deter users.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: IN/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 2
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS g
Ietie winE o Moderate traffic volumes, though |N/A
i car; rraffic volume moderatel High traffic volume, with busier during peak times.
17.SAFETY keep T (|- eSS i eloss pedestrians unable to 1 Footway is close to roadway
- traffic volume modperate traffic roxir:nit keep their distance from lalong Amberstone, though grass
P Y- traffic. erges provide a larger gap on
olumes.
Battle Rd.
Traffic speeds low High traffic speeds along west [Introduce traffic calming
e edesptrians Can‘ i CEEis MEE High traffic speeds, with of Hawkswood Rd and east of [at points where
18.SAFETY pece peec p pedestrians unable to IAmberstone (40mph limit) uncontrolled crossing
. keep distance from jand pedestrians in close Py 1 PR
- traffic speed - s keep their distance from activity is likely to occur
moderate traffic jproximity. i K
speeds traffic. to  access ey
i destinations.
isibility could be Good visibility throughout the N/A
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all [somewhat improved but [Poor visibility, likely to] . [route.
- visibility users. unlikely to result in result in collisions.
collisions.
SAFETY 3
Dropped kerbs and iGood provision of kerbs and General review of dropped
-zg.rgoigiitffand tam”e':;%q:g;etgégﬁped tactile paving provided, ggﬁgeivinke:?sen?:)dr 1 tactile paving along Battle Rd. kerbing provision required
avinpp aving provision albeit not to current incorre‘(J:t 9 along Amberstone and
paving paving p! b lstandards. : Hawkswood Rd.
COHERENCE a
Total Score e
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23
Good footway quality, particularly along Battle Rd with existing designated shared paths. Gaps in provision to the
Comments
north of the route.
Actions Improve footways where widths can be increased or surfaces could be improved. Identify opportunities to
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Route Name

HL5: Marshfoot Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

issues/slippery surfaces

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Minor littering. Littering and/or Idog Foqéwag/s va;eltlt m_aintained, minor|N/A
Fooways  well QIO o Kooy overrown ||
n(?ted r?lnor d|sre|pa|r I low branches. Street
’ (olr example, Peeling g rnityre falling into
paint). [major disrepair.
Major or prevalent No evidence of vandalism with [N/A
L g fMinor R, (e c'ﬁnmdiigii:ﬁti\ggzm of ?r?r;;rl:)gr:;a:? natural surveillance
o evidence (o] ; .
> ATTRACTIVENESS  [vandalism with ﬁ;ﬂiﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi"d activity. Route is .
- fear of crime appropriate natural isolated, not subject to
illance. (e.g. houses set back or X
lsurvei natural surveillance
back onto street). . ; .
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).
Traffic queueing can build up at |[N/A
3. ATTRACTIVENESS |[Traffic  noise and |Levels of traffic noise/Severe traffic pollution the Vicarage Rd/Marshfoot Ln
- traffic noise and pollution do not affect jand/or pollution couldjand/or severe traffic 1 [intersection as right-of-way is
pollution the attractiveness be improved noise not held by drivers exiting
Marshfoot Ln.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Lighting is sufficient, with [N/A
4. ATTRACTIVENESS - Evidence that lighting is ngt present, or ?s deficient; majori_ty of route being located
L aitnr - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. 2 lon main roads.
refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS 6
ISome defects noted, Generally good, although [Resurfacing required outside)
typically isolated (such deterioration is visible outside of [Phoenix Academy.
las trenching or Phoenix Academy and near St
; . Large number of " H "
patching) or minor (such Mary’s Ave junction.
footway crossovers
Footways level and in D Gt (B 2yt resulting in uneven
5. COMFORT ys 1€ ; pavers). Defects 9 .
. good condition, with no ; .. [surface, subsided or 1
- condition . unlikely to result in trips
trip hazards. e fretted pavement, or
jor difficulty for -
: significant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. atching or trenchin
Some footway P 9 9-
lcrossovers resulting in
uneven surface.

Footway widths of less Footway width is generally above[Widen  footway on the]
lAble to accommodate [Footway widths  offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard 2m, although this is reduced to  |southern side of Marshfoot
jall users without ‘give  [pbetween approximately [wheelchair width). 1.5m or lower for approximately|Ln.
land take’ between 1.5m and 2m.|Limited footway width 230m leading up to the school.

6. COMFORT ) . ) o
[ A—————— users or walking on Occasional need forjrequires users to ‘give 1
Y roads. Footway widths [give and take’ betweenjand take’ frequently,
generally in excess of |users and walking on|walk on roads and/or
2m. roads. results in crowding/

delay.
lAble to accommodate \Widths of less than Good crossing widths to west of |Route would benefit from
lall users without ‘give idths of between [1.5m (i.e. standard route. further  crossing points

7. COMFORT land take’ between lapproximately ~ 1.5m |wheelchair width). between Marshfoot Ln/St
- width on staggered users or walking on and 2m. Occasional |Limited width requires a Mary’s Ave junction.
crossings/ pedestrian  [roads. Widths generally jneed for ‘give and |users to ‘give and take’
islands/ refuges in excess of 2m to take’ between users [frequently, walk on
laccommodate wheel-  |Jand walking on roads. [roads and/or results in
chair users. crowding/delay.
Clearance _widths|Clearance widths less No instances of footway parking, [N/A
Ee5tween appéoxma;elythan 1.5m. Footway maintaining existing clearance
.5m an m. ; 5 )
No instances of vehicles|Occasional need  for[Pa7king requires users idth.
barking on footways  [give and take’ between(t0 ‘give and take
8. COMFORT hoted. Clearance widths|users and walking onffrequently, walk on )
_ footway parking lgenerally in excess of roag§ due to footway roads‘andlor results in
arking. . crowding/delay.
2m between permanent |e, v vav parkin !
. YRas Footway parking causes|
e ) significant deviation
QeV|at|on from desire |0 desire lines.
lines.
Slones exist but Overall good. Slight gradient N/A.
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes on P Gradients exceed 8 per| along Battle Rd as footway is
. gradients do not exceed A 2
- gradient footway. ; cent (1 in 12). segregated by roadway by grass
8 per cent (1 in 12).
verge, nonetheless not steep.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: IN/A N/A.
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
(e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting
IO}iOMFORT access; and 1
- other
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COMFORT

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

B8

Score

Comments

Actions

11.DIRECTNESS

Footways are provided to
cater for pedestrian desire

Footway provision could
be improved to better

Footways are not

Excellent directness of footway]
along desire lines.

N/A

the road.

g ; " R provided to cater for 2
- footway provision lines (e.g. adjacent to [cater for pedestrian X N
— pedestrian desire lines.
road). desire lines.
Safety of the crossing point|implement pedestrian
across the Marshfoot Ln/St(priority measures, such as
12.DIRECTNESS . . . ] Mary’s Ave junction could befaraised platform/speed
5 Crossings partially Crossings deviate . . . .
- location of . Lo A X Lo enhanced through tactile paving [oump at the junction,
. . . Crossings follow desire lines.|diverting pedestrians  |significantly from 1 X - ;
crossings in relation o L or a raised surface. requiring drivers to slow
e laway from desire lines. |desire lines. : X
to desire lines down from all directions
and thus take care noting
pedestrians.
13.DIRECTNESS Traffic flows into St Mary’s Ave [Please see above (12).
- gaps in traffic (where . . . Crossing of road to access further residential
Crossing of road easy, |Crossing of road direct, . L -
no controlled ; : . associated indirect, or| roads is generally low, although
. - |direct, and comfortable and |but associated with . . L
crossings present or if| . associated with| 1 |parents may utilise the on-street
j X ithout delay (< 5s [somedelay (upto15s | = .~ - -
likely to cross outside . Ep— significant delay (>15s parking to drop off and pick up
of controlled 9€)- 9€)- average). their children from the school.
crossing)
Crossings are |Staggered crossings Crossing times good due to the|Please see above (12).
14.DIRECTNESS . . Istaggered but do not [add significantly to provision of Zebra crossing.
. ICrossings are single phase S L . :
- impact of controlled . . ladd  significantly to |journey time. Likely to
X . pelican/puffin  or  zebra | . . ] B X 1
crossings on journey . ourney time. Unlikely [wait >10s in pedestrian
; crossings. . .
time to wait >5s in [island.
pedestrian island.
Pedestrians would |Green man time Introducing a puffin crossing N/A
(Green man time is of benefit from extended |would not give would slightly increase
15. DIRECTNESS - : A ;
[ e mED G sufficient length to cross green man time but |vulnerable users 2 |pedestrian journey times as
9 comfortably. lcurrent time unlikely to |sufficient time to cross opposed to the existing Zebra
deter users. comfortably. crossing.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A.
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 2
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 2
Traffic is light, although busier |N/A
Traffic  volume low, or . High traffic volume, with during peak periods and school
; [Traffic volume moderate| X - - S
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep e e ol pedestrians unable to 5 [runs, with queueing building up
- traffic volume distance from moderate pe keep their distance from to exit the road westbound. A
) proximity. : .
[traffic volumes. traffic. zebra crossing has been
provided at this point.
Traffic speeds low, or . High traffic speeds, with Speeds are moderate, though [N/A
. [Traffic speeds moderate| 5
18.SAFETY pedestrians  can  keep X ) pedestrians unable to grass verges create a good
X . land pedestrians in close| L 1 . X
- traffic speed distance from moderate H keep their distance from distance between motorists
) proximity. : .
[traffic speeds. traffic. and pedestrians.
IS8y @aut] (32 EZ?:nces \c/>|fs Iballlrllz?/r; at ?:1{: Zzgz izggg{i%igik}sgctions to
19.SAFETY T Isomewhat improved but|Poor visibility, likely tof p gat -C9 L atul
e Good visibility for all users. . X . e 1 |or corners of junctions [maximise visibility.
- visibility unlikely to result in result in collisions. g
L (Marshfoot Ln/St Mary’s Ave)
lcollisions.
were noted.
SAFETY 4
Good provision of dropped Introduce tactile paving
20. COHERENCE Dropped . baive . End Dropped kerbs and kerbs, although road would at  Marshfoot Ln/St
IAdequate dropped kerb and [tactile paving provided, : . ; . . , A .
- dropped kerbs and| " " . - ; tactile paving absentor | 1 |benefit from tactile paving to Mary’s Ave junction.
. 5 tactile paving provision. albeit not to current |. X . .
tactile paving incorrect. draw visual attention to a direct
Istandards. . .
and safe crossing point.
ICOHERENCE N
Total Score
28
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 6
Comfort 8
Directness 9
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 28
e — The route is good quality, though the directness of crossings could be improved. Traffic speeds are
moderate.
Introduce the noted pedestrian priority measures at Marshfoot Ln/St Mary’s Ave junction to reduce traffic
Actions speeds and increase the safety of pedestrians when crossing. Widen the footway on the southern side of
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Route Name

HL6:

Mill Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with
lappropriate natural
surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack
lof active frontage and
hatural surveillance
(e.g. houses set back or
back onto street).

andalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is
isolated, not subject to
hatural surveillance
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).

[ Audit Categories | 2 Green) Tamben [ oo Comments Actions

Minor littering. Littering and/or dog Footways well maintained, no [Limited scope to provide

lOvergrown mess prevalent. incidents of littering. [footway due to property
1. Footways well maintained, |vegetation. Street |Seriously  overgrown egetation on the east of the [frontages
IATTRACTIVENESS |with no significant issues [furniture falling into |vegetation, including route does grow into the
- maintenance noted. minor disrepair low branches. Street footway.

(folr example, peeling furniture falling into

paint). major disrepair.

Major or prevalent est of route, high natural IN/A

surveillance due to residential
housing along road. To east of
route, poor natural surveillance|
as it is dominated by forestry
and vegetation.

- footway width

between users or walking on
roads. Footway widths
lgenerally in excess of 2m.

Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads.

requires users to ‘give
and take’ frequently,
walk on roads and/or
results in crowding/
delay.

& Levels of traffic noise|Severe traffic pollution ULl GETo ST ¢ 1D {iae tesi| A
IATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic noise and pollution do X p 8 of the route, and speeds are
" . ; land/or pollution couldjand/or severe traffic
- traffic noise and not affect the attractiveness . ) moderate (30mph).
. be improved noise
pollution
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Poor provision of street|Enhance provision of]
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; lighting along the mostflighting.
ATTRACTIVENESS |- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse eastern part of the route.
- other Isacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS
Some defects noted, Deteriorating footway visible [Resurfacing of footway
typically isolated (such on the southern side of the required on the southern
las trenching or road. Iside of the road.
; . Large number of
patching) or minor (such
footway crossovers
Footways level and in good D Gt (B 2yt resulting in uneven
5. COMFORT way . goo pavers). Defects 9 .
. condition, with no trip . . . [surface, subsided or
- condition unlikely to result in trips
hazards. o fretted pavement, or
jor difficulty for -
: significant uneven
heelchairs, prams etc. S —————.
Some footway P 9 9-
lcrossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less Footway widths in excess of|Widen footway on the
Footway  widths  of|than 1.5m (i.e. standard 1.5m to the west of the route, [southern side of the road,
IAble to accommodate all between approximatelywheelchair width). however this reduces east of jalong the route into the grass
5. COMFORT users without ‘give and take’ [1.5m and 2m. |Limited footway width the route. verge.

IAble to accommodate all \Widths of less than N/A N/A
7. COMFORT users without ‘give and take’ |Widths of between |1.5m (i.e. standard
- width on between users or walking on [approximately ~ 1.5m |wheelchair width).
staggered roads. Widths generally in land 2m. Occasional [Limited width requires
crossings/ lexcess of 2m to accommodatejneed for ‘give and [users to ‘give and take’
pedestrian islands/ heel-chair users. take’ between users [frequently, walk on
refuges land walking on roads. [roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Clearance widths|Clearance widths less No instances of footway |[N/A
between approximatelylthan 1.5m. Footway parking, maintaining existing
i ) %)E(r:r;sionaﬁndneed 2{2} parking requires users clearance widths generally
No instances of vehicles fgive and take’ between|to ‘give and take’ ithin 1.5m threshold.
5. COMFORT parking on footways noted.  ysers and walking onffrequently, walk on
. footway parking IClearance widths generally in roads due to footway|roads and/or results in
lexcess of 2m between parking. ) crowding/delay.
permanent obstructions. [Footway parking Footway parking causes|
SENEES Sl i significant deviation
deviation from desire  fo. 1 desire lines.
lines.
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes on Slopgs s Gradients exceed 8 per| el geedk R
- gradient footway. Jrulnis rlwt et cent (1 in 12).
8 per cent (1 in 12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: N/A N/A
- _Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMEORT (a?].g.dnveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access;
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces

COMFORT
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! : (Green) ! (Amber) gscore comments fetions
] Footway provision could Restricted road width means [Introduce traffic calming
Footways are provided to - Footways are not g
11.DIRECTNESS R .~ |be improved to better X individuals have to share Jmeasures
. cater for pedestrian desire R provided to cater for 1 . . ;
- footway provision | - cater for pedestrian . P highway with motorists, for
lines (e.g. adjacent to road). oo [pedestrian desire lines.
desire lines. roughly 100m (east of route).
12.DIRECTNESS Crossing points do not detour |Consistent provision of
- location of Crossings partially Crossings deviate further away from the desire [tactile paving and central
crossings in |Crossings follow desire lines. [diverting pedestrians  [significantly from 2 [lines than the designated [refuges where appropriate
relation to desire laway from desire lines. |desire lines. footway already does. to encourage safe
lines crossing at junctions.
13.DIRECTNESS Higher visibility west of the Implement traffic calming
- gaps in traffic . . Crossing of road route means individuals can measures where
; . Crossing of road direct, . L X X
(where no controlled |Crossing of road easy, direct, : . lassociated indirect, or walk and observe traffic, appropriate.
A - but associated with . R - X
crossings present orjand comfortable and without associated with| 1 |crossing when its clear, thus
B Isome delay (up to 15s | .~ .~ Y . ;
if likely to cross delay (< 5s average). significant delay (>15s minimising crossing time.
: average). . o K .
outside of controlled average). Occasional waiting at junctions
crossing) meeting with minor roads.
i ) N/A N/A
14.DIRECTNESS lressigE are Staggered crossings
R . . Istaggered but do not A
- impact of |Crossings are single phase S add significantly to
. . ladd  significantly to | . :
controlled pelican/puffin or zebra | ; . ourney time. Likely to 1
X : ourney time. Unlikely . ] .
crossings on [crossings. . > |[wait >10s in pedestrian
A A to wait >5s in |
ourney time S island.
pedestrian island.
Pedestrians would [Green man  time N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS  [Green man time is of sufficient [CSNefit from extended would  not  give
: lgreen man time but [vulnerable users 1
- green man time length to cross comfortably. - ; L ]
lcurrent time unlikely to |sufficient time to cross
deter users. comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A.
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
Traffic volume is low to the east |Reduce the speed limit and
Trafic. volume. llow, o ] High traffic volume, with of»thg route, where footway is  [introduce traffic calmlng
. [Traffic volume moderate| . missing. measures approaching the
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep . ) [pedestrians unable to
X N " land pedestrians in close| o 1 development, such as
- traffic volume distance from moderate traffic . keep their distance from .
proximity. x Ispeed bumps or road width
volumes. traffic. L .
restrictions/give way
points.
Traffic  speeds low, or " High traffic speeds, with Speed limit becomes national Please see above (17).
. [Traffic speeds moderate| . A
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep X . [pedestrians unable to speed limit (60mph) at the
X . " land pedestrians in close] L 1 - K .
- traffic speed distance from moderate traffic roximity. keep their distance from earliest entry point of the site
speeds. P i traffic. (before the bend).
sy o T | B
19.SAFETY - Isomewhat improved but|Poor visibility, likely tof 9 9 9
s Good visibility for all users. . . . e 1 |enhanced to the most east [route.
- visibility unlikely to result in result in collisions.
L part of the route, near the
collisions.
entrance of the development
SAFETY g
i ki [Tactil i |
0. COHERENCE Dropped ) kerbs _ and el lats @ lCons‘lstent dropped lerlb at actl' e paving could be
[Adequate dropped kerb and  [tactile paving provided, : . junctions, although provision of [provided along route.
- dropped kerbs and| =" " . L ; tactile paving absentor [ 1 : .
" 5 tactile paving provision. albeit not to current | tactile paving could be
tactile paving incorrect. |
Istandards. improved.
ICOHERENCE .
Total Score
22
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 22
The quality of the route is generally good however there is a missing section of footway near the new development
Comments h N . . ; .
and the route would benefit from traffic calming measures in this section.
. Introducing traffic calming measures over missing section of footway. Refurbishment of footway (southern side of
Actions ; . . . X . . AN .
the road) and the introduction of tactile paving to guide safer crossing for pedestrians across priority junctions.
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Route Name

N1: Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of

Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- maintenance

Date of Assessment

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber)
Minor littering.
[Overgrown
Footways well maintained, [vegetation. Street

ith no significant issues

noted.

furniture falling into
minor disrepair
(for example, peeling

aint).

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
Seriously  overgrown

egetation, including

low branches. Street
furniture falling into
major disrepair.

Score

Comments

Actions

Minor littering, vegetation
growth is not contained.

Footways in disrepair.

Full audit of footway surface
quality is recommended,
particularly stretches along
IA259 circulatory route of
town centre.

in 12).

1 |High natural surveillance on [Increase CCTV provision
Major or prevalent linked residential streets, |where feasible along
i . /andalism. Evidence of though this is limited on [alleyways and ensure
. ) _ [Minor vandalism. Lack | ;oo e cial alleyways. consistent provision of
2. No evidence of vandalism with |of active frontage and ctivity. Route is lighting.
IATTRACTIVENESS |appropriate natural natural surveillance - d et SulsEst . .
- fear of crime Isurveillance. (e.g. houses set back or[ >0 ated, Not subjectio Limited natural surveillance
back onto street) natural surveillance on Denton Island’s footways
' (including where sight due to secluded nature of
lines are inadequate). Denton Island Community
Centre.
1 |Exposure to noise due to[Take forward
circulating ring road, mostlrecommendations for current
3. 3 A . q prevalent during peak periods|study examining A259 which
ATTRACTIVENESS [Traffic noise and pollution do |-SV&!S Of traffic noiseSevere traffic pollution of travel. are “being conducted by,
" . 5 land/or pollution couldjland/or severe traffic
- traffic noise and  |not affect the attractiveness be improved efian ESCC.
pollution Explore opportunities to
introduce traffic calming
measures.
Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 |[Street lighting is limited along [Introduce street lighting
4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; footpath parallel to North Way, [columns along footway on
ATTRACTIVENESS |- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse meaning visibility is poor at|North Way. Lighting in the
- other Isacks). night and dusk. underpass linking to Denton
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards Island could be improved.
3
ATTRACTIVENESS
ISome defects noted, 0 [Paving along roads linked to |Full audit of the footway
typically isolated (such [A259 are cracked and [surface quality required
as tre.nching or Large number of deteriorating. throughout the route.
patching) or minor (SUChfootwa TS
las cracked, but level resultir? i ———
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good |pavers). Defects P 9 i) @
- condition icondition, with no trip hazards. [unlikely to result in trips PG, SIS ©
o fretted pavement, or
jor difficulty for A
heelchairs, prams etc. S|gn|rf]|_cant uneveﬂl
Some footway patching or trenching.
lcrossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths of less 1 |Footway widths generally [Attend overgrown
Footway  widths  offthan 1.5m (i.e. standard meet 1.5m threshold, [vegetation and conduct
IAble to accommodate all users [between approximatelyjwheelchair width). however overgrown |general maintenance
5. COMEORT Wwithout ‘give and take’ between|1.5m and 2m.|Limited footway width vegetation reduces the [activities.
footway width users or Wa}lkmg on roads.' Of:casmnal r}eed forfrequires ’users to ‘give usable widths of the
Footway widths generally in [give and take’ betweenfand take’ frequently, footways.
lexcess of 2m. users and walking on|walk on roads and/or
roads. results in crowding/
delay.
IAble to accommodate all users \Widths of less than 2 |Staggered crossings havea [None.
7. COMFORT Wwithout ‘give and take’ between |Widths of between [1.5m (i.e. standard reasonable width in excess of
- width on users or walking on roads. lapproximately ~ 1.5m |wheelchair width). 2m.
staggered idths generally in excess of Jand 2m. Occasional |Limited width requires
crossings/ 2m to accommodate wheel- heed for ‘give and [users to ‘give and take’
pedestrian chair users. take’ between users [frequently, walk on
islands/ refuges land walking on roads. |roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.
Clearance widths Clearance widths less 1 [Incidences of footway parking[Review parking restrictions|
between approximately [than 1.5m. Footway along High St. and enforcement.
1.5m and 2m. parking requires users
No instances of vehicles [Occasional need for to ‘give and take’
8. COMEORT parking on footways noted. 'give and take’ between [frequently, walk on
- B learance widths generally in  |users and walking on  [roads and/or results in
- footway parking c g Y 9 !
lexcess of 2m between roads due to footway  [crowding/delay.
permanent obstructions. parking. Footway Footway parking causes|
parking causes some  [significant deviation
deviation from desire  [from desire lines.
lines.
Slopes  exist  but 1 [Slight gradient along Norman |[N/A
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes on gradients  do  not |Gradients exceed 8 per Rd, South Rd and the western
- gradient footway. lexceed 8 per cent (1 [cent (1in 12). part of the route.
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments .
Actions
1 Drainage channels |Attend
on footway (High St) [drainage
an obstruction for  [channels
other’ comf heelchair users  [along
_Examp!eslod Slegesich: and parents with ~ [High St.
ER= DB . pushchairs. Wide
- Temporary obstructions ‘unction mouth into [Narrow
restricting clearance width for D island bridge [the
pedestrians (e.g.driveway enton IR )y f
; hich makes junction
gates opened into footway); - ' . . Imouth
10.COMFORT Barriers/gates restricting crossing the junction o
L aithes access:; and uncomfortable for Denton
- Bus shelters restricting pedestrians. Island’s
clearance width. brid
Poorly  drained  footways f” 'ge,
resulting in noticeable Ba?cling
ponding issues/slippery S” ge
surfaces WEE:
and
improve
crossing
point.
COMFORT 6 6
1 Footway provision mostly meets [Consider introducing  further|
- [desire lines providing direct routes, [crossing points where feasible.
sims em ided t Footway provision could[Footways are not though severance caused by
\% provided to . q ) A
11.DIRECTNESS e Gr L be improved to better |provided to cater for barriers and faster vehicle speeds
- footway provision el el [plse(EahikEd esire cater for pedestrian pedestrian desire at Lewes Rd junction with A259.
lines (e.g. adjacent to road). Kesiive ies, e Underpass provides link to East
Sussex College, Newhaven to cater
for students walk-

1 Desire lines on North Way were Providing safe crossing points on
identified that connect to residential [the desire lines would remove
idevelopments on Lower PI. Anti- these issues.

. i . . pedestrian cobbling between Lewes
ﬂ%gﬁﬁ:ﬂ:ifoss ainas Crossings partially Crossings  deviate Rd and North Way narrows footway
e K desi%e Crossings follow desire lines. [diverting pedestrians  [significantly from in places. Break in this cobbling
liines away from desire lines. [desire lines. lencourages unsafe crossing of the
IA259. The cobbling also presents
safety issue for people choosing to
walking over the cobbling to cross
on the desire line.
13.DIRECTNESS . . Crossing of road 1 Railing and cobbling along North [Explore opportunities to
- gaps in traffic (where Crossing of road easy, direct, Crossing 9f road .d'rem: associated indirect, or Way block opportunities to cross fintroduce additional ~crossing
no controlled crossmgsand comfortable and without but associated with 3ssociated with lapart from the controlled crossing [points along North Way.
present or if likely to some delay (up to 15s T points, particularly at Elphick Rd.
cross outside of delay (< 5s average). verage) significant delay (>15s
controlled crossing) ’ average).
Crossings are . 1 Non-staggered crossings (i.e.: on Enhance priority for pedestrians|
P EERESS staggered but do not Staggered crossings ISouth Way) have a short waiting in signalling sequences.
N s o Crossings are single phase hdd significantly  to add significantly to time, thus having a limited impact
comm”eg crossings pelican/puffin or zebra L oumey time. Unlikel journey time. Likely to on journey times. Signalled _
on journey time crossings. Y1 : 1 ait >10s in lcrossings can have waiting times in
to wait >5s in o lexcess of 10 seconds along Ring Rd
o pedestrian island. A ; A
[pedestrian island. during its busiest periods.
Pedestrians would |[Green man time 1 IGood green man times at Upgrade remaining  Pelican
15, DIRECTNESS A benefit from extended |jwould not give ?honstagl%ered pelicl_anmclrolssings,f crosbsiingstto E’uffinf/ Touca? to
b : green man time  but [vulnerable B ough these are slightly longer for fenable extension of green time
- green man time length to cross comfortably. . . L ) Istaggered ones. for people with  mobility
current time unlikely to |sufficient time to impairments.
deter users. cross comfortably.
, s . . 0 The severance at junction of A259  [Explore potential to install
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Lewes Rd restricts crossing to the |controlled crossing points at
16.DIRECTNESS - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; four corners of the ring road. Lewes Rd junction.
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; Access from bus stop on Lewes Rd [Explore scope to provide step-
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. is not step - free as footway is on ffree access at the Lewes Rd bus
lowered level to the road. stop if possible.
DIRECTNESS 9
Ligh traffi | 0 High traffic volumes on ring road, [Explore scope for traffic calming
X " igh traffic volume, i i
Traffic  volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate| "2 ; pedeiry Gy QD [EEE | Eeses,
17.SAFETY TS G [ e | o esbeiis  alas ith pedestrians periods. Low traffic levels on
- traffic volume P N P p ) unable to keep their Istreets within ring road, moderate
from moderate traffic volumes. foroximity. distance from traffic. levels on residential streets during
peak times.
. . High traffic speeds, 1 Traffl.c speeds are relatively hl.gh Investigate traffic calnjln_g
Traffic  speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate| . B’ on ring road (A259). A wide [measures and speed limits on
18.SAFETY ; . - X ith pedestrians A ; . i ——
| oetiie saees] pedestrians can keep distance [and pedestrians in close] . junction mouth for vehicles g .
P ) HA unable to keep their -
from moderate traffic speeds. [proximity. . £ ffi turning between
distance from traffic. High St and bridge to Denton Island.
isibility could be 2 Good visibility overall. IN/A

19.SAFETY (Good visibility for all users. somewhat improyed but[Poor \_/isibili?y_, likely toj
- visibility unlikely to result in result in collisions.
collisions.
SAFETY 3
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments .
Actions
0 Inconsistent provision of dropped |Introduce dropped kerbing at
kerbing at points throughout the concerned points. South Rd,
route, such as along Church Hill and|Lewes Rd and Church Hill would
High St. benefit from tactile paving
20. COHERENCE Dropped kerbs and No tactile paving at the Lewes Rd/ prqvisiog at nztural_r:rossi_ng
a q Church Hill/Brighton Rd intersection [POints. Extend tactile paving
tac.t|le paving absent] despite staggered controlled provision or fencing at Riverside
;drtt?lpped beeitiss e Dropped kerbs and or incorrect. crossing provision. Denting in the ~ [North.
actile paving ltactile paving provided, paving at the eastern side of this
B ! Icrossing poses a trip hazard. Gap in
Adequate dropped kerb and albeit not to current actile paving provision to the north
tactile paving provision. standards. lof Riverside North.
COHERENCE 0
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 3
Comfort 6
Directness 5
Safety 3
Coherence 0
Total 17

Comments

crossings have been sensibly placed to allow pedestrians to access the centre, nonetheless waiting times associated with
his vary depending on whether they are single-phased or staggered. Dropped kerbing is consistent among most of the
route, with some exceptions identified on minor residential roads. High Street suffers from parking issues and although
streetscape enhancement has taken place the high kerbing creates issues for people with mobility impairments accessing
shops and retail.

[I’he core walking zone consists of a pedestrianised centre surrounded by a busy circular one-way system. Controlled

Actions

Introduce traffic calming measures and controlled crossing provision on concerned section of the A259 to enable improved
routes to the town centre. Resurface the footway north of South Rd. Improve crossing provision on Lewes Rd. Introduce
traffic calming measures on Lewes Rd to compliment access to route N3. Improve provision of dropped kerbing along
residential roads. Review parking restrictions and enforcements on High Street.
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Route Name

N2: Church Hill to Southdown Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENESS
- maintenance

Date of Assessment
[CAudit Categories |

January 2020

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _Score Comments Actions
Minor littering. Littering and/or dog mess Footways are of an overall [Increase bln provision to
(Overgrown ; good standard, although reduce littering and
R - prevalent. Seriously . o
Footways well maintained, [vegetation. Street o minor littering along Church [subsequently enhance
: S : ; ) ) lovergrown vegetation, RS ; f
ith no significant issues [furniture falling into | . Hill is visible at kerbside, public realm.
including low branches.

noted.

minor disrepair
(for example, peeling
paint).

Street furniture falling into
major disrepair.

with some going onto
footway.

Minor vandalism. Lack

Major or prevalent
lvandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial activity.

Natural surveillance high
along route due to

residential properties. Street

Enhance lighting along the
alleyways (Western
Rd/Gibbon Rd).

- footway width

users or walking on roads.
Footway widths generally in
excess of 2m.

(Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between
users and walking on
roads.

users to ‘give and take’
frequently, walk on roads
land/or results in crowding/
delay.

2. No evidence of vandalism with [of active frontage and T e ]
IATTRACTIVENESS |appropriate natural natural surveillance Rot;J_te :St lsolatltedl, et “ﬁhtmg Biovidedialenglmost
- fear of crime surveillance. (e.g. houses set back or PUEEE I AR,
back onto street). survellle}nce (mcludlng
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3 North of the route is |Consider opportunities to
¢ - " q Levels of traffic noise] . q relatively busy during [reduce traffic flow or
ég?éigg?:ﬁgs I(r)?fgfieg?ltiz :tr:?ag(iﬂgjrt]s:s e land/or pollution could| iﬁggfse\tzzigl(t:raﬁ?(?lrl\lgilgg peak times, poter_\tlally implement traffic calming
] be improved linked to Harbour Primary |measures.
pollution
School.
4 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Please see above (2). Please see above (2).
ATTRACTIVENESS [ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
Caiiinar - TempO(ary features af'fecpng the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS
Some defects noted, Footpaths between N/A
typically isolated (such Northdown Rd, Western Rd
las trenching or and Gibbon Rd are in a
patching) or minor (such|Large number of footway reasonable condition.
las cracked, but level crossovers resulting in
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good [pavers). Defects uneven surface, subsided
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. |unlikely to result in trips [or fretted pavement, or
or difficulty for significant uneven patching
heelchairs, prams etc. [or trenching.
Some footway
crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Footway widths  of Footway widths of less than Rglatively narrow footwayj ansider opportunities t'o
. 1.5m (i.e. standard widths along Northdown Rd. |widen footways, expanding
IAble to accommodate all users [between approximately S -
ithout ‘give and take’ between |L.5m and om. heelcha|r width). !_|m|ted them onto the grass verge.
6. COMFORT footway width requires

IAble to accommodate all users

IWidths of less than 1.5m

Generally reasonable

Explore scope to widen the|

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of vehicles
[parking on footways noted.
Clearance widths generally in
lexcess of 2m between
[permanent obstructions.

between approximately|
1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between|
users and walking on|
roads due to footway
parking.

Footway parking

causes some

deviation from desire
lines.

1.5m. Footway parking
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay. Footway
parking causes significant
deviation from desire lines.

7W?é)thgRT ithout ‘give and take’ between \:“d:giimz;fel betvxlleser: (i.e. standard wheelchair width, although narrows on [|footway on Church Hill.
iz 3 e users or walking on roads.  [FPRIOTIAICY. ST hwidth). Limited width Church Hill nearing the
croggin s/ Widths generally in excess of Fevd) G Gl endl requires users to ‘give and primary school.
pedestrigan 2m to accommodate wheel-  f - betwegn users [[ake' frequently, walk on
islands/ refuges  [CAI USers: and walking on roads. L?g\?vziigf;[/jgflarfults in
Clearance widths|Clearance widths less than Footway parking not|N/A

identified as an issue along

the route.

9. COMFORT
- gradient

IThere are no slopes on
footway.

Slopes exist but
gradients do not exceed
8 per cent (1 in 12).

Gradients exceed 8 per
cent (1 in 12).

Steep gradients throughout

the route, which is inevitable

due to the location of the
destinations (schools) and
topography. Footpath
leading to Seahaven

lAcademy does not have step

free access, with a longer
detour needed for people

lwhom need level access.

N/A
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- 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments .
Actions

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: IN/A N/A

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMEORT (e.g.driyeway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting
Catthar access; and o ) 1

- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.

Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery

surfaces

Footways are Generally footways are direct. N/A
11.DIRECTNESS |provided to cater for |Footway provision could be |Footways are not
- footway [pedestrian desire [improved to better cater for [provided to cater for 1
provision lines (e.g. adjacent [pedestrian desire lines. pedestrian desire lines.

lto road).
12.DIRECTNESS Provision of designated crossing [Introduce tactile paving on
- Io_cation pf Crossings follow Crossings partially diverting |Crossings  deviate points could be improved. north of th_e route, _
crossings il osire lines pedestrians away from significantly from 1 accompanied with parking
relation to desire . desire lines. desire lines. restrictions, to maximise
lines visibility of pedestrians.
13.DIRECTNESS Need to mount steps onfinvestigate measures  to
- gaps in traffic Northdown Rd and Western Rd[increase visibility of
(Where no Crossing of road Crossing of road limit visibility of pedestrians to[pedestrians to motorists.
controlled easy, direct, and [Crossing of road direct, but [associated indirect, or motorists.
crossings presentjcomfortable and [associated with some delay |associated with 1
or if likely to ithout delay (< 5s |(up to 15s average). significant delay (>15s
cross outside of [average). average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are staggered |Staggered crossings Staggered crossings however [N/A
- impact of Crossings are single [but do not add significantly [add significantly to signals add only minimal time to
controlled phase pelican/puffin  [to journey time. Unlikely to [journey time. Likely to 2 journey times.
crossings on or zebra crossings. ait >5s in  pedestrian |wait >10s in pedestrian
journey time island. island.

e Em (G Cur_rent green man time at Upg_rade crossing point to

Ay Pedestrians would benefit p Pelican crossing is reasonable at [Puffin to enable extended

15. DIRECTNESS Gre.e’? e i (5 @ from extended green man prat et give Lewes Rd/South Way/Church [crossing times for people

9 y [¢] peop
; sufficient length to h . [vulnerable users 1 ; ; ; o ; ;
- green man time cross comfortably ime but current time T Hill, however upgrading of fwith mobility impairments
: unlikely to deter users. cross comfortably crossing to Puffin would be |whererequired.
) desirable.

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Steps on alleyway between[Explore scope for ramped
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 Northdown Rd/Western Rdfaccess to accommodate
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; alleyway. pushchairs and

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. wheelchairs.

DIRECTNESS 6
[Traffic volume low, or s T vl Traffic volumes are generally [Investigate measures to
pedestrians can keep [Traffic volume moderate and '9 8 ! low as many residential roads [reduce flow and volume of|
17.SAFETY N . . with pedestrians unable " f p ffic i hurch Hill
traffic volume  [distance from |pedestrians in close o keep their distance 1 are disconnected from main fraffic into Church Hill and
moderate traffic [proximity. 2 roads, excluding Church Hill. Newfield Rd,
from traffic.
olumes.
Speeds are relatively moderate Investigate further traffic
Traffic speeds low, or due to narrow nature of roads, Ispeed reduction measures
bedestrians can keep [Traffic speeds moderate and H!gh traffic speeds, though when quietest, motorist durmg qu!eter per|oc_is.
18.SAFETY r—— iy | it i @lose with pedestrians unable 1 speeds are faster. The Consider implementing
- traffic speed e traffic proximit to keep their distance effectiveness of existing speed further traffic calming
" P! Y- from traffic. control tables and speed cushions|measures along Gibbon Rd to
P i along Gibbon Rd are limited for  |increase crossing safety.
lvehicles travelling downbhill.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all  [ViSibility could be somewhat |0 i - fikely tl [lezseeee @) FIeEse oo @)
- visibility users |mproyed bu.t ynllkely i result in collisions 4
i result in collisions. i
SAFETY &
20. COHERENCE |Adequate dropped Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and Inconsistent provision of dropped|Implementation of dropped
- dropped kerbsfkerb and tactile paving provided, albeit not [tactile paving absent 1 kerbs on roads linking alleyways |kerbs required.
land tactile paving [paving provision. lto current standards. or incorrect. lto Seahaven School.
COHERENCE
1
Total Score
21
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 21

Comments

Route is of good quality overall, however the steep slopes and gradients, as well as the most direct routes




Jacob
Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support \’aco S

not providing step-free access, limits the accessibility of the route to all users. Severance limits the
directness of footways, meaning that a number of turns onto different roads have to be made to access
Breakwater Academy.

Surveillance enhancements and improvements to footways (including lowered kerbs and expanding
Actions footway widths) are among the key improvements required along the route. Street lighting provision on
alleyways currently lacking. Widening of footway along Northdown Rd.
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Route Name N3: Eveyln Ave to Brighton Rd
Length N/A
Name of Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff
Assessor(s)
Date of Assessment |[January 2020
[Audit Categories | 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Littering and/or dog mess Footways are well maintained, [Attend overgrown
1. Footways well |Minor littering.  Overgrown|prevalent. Seriously though littering and lack of [vegetation along Valley Rd.
IATTRACTIVENES jmaintained, with no [vegetation.  Street furniturefovergrown vegetation, 1 maintenance noted along Valley
5 significant  issues [falling into minor disrepair (forfincluding low branches. Rd cut-through.
- maintenance [noted. lexample, peeling paint). Street furniture falling into
major disrepair.
Major or prevalent Natural surveillance along most [Increase lighting provision
andalism. Evidence of of the route, though this reduces [along Valley Rd (west).
2. No evidence of[Minor vandalism. Lack of criminal/antisocial activity. along sections of Valley Rd.
ATTRACTIVENES vandalism with active frontage and natural Route is isolated, not 1 Introduce Street lighting on
S _ appropriate natural  |surveillance (e.g. houses set  [subject to natural Street lighting lacking along [Eveyln Ave where feasible.
- fear of crime  [surveillance. back or back onto street). surveillance (including estern part of Eveyln Ave,
where sight lines are despite natural surveillance
inadequate).
3. lrraffic noise and ITraffic noise is relatively low, with[Consider imposing parking
ATTRACTIVENES bollution  do  not |Levels of traffic noise and/OrSevere traffic  pollution levels being moderate towards thejrestrictions during these
S [ ffect the Ipollution could be improved and/or  severe traffic 1 start and end of school days. periods to limit exposure to
- traffic noise and isiveness P p noise pollution and noise.
pollution
4. Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Lighting lacking along Valley Rd. |[Increase lighting along
ATTRACTIVENES |- Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; alley Rd (west).
- b 1
S - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other - Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES
4
S
[Some defects noted, typically Potholes and unsurfaced section [Resurfacing on Valley Rd
isolated (such as trenching or Large number of footway on Valley Rd shared highway with jand consider the
[patching) or minor (such as  rossovers resulting in motorists. introduction of a
5. COMFORT _Footwa):js Ievellj_ _and crafcked, bllj_tklelvel pavejs). Unevenisurracansubsided L Isegregated footway.
- condition [n good con e D_e e ALEE D [ESUR or fretted pavement, or
ith no trip hazards. |[trips or difficulty for i :
heelchairs, prams etc. Some S|gn|f|cant U PRl
P
footway crossovers resulting in [ el
y ¢}
uneven surface.
Footway widths generally around [Maximum width generally
1.5m. Wide footway widths along [reached, with land
s (@ eesmmmEsEiE Footway widths of less alley Rd between Lewry Cl and facquisition required to
lall users without ‘give [Footway  widths o betweennhan l.5m (i.g. stand.ar.d Brazen Cl, though bet.ween lextend further.
land take’ between  [approximately 1.5m and 2m ISElIhEr wlin), LiEe [Per=in €l G Ve (EReL: Build out the footwa
B COMFOR.T users or walking on Opclz:asional nyeed‘ for ‘give anci ey YVi.dth requires’ 1 logtwayiwidins narrow dielo along Valley Rd betweex
F ety witdlii roads. Footway take’ between users and ;Jsers tolglve ?knd (&l grass vergfes, glonaaiinlthe IThe Fairway and Brazen
idths generally in alking on roads. requently, walk on roa_ds absence of concrete ground cl.
e of land/or results in crowding/ cover. Nar_row path alon_g )
delay. northern side of the carriageway |Increase the width of the
on Brighton Rd. footway along the northern
lside of Brighton Rd.
IAble to accommodate \Widths of less than 1.5m General lack of crossing points |Consider improving
. COMEORT jall users without ‘give (i.‘e. stan.da.rd whgelchair along the route with dropped [crossing provision along
A Width & land take’ bet\{veen \Widths of between |dth). Limited WIdt!’] kerbs required. Chestnut Way_. Potential to
staggered users or walkmg on |approximately 1.5m and 2m. [requires users to ‘give and remove parkmg on the
crossings/ roads. W|(_1ths (Occasional need for ‘give and [take’ frequently, walk_ on 1 estern side of the road to
bedestrian generally in excess ofjtake’ between users and roads and/or results in cater for a controlled
b 2m to accommodate |walking on roads. crowding/delay. crossing
islands/ refuges s .
eel-chair users. (Zebra) or central refuge
point.
W nsimmees & Clearance widths  between|Clearance widths Iess than Few cases of footway parking Ident_ify opportunities to
ehicles parking on appro>§|mately 1.5m and 2m.[1.5m. Footway parking not_ed along Fullwqod Avej by festrict on-street par_k|_ng to
footways noted Occ?3|onal need for ‘give and requyires users to ‘give and residents and service vehicles. improve utility and visibility
8. COMEORT Clearance widths takli_ between duserg andltak(; freqdu/ently, vs:alk_ on L of footway.
footway parking [generally in excess Off alking on roads due tofroads and/or results in
bm between ‘ootway parklrjg. crovydlng/delay. Eoolt\.lvay
Footway parking causes parking causes significant
[permanent P . Y A
. some deviation from desire deviation from desire lines.
obstructions. fies,
. ; Sloping gradients throughout the [N/A,
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes ﬁg:p:;::'stSbUte?riiﬁm(Sl d.ﬁ Gradients exceed 8 per 1 route. The footway along the
- gradient on footway. 12) P cent (1 in 12). alleyway south of Northdown Rd
i is very steep.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: N/A, N/A,
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and 1
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT
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[Audit Categories | 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) ORI Score Comments Actions

Footways are Existing footway provisions [N/A.
11.DIRECTNESS |provided to cater [Footway provision could be Footways are not provided meets desire lines as closely
- footway ffor pedestrian [improved to better cater for to cater for pedestrian 1 as possible.
provision desire lines (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines.

adjacent to road).
12.DIRECTNESS Controlled crossing points [Consider relocating
- Io_cation (_)f Crossings follow Crossings partially diverting Crossings deviate dif_fer from desi_re lines at some exi_sting cqntrolled_crossing
crossings il cire lines [pedestrians away from desire |significantly from desire 1 points along Brighton Rd. points, or introducing more
relation to desire : lines. lines. along Brighton Road.
lines
13.DIRECTNESS Pelican crossing on Brighton Rd |Upgrade central refuge
- gaps in traffic requires users from the west of [point to be a controlled
(where no Crossing of road st of GG the route to detour slightly to crossing point,
controlled easy, direct, and [Crossing of road direct, but associa?ed e reach Valley Rd, or use central [implementing measures to
crossings present [comfortable and |associated with some delay (up iated with si f t 1 refuge point which is not reduce traffic speed such
or if likely to cross|without delay (< 5s [to 15s average). gssomate with signitican lowered, yet is still used. as speed bumps.

. elay (>15s average).
outside of average).
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings 61 Crossings are staggered but |Staggered crossings add N/A N/A
- impact of . do not add significantly to |significantly to journey

single phase [ . ; - p . .

controlled : ) ourney time. Unlikely to wait [time. Likely to wait >10s in 1
: pelican/puffin  or K o =
crossings on  ebra crossings. >5s in pedestrian island. pedestrian island.
ourney time
fres Pedestrians  would benefit [Green man time would N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS Surf?i?:ri]err:lalgr?grrf?tlg i from extended green man time [not  give  vulnerable 1
- green man time but current time unlikely to |users sufficient time to
cross comfortably.

deter users. cross comfortably.

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Service vehicles mounting kerb|Consider introducing
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 and reducing width of footway|measures that prevent
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; on some residential roads. mounting of the kerb.

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

DIRECTNESS 6

rraffic volume low ) ) ) High traffic volume_s along Consider reduqing the

bor pedestrians cany High traffic volume, with Brlghton Rd, meaning speeds along Brighton Rd
17.SAFETY keep distance from ITraffic volume moderate and [pedestrians unable to 1 pedestrians must wait for green |as Valley Rd is approached.
- traffic volume (i, traffic pedestrians in close proximity. |keep their distance from man at crossing point on most

traffic. occasions, thus partly delaying
olumes. T
their journeys.
Traffic spe_eds low, High traffic speeds, with Traffic speeds along Brighton Rd[None
18.SAFETY Er ped_estnans Can i affic speeds moderate and  |pedestrians unable to ] G Eein ey Ee MeearEte:
X eep distance from . - e T 1
- traffic speed . |pedestrians in close proximity. [keep their distance from
moderate traffic X
traffic.
speeds.
R isibility could be somewhat A=A n Minor visibility issues along [Implement measures to
lslslﬁiﬁ;—\( Ss?eor(sj VIEIEA Y e el improved but unlikely to result rPec;?Jrlt i:f:ﬁ;ilgi{;ns“kely to 1 Fullwood Ave_ due to occasional |prevent kerb-mounting on
i} in collisions. i onstreet parking, Fullwood Ave.
SAFETY 3
Good provision of tactile paving[Dropped kerbing could be
along main roads. improved on Evelyn Ave to
20. COHERENCE |Adequate dropped |Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile access footway on the
- dropped kerbs|kerb and tactile paving provided, albeit not to |paving absent or 1 northern side of the road
and tactile paving [paving provision. current standards. incorrect. when the other footway
merges round to Murray
Ave.
[COHERENCE
1
Total Score]
20
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 20

[Traffic levels vary along the route, being lowest along minor roads, yet higher along main roads, Brighton Rd

Comments particularly. The attractiveness and comfort is average, though deficiency of street lighting and limited
crossing provision or assistance (kerb dropping) along some of the minor roads.
Improve crossing provision on Brighton Rd and Chestnut Way.
. Implement traffic calming measures on Brighton Rd.
Actions

Increase lighting provision and remove overgrown vegetation on Valley Rd.

Expand dropped kerbing provision on Evelyn Ave and Murray Ave.
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Route Name

N4: Drove Rd

to Denton Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

! 2 (Green) ! (Amber) ; Seore comments Actions
Footways of varying quality, with Improvements to footpath|
improvements to surfacing needed [surface quality in places.

|ittering and/or dog m in some places, plus weed growth
(e Ordogimess impacting functionality of tactile f f

" Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown |prevalent. Seriously paEing g Y Refurbish street furniture.

ATTRACTIVENESS [M@intained, with no  lvegetation. Street furniture lovergrown  vegetation, 1 ' . o

L meimenenes significant  issues [falling into minor disrepair including low branches. X ] Increase bin provision.

noted. (for example, peeling paint).  [Street furniture falling into Loose tactile paving slabs along
maior di : Avis  Way. Neglected street
jor disrepair. >
furniture on parts of the route
towards town centre. Minor littering
on footway.
Major or prevalent Shaded sections of Denton Drive  [Increase lighting along
/andalism. Evidence of may be an issue during evenings, |Denton Drive.
No evidence of[Minor vandalism. Lack of criminal/antisocial activity. despite natural surveillance from

2. n 3 3 .

ATTRACTIVENESS andalism with active frontage and natural Route is isolated, not 1 houses along road. Nonetheless,

L iz of @iz appropriate natural  [surveillance (e.g. houses set [subject to natural there is a slight detour along Denton

surveillance. back or back onto street). surveillance (including Rd that is well lit and would likely be
here sight lines are intuitively chosen by pedestrians.
inadequate).
Relatively busy route. Relatively|increase traffic calming

3. [Traffic noise and . q high levels of site and industrial|measures along New Rd

ATTRACTIVENESS [pollution do not |Levels of traffic noise and/ori:;leorf t;if\?é:re p0|tll;]atlf;)ig 1 traffic south and west of the route. fand B2109.

- traffic noise and  |affect the |pollution could be improved h East of the route, in Denton, is

f ; noise . ] ; .

pollution attractiveness generally quieter as is residential,
yet busier during school runs.

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Excessive use of bollards along IConsider removal of bollards

4. - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; New Rd. that impact on width and

ATTRACTIVENESS [- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse 2 function of footway.

- other sacks).

- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
IATTRACTIVENESS 5
[Some defects noted, typically Footway in good quality generally|lmprove surface quality
isolated (such as trenching or Lerem M af i with the exception of Avis Way and jalong Avis Way, particularly
patching) or minor (such as g jootway Denton Rd. at paving near crossing
crossovers resulting in .
5 COMFORT Footways level and |cracked, but level pavers). e s, e points.
) i in good condition, |Defects unlikely to result in ’ 1
GO ith no trip hazards. [trips or difficulty for P EEE| [PEVEET, G
p - e A Y Isignificant uneven patching
heelchairs, prams etc. Some ;
.~ lor trenching.
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
s (@ eesmmmEsEiE Footway widths of less Footway widths generally in excess\Widen footway along
. ot ; than 1.5m (i.e. standard of 2m up to the B2109, where[B2109 by reducing width
jall users without ‘give [Footway widths of between A L ;
5 ] heelchair width). Limited widths thereafter vary above andlof grass verge. Explore
land take’ between  [approximately 1.5m and 2m. 5 " - .
6. COMFORT ki o Yol < Gor Gl d footway width requires 1 below 1.5m threshold. opportunities  to  widen
 tootway width users or walking on ccasional need for ‘give and| - "o ‘give and take’ footway width on
roads. Footway take’ between users and I | Ik
idths generally in alking on roads. SR, wakon roagis Penton Rd
. land/or results in crowding/
excess of 2m.
delay.
IAble to acqomqugte Midths of less than 1.5m Central refuge ls_la_nds_ in excess of ConSI_der ln_troducmg more

7. COMFORT jall users without ‘give \Widths of between [(i.e. standard wheelchair 2m, though provision is limited. crossing points south of the

[ Wi @ ond take’ between | iately 1.5m and 2m. width). Limited width e wiEe G B

staggered users or walking on ) i ] P busiest.

- ; Occasional need for ‘give [requires users to ‘give and 1

Geseings O, WGliE and take’ between users and [take’ frequently, walk on

pedestrian TRisEly ) @esss 6 alking on roads, roads ar?d/or rgéults in

islands/ refuges  |om to accommodate 9 : ;

. icrowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
W nsiEises o Clearance widths  between|Clearance widths Ie'_ss than No issues noted. N/A
e q approximately 1.5m and 2m.[1.5m. Footway parking
ehicles parking on ) o . o
(Occasional need for ‘give and|requires users to ‘give and
footways noted. take'  bet dlake’ f tl Ik
5 COMEORT Clearance widths ake’ between users andftake’ frequently, walk on
p ; f alking on roads due tojroads and/or results in 2
- footway parking |generally in excess of 5 A
bm between footway parklrjg. crow_dlng/delay. Footway
Footway parking causes parking causes significant
P Isome deviation from desire deviation from desire lines
obstructions. fies .
Denton Dr has a relatively steep N/A
gradient on its western part, then
9. COMFORT IThere are no slopes plerpes @k i grad|ent§ ite Gradients exceed 8 per asveEndicloped surfacg
] not exceed 8 per cent (1 in . 1 lemerges as off-track road is shared
- gradient on footway. cent (1 in 12). ; N i
12). with resident motorists and
pedestrians. Slight slope up Acacia
Rd.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: Manoeuvring vehicles can cross Consider HGV route
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians footway, particularly for HGVs, management plan.
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and 1 subsequently restricting or

- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width. obstructing restricting footway space|

- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery for short periods, causing
surfaces pedestrians to wait.

[COMFORT 7
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_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
The river crossing causes Additional river crossing
significant severance and could be considered how
aGoeys are subsequently limits the costs may not be in line
11.DIRECTNESS |provided to cater for [Footway provision could be Footways are not Efirsi £ e, it e s i
- footway pedestrian  desire [improved to better cater for provided to cater for 1 PICEITESS © P p :
provision lines (e.g. adjacent |pedestrian desire lines. pedestrian desire lines. Gl i@ e eere walkmg
o road) zone. Water also causes minor
. severance between the industrial

area and Denton.

Crossing locations are generally [Consider additional
12.DIRECTNESS direct, with the exception of the |crossing provision near to
- location of Eressigs falaw Crossings partially diverting Crossings deviate] uncontrolled crossing at near the [Town Centre.
crossings Il esire lines [pedestrians away from desire |significantly from desire| 1 Town Centre._The mini
relation to . lines. lines. roundabout hinders the scope to
desire lines introduce a crossing closer to the

junction.
13.DIRECTNESS Traffic levels are relatively light |Consider introducing
- gaps in traffic along Avis Way, where crossing [controlled crossings where
(where no st of gl st o el is required and no controlled footpath ends and
controlled 9 . . Ing L crossings are present, meaning |reappears along A26.
crossings easy, direct, and Cross!ng of rn_)ad direct, but assoc!ated indirect, or bedestrians can cross the roads

. comfortable and [associated with some delay (up|associated with 1 - A
present or if - oo ith minimal delay.
: ithout delay (< 5s [to 15s average). significant delay (>15s
I'kEIY LoJCTo=S average). average).
outside of Few crossing points provided of
controlled lany type along A26.
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS |Crossings are [Crossings are staggered but |Staggered crossings add N/A N/A
- impact of Isingle phase |[do not add significantly to |significantly to journey
controlled pelican/puffin or |journey time. Unlikely to wait [time. Likely to wait >10s 1
crossings on zebra crossings. >5s in pedestrian island. in pedestrian island.
journey time
femym Pedestrians  would  benefit [Green man time would N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS SJ;E?J}?Q;L}T&E Cf from extended green man time [not  give  vulnerable 1
- green man time cross comfortably but current time unlikely to |users sufficient time to
" |deter users. cross comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: Bus stop provision along the N/A
16.DIRECTNESS |- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 2 route (Avis Way and Avis Rd).
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
ITraffic volume low, . . ] A26 is relatively busy with service|Consider what traffic
17.SAFETY 2 pedt_estrians Can (v affic volume moderate and gé%f;;r;f&fllﬁsvﬂ:;rgg tﬁlth vehicles [eopladylenteingand calming easuies and
- traffic volume (e CEEER (i [pedestrians in close proximity. [keep their distance from 1 AR d)telica s ekl (RElllifes weuld e
moderate traffic : iraffic appropriate to allow safe
olumes. ) crossing to occur.
ITraffic speeds low, . ) . Moderate traffic speeds south of [Consider implementing
18.SAFETY or pedesptrians can ) y "?“'C SR, Wi the route and along B2109. traffic calming measures
b 5 ITraffic speeds moderate and  [pedestrians unable to
- traffic speed (2 CISENER i pedestrians in close proximity. |keep their distance from 1 alonojconceined rpads Lo
moderate traffic : iraffic accompany crossing
speeds. ) points.
- isibility could be somewhat R~ . Overall visibility is good. Street [Introduce further lighting in
132@5%\( Ss(:;(sj WA E gy e improved but unlikely to result rF;c;?JrItixlf:lc?lllligiyc;ns"ke'y & 1 lighting is however inconsistent [vegetation-dominated
i in collisions. i along Denton Dr. section of Denton Dr.
SAFETY 3

Consistent provision of tactile Introduce tactile paving to

paving and dropped kerbs Denton Rd and Denton
20. COHERENCE [Adequate dropped  |Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped ~ kerbs  and throughout industrial site, Drive.

- dropped kerbslkerb and tactile paving provided, albeit not to |tactile paving absent or 1 [although this could be expanded
and tactile paving|paving provision. current standards. incorrect. alqng Denton Rd and Denton Clean existing tactilel
Drive. paving along A26 and Avis|
\Way.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score 23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 7
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23

Footway widths are reasonable to the south of the route, yet they are narrower further northeast. The route is
generally well lit with the exception of Denton Drive, a private road. Uncontrolled crossings dominate the

Commesis route, meaning waiting times are generally short however there is a need for controlled crossings in some
locations. Deterioration of some footways along Avis Way.
Improve lighting on Denton Drive and increase footway width along Avis Rd.
A Resurfacing of footway and the replacement of tactile paving along Avis Way.
ctions

Clearing of vegetation on Avis Way.

Implement traffic calming along Avis Rd and improve crossing provision on Avis Rd, Denton Rd and New Rd.
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Route Name

N5: North Way to Beach Rd

Length

N/A

Name of

Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Littering and/or  dog Footway quality along Railway Rd|[Footway surface
. I mess prevalent. could be enhanced—minor improvements on the
1. Footways well |Minor littering. Overgrown X o - s
S . . A Seriously overgrown littering also identified. Growth of |southern half of the route.
IATTRACTIVENES jmaintained, with no [vegetation. Street furniture - . - .
i . 2= . B - egetation, including low i eeds and vegetation noted
S| significant  issues [falling into minor disrepair .
- maintenance noted (for example, peeling paint) pranches. Sl along Beach Rd, minor
. pe. p 9p * [furniture falling into major deterioration on Clifton Rd.
disrepair.
Major or prevalent Natural surveillance from |N/A.
/andalism. Evidence of residents along most of the
2. No evidence of[Minor vandalism. Lack of active|criminal/antisocial activity. route, with surveillance
IATTRACTIVENES vandalism with frontage and natural Route is isolated, not 2 connected to the Newhaven
S appropriate natural  |surveillance (e.g. houses set  |subject to natural Harbour and local businesses.
- fear of crime surveillance. back or back onto street). surveillance (including
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. rrafi . d High traffic flow along A259 to thelConsider pedestrian
ATTRACTIVENES [ [aMMiC noise —an _ ) Severe traffic pollution north of the route. route across crossing
S pollution do not |Levels of traffic noise and/or] i 1 nd  opportunities  for
) : affect the [pollution could be improved ikl L L el S
- traffic noise and 5 noise Ferry terminal crossing is across [reducing waiting time.
R attractiveness R
pollution three phases and indirect.
4 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Temporary cones on footway (to [Clear unpermitted items,
AﬁRACTIVENES - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; block private driveway access) [from public footways.
S - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse 1 identified on Clifton Rd.
[ aiinar sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 5
S
[Some defects noted, typically Reasonable footway condition, [Footway surface
isolated (such as trenching or herem e af i however scope for improvement [improvements
[patching) or minor (such as crogsovers resulting in Y in some places. recommended on the
5. COMEORT [Footways level ) _and cracked, bu_t level pavers). o ieven aurEes, SustEe southern half of the
s in good condition, [Defects unlikely to result in trips| 1 route.
e ith no trip hazards. |or difficulty for wheelchairs St Ve, @
p . ty ! significant uneven
prams etc. Some footway e g
crossovers resulting in uneven P 9 9.
surface.
Footway widths of less Large footway width along North [Consider expanding
Ql?fs:‘:x%rgumﬁdﬁ/f EosiiEy WiEhs of heimEen than 1.5m (i.e. standard Way leading to Railway Rd. footway onto grass
, g d heelchair width). Limited Narrows onto Clifton Rd and footway verges along
land take’ between  [approximately 1.5m and 2m. . " L -
6. COMFORT s arwalimen | Beesire] oot e e footway width requires 1 increases along Beach Rd. Clifton Rd.
r (eetimey Wit roads. Footwa ) take’ between use?s and|'S€'S ® e e izl
idthé eneraﬁl in alking on roads. firslueiily, ek feaik
9 y 9 . and/or results in crowding/
excess of 2m.
delay.
IAble to accommodate \Widths of less than 1.5m Generous widths of staggered [N/A
7. COMFORT all users without ‘give \Widths of R (i.e. standard wheelchair crossings north of the route.
- width on land take’ between ; width). Limited width Demand is limited to the south of
" approximately 1.5m and 2m. . -
staggered users or walking on Occasional need for ‘give and [Eauires users to ‘give and 2 route.
crossings/ roads. Widths 5 9 take’ frequently, walk on
: - take’ between wusers and :
pedestrian generally in excess of AIT40] 6 [rsls roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges [2m to accommodate 9 : crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
W nsimmees & Clearance widths between|Clearance widths less Footway parking noted along|Consider limiting on-road
e q approximately 1.5m and 2m.than 1.5m. Footway Clifton Rd by business vehicles. [parking provision to the
ehicles parking on ) o . . . .
(Occasional need for ‘give and|parking requires users to eastern side of Clifton Rd.
JEIIE Mol take’ between users and[give and take’ frequentl
i CeITROIRY gl wiiiine alking on roads due to vgalk on roads and(}or v 1
- footway parking [generally in excess off 9 i Its i " |
bm between ootway parking. results in crovydlng/de ay.
p—— Footway parking causes Footway parking causes
gbstructions some deviation from desire significant deviation from
i lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes |[Slopes exist but gradients do  [Gradients exceed 8 per 2 Good gradient overall. N/A.
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12).|cent (1 in 12).
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: N/A N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and 1
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT
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_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways are Footway provision could be Investigate measures to
11.DIRECTNESS |provided to cater for [Footway provision could be Footways are not improved on Clifton Rd. iden footway on western
- footway pedestrian  desire |improved to better cater for provided to cater for 1 Iside of Clifton Rd.
provision lines (e.g. adjacent |pedestrian desire lines. pedestrian desire lines.
lto road).
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings partially diverting Crossing points provided in N/A
- Iopation Qf crossings follow pedestrians away from desire |Crossings deviate] appropriate locations.
crossings AN lasire lines lines. s_|gn|f|cantly from desire| 2
relation to desire . lines.
lines
13.DIRECTNESS Moderate flows for the nature [N/A
- gaps in traffic of the road means individuals
(Where no Crossing of road et . - can cross with ease.
controlled easy, direct, and |Crossing of road direct, but associa?ed inalics e
crossings presentjcomfortable and [associated with some delay 5 . P 2
o . associated with significant]
or if likely to ithout delay (< 5s |(up to 15s average). delay (>15s average)
cross outside of [average). 4 9e)-
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings £ Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add Ferry and railway crossings|Consider opportunities for
- impact of | 9 do not add significantly to [significantly to journey points can add minutes to thejmore direct crossing of
single phase [ " i el i ; d . " 4
controlled belican/pufiin or fourney time. Unlikely to wait [time. Likely to wait >10s 0 ourney for pedestrians. ferry terminal access and
prossing; on | ebra crossings >5s in pedestrian island. in pedestrian island. grade sep-
ourney time )
Ve i i s 6 Pedestrians would benefit [Green man time would N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS = from extended green man |not give vulnerable users
- sufficient length to ; h - =l ; 2
- green man time  ross comfortably time but current time unlikely |sufficient time to cross
*  |to deter users. comfortably.
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: N/A N/A
16.DIRECTNESS | Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 6
High traffic volumes along [Severance linked to River
IA259 and B2109, though |Ouse means no alternative
volumes are much lower along Jroutes within reason can
Traffic volume low, Railway Rd. be taken.
or pedestrians can 5 High traffic volume, with
}Zf:fﬁila;\l(ume keep distance from g;%fgsctxgg?ﬁ (:ng:;arfxﬁgy [pedestrians unable to keep 1 Eastbound of the route tends to
moderate traffic " [their distance from traffic. have a high traffic volume, due to
olumes. the queueing build up connected
to the railway crossing (Drove Rd)
and the ferry access crossing
(A259).
Traffic speeds low, Traffic speed is moderate, IN/A
18.SAFETY or pedgstrians can - tic speeds moderate and High traffic speeds, with altho_ugh slow during p_eriods of
[ traffic speed keep distance from pedestrians in close proximity. peqesgnans unable to Keep 1 slowing down an_d setting off
moderate traffic their distance from traffic. related to the swing bridge and
speeds. the railway crossing.
T Visibility could be somewhat - . Visibility is good throughout the [Enforce parking
13|§$'|:|§;Y S;;g VT e &l improved but unlikely to result rioszrlt ir:”:cly?lli"sti)cl;ns“kew o a route, with exception of parked  Jrestrictions on Clifton Rd.
i in collisions. i vehicles on or sticking out onto
SAFETY &
Dropped kerbs not consistently [[mprove provision and
20. COHERENCE [Adequate dropped |Dropped kerbs and tactile ez s el sl provided south of the route. [quality of dropped kerbs
- dropped kerbs|kerb and tactile paving provided, albeit not to pp b F 1 Good provision of tactile paving falong the route (Railway
and tactile paving [paving provision. current standards. [PEVITE) SIS CIF (MEEEE: land dropped kerbs north of the |Rd onwards, southbound).
route
ICOHERENCE )
Total Score]
23
Criterion Performance
Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23

Comments

The waiting times associated with the level crossing and port crossing are a key severance issue
associated with the route. Elsewhere, the footway width is restricted by parked vehicles or the
narrowness of roads heading southbound along the route.
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Implement parking restrictions on Clifton Rd.
_ Improve the quality of the footway along Beach Rd.
Actions Consider opportunities for improved crossing points of rail line and ferry access.
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Route Name

N6: South Rd to Fort Rise

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

January 2020

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
Littering and/or  dog Well maintained footways along|Cleaning of  crossing
. o mess prevalent. the route. points to enhance public
1. Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Serious S — g e
IATTRACTIVENES jmaintained, with no  [vegetation. Street furniture Yo 19 Y-
S i X 2= : h " egetation, including low 1
significant  issues [falling into minor disrepair
. X - branches. Street
- maintenance [noted. (for example, peeling paint). . A .
furniture falling into major
disrepair.
Major or prevalent Fort Rd is well lit, no evidence of [Introduce lighting along
/andalism. Evidence of vandalism identified. Lighting Fort Rise
2. No  evidence  oflMinor vandalism. Lack of active|criminal/antisocial activity. deficiency along Fort Rise and
IATTRACTIVENES vandalism with frontage and natural Route is isolated, not 1 lack of natural surveillance
S appropriate natural  |surveillance (e.g. houses set  |subject to natural
- fear of crime lsurveillance. back or back onto street). surveillance (including
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. Mraffic  noise and Occasional build up of queues at [N/A
ATTRACTIVENES sliien  alo  nt |lews @ iEie e ar]dlorSevere traffic pollution the mini roundabouts, which can
S gffect i | helliien ceuisl i fieves and/or  severe traffic 1 contribute to noise and air
- traffic noise and HirrhvEmEss P P noise pollution
pollution
4 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Lighting deficiency along Fort Increase lighting provision
c - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; Rise along Fort Rise.
ATTRACTIVENES : . '
s - Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse 1
L e sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES
4
S
Some defects noted, typically Section of footway includes the [Introduce ground cover
isolated (such as trenching or heree e af i use of grass verge (south of hich limits impact of]
[patching) or minor (such as crogsovers el i 4 route), which could be damp and uneven ground
Footways level and [cracked, but level pavers). 9T uncomfortable in damp on route
5. COMFORT X " - - . _|uneven surface, subsided o
s in good condition, [Defects unlikely to result in trips] 1 conditions.
- condition ; . e X or fretted pavement, or
ith no trip hazards. |or difficulty for wheelchairs, L
significant uneven
prams etc. Some footway o g £
crossovers resulting in uneven P 9 9.
surface.
Footway widths of less Reasonable footway width along [N/A
Ql?fs:‘:x%rgumﬁdﬁ/f Eosiry widllis & beneen than 1.5m (i.e. standard the western side of Fort Rd in
land take’ betweer? b roxii/natel 1.5m and 2m heelchair width). Limited excess of 1.5m in width and 2m in
[ ConlFRIRr users or walking on Oe:e:asional nyeed- for ‘give anci flesittyy wildin i 1 PR GEtEsk
- footway width [ oads. Footwa 9 kake' between use?s and|users to ‘give and take’
A - . frequently, walk on roads
idths generally in alking on roads. brtier resuliis i erevling
lexcess of 2m. 9
delay.
lAble to accommodate \Widths of less than 1.5m Staggered crossing at the start of [N/A
7. COMFORT jall users without ‘givel| , . (i.e. standard wheelchair South Rd has width in excess of
- width on land take’ between W'dths. i S width). Limited width 2m.
" approximately 1.5m and 2m. . -
staggered users or walking on - of requires users to ‘give and
; - (Occasional need for ‘give and p 2
crossings/ roads. Widths 0 take’ frequently, walk on
: : take’ between users and :
pedestrian generally in excess of| = IT%08] 6 RS roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges [2m to accommodate 9 . crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
W nsimmees & Clearance widths between|Clearance widths less Footway parking prohibited on IN/A
e q approximately 1.5m and 2m.|than 1.5m. Footway Fort Rise as motor vehicles
ehicles parking on ) o . h .
footways noted. 000?5|0nal need for ‘give and Pa}rkmg requires users to cannot go dpwn pathdunless prior
- footway parking [generally in excess off 9 & Its i ding/del
bm between ootway parking. results in crowding/delay. Bollards prevent large motor
e —— Footway parking causes Footway parking causes vehicles from through-access on
gbstructions some deviation from desire significant deviation from Fort Rise
i lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes [Slopes exist but gradients do  [Gradients exceed 8 per 1 Slight slopes up Fort Rise|N/A
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12). |cent (1 in 12). sloping along South Rd.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: No additional concerns identified. [N/A
- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians
10.COMFORT (e.g.driveway gates opened into footway); - Barriers/gates restricting access; and 2
- other - Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery
surfaces
COMFORT




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
Footways - Minor detour from desire lines [Consider rempving parking to:
11.DIRECTNESS i ® Gy hr Footway provision could be |Footways are not provided lalong Fort Rd due to the [create more directroute.
- footway P! destrian desire li improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian 1 detouring of pavement to cater
provision pe estr!an esire fines pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. for perpendicular parking
(e.g. adjacent to road). "
rovision for 80m.
Existing crossing points do not/Provide a crossing point
detour from desire lines. prior to this junction for
pedestrians to access the
12.DIRECTNESS Those walking on the eastern estern side of South Rd
- location  of | o tollow desire [CTOSSINGS partially diverting [Crossings deviate side of South th hhave no. et gt
crossings in oo pedestrians away from significantly from desire q | [Nl A (FESEE, PRSI MTEEUEIT) &
relation to B K e s, iz, unction for controlled crossing across
desire lines Chapel St. South Rd (i.e. zebra crossing)
to promote safer crossing for
those wishing to join the
route from the eastern side of
the road.
13.DIRECTNESS ide crossing at South Rd/ Consider introducing
- gaps in traffic Chapel St junction requires double yellow lines a
(where no pedestrians to stop and wait for [further 5-10m from the
controlled Crossing of road easy, e Crossing of road both ways to be clear. Parking stop line.
crossings direct, and comfortable ng - 7 associated indirect, or| lobstructs ability to reach each
: ; associated with some delay : P 1 ;
present or if and without delay (< associated with significant side of the road.
likely to cross 5s average). (Upi® 1S e delay (>15s average).
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS |[Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered [Staggered crossings add N/A N/A
- impact of phase  pelican/puffin |but do not add significantly |significantly to journey
controlled or zebra crossings. lto journey time. Unlikely to [time. Likely to wait >10s in 1
crossings on ait >5s in pedestrian |pedestrian island.
journey time island.
e e e s 6f Pedestrians would benefit Gree_n man time would N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS s et e o from extended green man [not give vulnerable users 1
- green man time putlicient 'lengtn to CrosSfy oyt current  time [sufficient time to cross
comfortably. r )
unlikely to deter users. comfortably.
Crossing point to the bus stop Introduce a highlighted
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: lsouth of Fort Rd could be crossing on Fort Rd to allow
16.DIRECTNESS [ Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 implemented. bus passengers to cross at
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; designated point. Formalise
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. bus stop with designated
infrastructure.
DIRECTNESS 7
ITraffic volume low, or High traffic volume, with ITraffic flows are relatively low |[Explore measures to reduce
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |Traffic volume moderate and |pedestrians unable to keep lon the south of the route, [traffic speeds where
e vl distance from pedgst_nans in close their distance from traffic. 1 though slightly more moderate |appropriate.
moderate traffic |proximity. north of the route.
olumes.
[Traffic speeds low, or High traffic speeds, with Speeds are moderate along South|iInvestigate measures to
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |Traffic speeds moderate and |pedestrians unable to keep Rd and Fort Rd. reduce traffic speeds.
by distance from |pedestrians in close their distance from traffic. 1
- traffic speed " S
Imoderate traffic |proximity.
Ispeeds.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all [visibility could be somewhat o, i ikely to By & goes aess e
- visibility users fisioveG) (i ULy @ result in collisions 2 floRies
i result in collisions. i
SAFETY 4
20. COHERENCE ) ) Droppgd Kerb anq tactile paving Drpp kerbs at appropriate
) dro 4 Dy IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile provision is consistently points.
ppe erbs| - h ! ; ) L . . :
. tactileand Fa.ctlle paving paving provided, albeit not paving absent or 1 provided, with exception of Court
. provision. lto current standards. incorrect. Farm Rd to continue along Fort
paving Rd.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 25
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 9
Directness 7
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 25

The route generally has good accessibility, with low traffic flows limiting the noise produced by

Comments ivehicles along the roadway, enhancing the route’s attractiveness. Opportunities to cross between
different sides of Fort Rd are limited.
Actions Introduce a controlled crossing on South Rd. Introduce traffic calming measures on Fort Rd. Improve

provision of dropped kerbing on Fort Rd.




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Route Name

E1l: Eastbourne Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1.
ATTRACTIVENES
S

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Footways well
maintained, with
no significant
ssues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown
egetation. Street furniture

falling into minor disrepair

(for example, peeling paint).

02 March 2020

Littering and/or dog
mess prevalent.
ISeriously ~ overgrown
egetation,  including
low branches. Street
furniture falling into
major disrepair.

Comments Actions
Footway maintenance is|No significant
reasonable, though somejinterventions required.
incidences of littering are
\visible.

2.
ATTRACTIVENES
S

- fear of crime

INo evidence of
andalism with
|pappropriate natural
surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of
lactive frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent
andalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
activity. Route is
isolated, not subject to
natural surveillance
(including where sight
lines are inadequate).

IStrong natural surveillance due
to retail CCTV and street
lighting.

No major interventions
required.

[Traffic noise and

Levels of traffic noise and/or

ISevere traffic pollution

Frequent traffic along main

Pedestrianise this

- footway width

users or walking on
roads.

Footway widths
generally in excess
of 2m.

alking on roads.

requires users to ‘give
land take’ frequently,
alk on roads and/or
results in
crowding/delay.

i‘l’TRACTIVENES pollution do not pollution could be improved an_d/or severe ftraffic roads _through town centre, section of Terminus_ Rd
S jaffect the noise including buses along_ most to enhance the publl_c
Lttt mofie ane pttractiveness lsouthern part of Terminus Rd, [realm and reduce this
pollution produce noise and air issue.
pollution.
3 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: Temporary features, namely IN/A
iﬁRACTIVENES I Evidence that lighting is nqt present, or @s deficient; construction \_Nork, spilling
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse onto the public street.
_ other lsacks).
I Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically|Large number of footway| Brickwork and paving along Resurfacing and
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching orcrossovers resulting in footways with loose and replacement of footways
ith no trip [patching) or minor (such as |uneven surface, uneven parts, namely Bolton  fequired rather than
hazards. cracked, but level pavers).  [subsided or fretted Rd and nearby parts of continuous pockets of
5. COMFORT . : S . .
[ cemalifian D_efects L_m_llkely toresultin |pavement, or _S|gn|f|cant Terminus Rd. qutways on repairs.
trips or difficulty for uneven patching or other roads are in good
heelchairs, prams etc. trenching. condition.
ISome footway crossovers
resulting in uneven surface.
Able to Footway widths of between |Footway widths of less Good footway widths, though [Pedestrianise Terminus
pccommodate all  @pproximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard parking bays limit footway Rd.
users without ‘give [Occasional need for ‘give wheelchair width). width along Terminus Rd.
5. COMFORT and take’ between [and take’ between users and [Limited footway width

7. COMFORT

- width on
staggered
crossings/
pedestrian
islands/ refuges

Able to
pccommodate all
users without ‘give
and take’ between
users or walking on
roads. Widths
generally in excess
of 2m to
pccommodate
heel-chair users.

\Widths of between
approximately 1.5m and
Pm. Occasional need for
‘give and take’ between
users and walking on roads.

\Widths of less than 1.5m
(i.e. standard wheelchair
width). Limited width
requires users to ‘give
land take’ frequently,
walk on roads and/or
results in
crowding/delay.

iGood crossings widths in
lexcess of 2m for controlled
crossing points. These are
brought into the carriageway,
reducing the roadway's width
(i.e.: Terminus Rd).

No significant
interventions required.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

INo instances of
ehicles parking on
footways noted.
Clearance widths
generally in excess
of 2m between
permanent
obstructions.

IClearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and
2m.

[Occasional need for ‘give
land take’ between users
land walking on roads due
to footway parking.
Footway parking causes
lsome

deviation from desire lines.

IClearance widths less
than 1.5m. Footway
parking requires users to
'give and take’
frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay. Footway
parking causes
significant deviation from
desire lines.

No major instances of footway
parking.

N/A

surfaces

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery

9 COMEORT [There are no slopes [Slopes exist but gradients do [Gradients exceed 8 per| [Town centre is largely flat, no|N/A
. i on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in [cent (1 in 12). isteep gradients or notable
- gradient . o
12). slopes identified.
3 Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: N/A N/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10 COMFORT drlvevyay gates open_ed_ into footw‘ay);
[ I Barriers/gates restricting access; and




COMFORT

2 (Green)

1 (Amber)

Score

Comments

Actions

11.DIRECTNESS

Footways
provided to cater for

are

Footway provision could be

Footways are not provided

Minor detour from desire lines
along Fort Rd due to the

Consider removing parking to
create more direct route.

- footway N —" improved to better cater for |[to cater for pedestrian 1 detouring of pavement to cater
. pedestrian desire lines - - S : "
provision ; pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. for perpendicular parking
(e.g. adjacent to road). fet
rovision for 80m.
Existing crossing points do not|Provide a crossing point
detour from desire lines. prior to this junction for
pedestrians to access the
12 DIRECTNESS [Those walking on the eastern estern side of South Rd
- location of | o v desire [CTOSSINgS partially diverting  [Crossings deviate side of South Rdhhave Wy o )
crossings in | 9 pedestrians away from significantly from desire i |SeSSllg [Eelk WnE RESSINg (Consider introducing a
e i b [ s unction for controlled crossing across
desire lines Chapel St. South Rd (i.e. zebra crossing)
to promote safer crossing for
those wishing to join the
route from the eastern side of
the road.
13.DIRECTNESS \Wide crossing at South Rd/ Consider introducing
- gaps in traffic Chapel St junction requires double yellow lines a
(where no pedestrians to stop and wait for [further 5-10m from the
controlled Crossing of road easy, Crossing of road direct. but Crossing of road both ways to be clear. Parking stop line.
crossings direct, and comfortable associatged T pE——— ciela associated indirect, or 1 lobstructs ability to reach each
present or if and without delay (< [ (@ 156 e, Y lassociated with significant side of the road.
likely to cross 5s average). p 98). delay (>15s average).
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single |Crossings are staggered |Staggered crossings add N/A N/A
- impact of phase pelican/puffin |but do not add significantly |significantly to journey
controlled or zebra crossings. to journey time. Unlikely to [time. Likely to wait >10s in 1
crossings on ait >5s in pedestrian |pedestrian island.
journey time island.
e e e s 66 Pedestrians would benefit |Green man time would N/A N/A
15. DIRECTNESS R from extended green man [not give vulnerable users
- sufficient length to cross|,. . el . 1
- green man time ime but current time [sufficient time to cross
comfortably. )
unlikely to deter users. comfortably.
Crossing point to the bus stop Introduce a highlighted
Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: lsouth of Fort Rd could be crossing on Fort Rd to allow
16.DIRECTNESS [ Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; 1 implemented. bus passengers to cross at
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; designated point. Formalise
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. bus stop with designated
infrastructure.
DIRECTNESS v
ITraffic volume low, or High traffic volume, with ITraffic flows are relatively low |[Explore measures to reduce
pedestrians can keep |Traffic volume moderate and [pedestrians unable to keep on the south of the route, [traffic speeds where
17.SAFETY ) ! b A : ) -
- T el distance from |pedestrians in close their distance from traffic. 1 though slightly more moderate [appropriate.
moderate traffic |proximity. north of the route.
olumes.
[Traffic speeds low, or High traffic speeds, with Speeds are moderate along South|iInvestigate measures to
pedestrians can keep |Traffic speeds moderate and |pedestrians unable to keep Rd and Fort Rd. reduce traffic speeds.
18.SAFETY " X X L X
H distance from |pedestrians in close their distance from traffic. 1
- traffic speed ) >
moderate traffic |proximity.
Ispeeds.
19.SAFETY (Good visibility for all  [ViSioility could be somewhat |, iy ikely to 5 iy © goed auess g
- visibility users |mpr0\(ed bqt ynhkely w© result in collisions fouie
i result in collisions. i
SAFETY 4
20. COHERENCE Dropped kerb and tactile paving [Drop kerbs at appropriate
d IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile provision is consistently points.
- dropped kerbs| - ; : ; ! L . . .
- ~land tactile paving paving provided, albeit not |paving absent or 1 provided, with exception of Court
and tactile e i '
. provision. lto current standards. incorrect. Farm Rd to continue along Fort
paving Rd
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 26
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 9
Directness 8
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 26

Eastbourne Town Centre is relatively friendly for pedestrians, with wide footways on most streets
land crossing points at key destinations. The navigation between destinations however is not the

CommEiE Imost permeable at key junctions. Traffic causes severance along Terminus Rd, limiting the urban
ealm.
IThe pedestrianisation of Terminus Rd will provide direct access between the shopping district, south
Actions east of the station, to the seafront. Furthermore, introducing further crossing points between

destinations rather than at destinations, including zebra crossings around the Memorial Roundabout,

s needed to enhance directness within the core walking zone.




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Route Name

E2: Devonshire Place to Wellcombe Crescent

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1

S

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 Footways are overall wellN/A
. maintained, with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously maintained with few instances
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation, of littering.

2

S

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with
pppropriate natural

ATTRACTIVENES burveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 2
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

No incidences of vandalism
noted. Street lighting provision
creating natural surveillance
throughout route.

Improvements to street
lighting are required
lalong Station
Way/Oxford Rd.

- traffic noise and

pttractiveness

inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 [Traffic noise and pollution [Traffic calming measures
ATTRACTIVENES ho|lution  do  not fpollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic experienced along A259 and o reduce flows where
E hffect the hoise South St. feasible.

islands/ refuges

pll users without ‘give

7. COMFORT

- width on nd take’ between
staggered users or walking on
crossings/ oads. Widths
pedestrian kenerally in excess of

Pm to accommodate
heel-chair users.

lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and

take’ between users and
alking on roads.

(i.e. standard wheelchair
idth). Limited width
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.

land refuges provided on wide
roadways. Width of existing
ones along B2103 (seafront)
are of a too small width.

pollution
3 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:- Evidence that lighting is 1 Excessive use of guardrails Provision of a break in
Inot present, or is deficient;- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of west of B2103, parallel to the guard railing (or
4. routes (e.g. refuse sacks).- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards Bede's Prep School, limiting removing completely)
ATTRACTIVENES opportunities for pedestrians tofand a crossing point.
S cross the road upon realisation
- other that footway will disappear on
lsouthern/western side of Dukes
Dr.
ATTRACTIVENES 5
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 Footpaths are in reasonable Resurface sections of
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in condition, though deterioration footway along Meads Rd.
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as luneven surface, subsided noted along Meads Rd.
5 COMEORT cracked, bujf level pavers): olr frﬁtted pavement, or
[ eamatitian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Footway widths expanded at  [Investigate scope to
il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard crossroad junctions along iden footways, or
bnd take’ between  [Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited Carlisle Rd. Footway widths introduce traffic calming
6. COMFORT users or walking on  [take’ between users and footway width requires often in excess of 1.5m and 2m,where not feasible.
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ Wwith exception of Beachy Head
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads Rd and west of Meads Rd.
generally in excess of land/or results in
Pm. icrowding/delay.
IAble to accommodate Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 |Alack of staggered crossings |2 pedestrian refuges

linking Willington
Gardens to Willington
ISq, across Compton St.
\Widen refuge islands
along B2103.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of
ehicles parking on
footways noted.
Clearance widths
generally in excess of

[Clearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and
take’ between users and
alking on roads due to

Clearance widths less than 2
1.5m. Footway parking
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in

No instances of footway
parking noted along route.

No significant
intervention required.

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  |Gradients exceed 8 per| 2 No significant gradients noted. [N/A
- gradient on footway. Inot exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12).
+ Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
COMFORT 8
Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 (Good footway provision No major interventions
11.DIRECTNESS [© cater for pedestrian [improved to better cater for to cater for pedestrian throughout most of route, fequired.
. f(.Jotway desire lines (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. though Stgep ban k_s on
provision djacent to road). Dukes Dr limit potential for

footway to be on western
side of footway.

12 DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 Cro;sings generally follow NarrO\{v junctiqn mouths
- location  of [ines- pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire desire lines, however those on @and widen their footways
crossings i lines. lines. Wlde]'unctlon mouths along Meads Rd.
e to consistently along Meads Rd)
desire lines detour away from straight line
lat some points.
13.DIRECTNESS [Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 ide widths at South St/Meads Pedestrians in front of
-gaps in traffic  irect, and fassociated with some delay findirect, or associated with Rd/Grove Rd junction causing ftown hall and simplify
(whter(-.\”n(ch comfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s severance, lack of direct [South _ St/Meads
Efons;(i)nges ithout delay (< 5s laverage). crossing provision. Rd/Grove Rd junction.
present or if pverage).
likely to cross
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [rossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 2  [Zebracrossings provided near [N/A
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to fsignificantly to journey key destinations, such as
contrqlled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to time. Likely to wait >10s in single-phase crossing at
crossings on ait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. Bede's Prep School, have short
[y Wt island. Waiting time. Staggered zebra
crossing on B2106 takes a
slightly longer time.
IGreen man time is of ~ |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 2 |Puffin crossing on South Street N/A
15. DIRECTNESS sufficient length to cross|from extended green man |not give vulnerable users has good green man time due
- green man time [omfortably. time but current time fufficient time to cross to sensor. Other controlled
unlikely to deter users. comfortably. crossings used are zebra
crossings.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2 [Sufficient gaps in traffic to IN/A
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; cross where bus stops are
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; ocated.
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 9
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 Traffic volumes are highest [nvestigate measures to
pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close lpedestrians unable to keep along A259, being a key link to feduce traffic flows if
}Zf;‘):EEIEIYume distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. Bexhill and Hastings. feasible.
Imoderate traffic
olumes.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate speeds along Investigate traffic calming
IRSAEETY bedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep residential roads and seafront, measures to reduce
traffic speed  fistance from fproximity. ltheir distance from traffic. with higher speeds along A259. speeds.
Imoderate traffic
Epeeds.
19/SAFETY IGood visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 Restrict_ed visibility offntroduce a cros_sing point
. visibility users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. pedestrians at Beachy Headthat follows desire line
result in collisions. Rd/Carlisle Rd junction. across road.
SAFETY

Adequate dropped kerb

Dropped kerbs and tactile

Dropped kerbs and tactile

Lack of dropped kerbing and

Introduce dropped kerbing

20. COHERENCE fnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or tactile paving provision along est of the route.
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. west of route. [Tactile paving and dropped
and tactile kerbing needed at refuge
paving slands at Meads
Rd/Carlisle Rd junction.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 26
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 8
Directness 9
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 26

Footway provision follows the desire lines overall, though the wide width of roads at junctions has

Comments lan impact on journey times. Recent provision of dropped kerbing and tactile paving along much of
ICarlisle Rd, though the west of the route would benefit from similar treatment.
ITraffic calming measures to reduce speeds and flows will reduce severance and enhance
Actions laccessibility and safety for pedestrians. Resurfacing of footways required, whilst narrowing of

crossing a

ctivity.

unction mouths will increase pedestrian visibility and reduce the time added to the journey for
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Route Name

E3: Terminus Road to Park Avenue

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

S hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 Few instances of littering.Removal of vegetation

1. Imaintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously Overgrown vegetation onpn southern side of

IATTRACTIVENES jo significant issues  ffalling into minor disrepair (for |overgrown  vegetation, footway along Paradise Dr. footway along Paradise

Dr.

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with

2, ppropriate natural
IATTRACTIVENES purveillance.
S

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 1
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

Natural surveillance throughout
most of route, though limited
along A2270. Limited lighting
provision within Gildredge
Park.

Increase lighting
provision in Gildredge
Park.

islands/ refuges

pll users without ‘give

7. COMFORT

- width on nd take’ between
staggered users or walking on
crossings/ oads. Widths
pedestrian kenerally in excess of

Pm to accommodate
heel-chair users.

lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and

take’ between users and
alking on roads.

(i.e. standard wheelchair
idth). Limited width
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.

puffin crossings along or
connected to A259 a sufficient
width.

inadequate).
raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 High levels of traffic noise [Traffic calming measures
3. pollution do not [pollution could be improved land/or severe traffic along A259. to reduce noise levels
ATTRACTIVENES pffect the noise here appropriate,
S pttractiveness prioritising proximity to
- traffic noise and destinations where
pollution clusters of pedestrians
Imay appear.
4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 4
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 Footway disrepair near 2 Footway resurfacing at|
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in Southfields Rd, and pockets of noted locations,
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as luneven surface, subsided Dittons Rd (west). Pockets of fncluding pockets of
k. coniEeRET cracked, but level pavers). lor fretted pavement, or disrepair (UpéoMl5m) alt())nng 32_59 (““ngd Bbefofze
C et Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven Crown St, and Motcombe Rd. riveways) an eechy
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching. Ave (west).
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Footway widths often between Widen footways into flat
il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard 1.5m and 2m, with few grass banks on A2270.
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited exceptions i.e. Paradise Dr. \With no key destinations
6. COMFORT users or walking on  [take’ between users and footway width requires on Paradise Dr, demand
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ (ot Wtk (2R @7 e T°“‘.e
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads OUId_be lower as it will
generally in excess of land/or results in pe residents only.
Pm. icrowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 Refuge islands and staggered |Wider refuge islands on

IA2270 needed.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

No instances of
ehicles parking on
footways noted.
Clearance widths
generally in excess of
Pm between
permanent
obstructions.

[Clearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and
take’ between users and
alking on roads due to
footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

(Clearance widths less than 1
1.5m. Footway parking
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay. Footway
parking causes significant
deviation from desire lines.

No incidents of footway
parking noted.

N/A

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

9. COMFORT There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  [Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Slight gradient and sloping on|No significant

- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12). IA2270. interventions required
3 Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 Street lamps limit scope to[None.
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. widen footways on some|

10.COMFORT ldriveway gates opened into footway); residential streets.

- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
COMFORT 6
Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 No footway on southern part [Provide crossing point
lto cater for pedestrian |improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian of Dittons Rd for 40m. earlier on Dittons Rd.

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway
provision

desire lines
bdjacent to road).

(e.g.

pedestrian desire lines.

desire lines.

Introduce crossing point on
Paradise Dr where footway
switches between only,
northern and only southern
side of the road.

12.DIRECTNESS [rossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 |Absence of crossing facilities [ntroduce a crossing point
- location  of fines, pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire inking Summerdown Rd and  on Summerdown Rd.
SIS i lines. lines. ICompton Dr.
relation to
desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS [Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 [(Crossing the road is direct and [ntroduce crossing
-gaps in traffic  irect, and fassociated with some delay findirect, or associated with easy on residential roads, refuge islands on busy
E:Vg:terr:”';?i ktomfortable and ((up to 15s average). significant  delay (>15s thOUgh_ E‘XCE‘P_“O“S are visible main roads where desire
Crossings ithout delay (< 5s laverage). on busier main roads. ines are not met.
present or if pverage).
likely to cross
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [rossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 [Staggered controlled crossings [ntroduce single-phase
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to fsignificantly to journey dd to journey time along A259.crossing point northwest of
g?:st;?r:lgeg on lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in Station Roundabout, on
e wait >S5 in pedestrian [pedestrian island. [Station Parade.
island.
IGreen man time is of ~ |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 |Good green man time as puffin Please see (14).
15. DIRECTNESS kufficient length to crossffrom extended green man [not give vulnerable users crossings have sensors.
- green man time comfortably. time but current time [sufficient time to cross
unlikely to deter users. icomfortably.

I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 idth of junction mouths along Narrow junction mouths or
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; Dittons Rd and Paradise add refuge islands as
e - Steps restricting access for all users; Pr/Compton Pl Rd junction Rppropriate.

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. nCLeasmg time taken to cross
oad.
DIRECTNESS 6

Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and [High traffic volume, with 1 High traffic volumes along [nvestigate measures to
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep IA259 and A2270. reduce traffic volumes and
. tr-affic Vel distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. SDEEdS_ where f?a_5|b|e at

Imoderate traffic key points providing

olumes. |access to destinations.

Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate vehicle speeds along [Traffic calming measures
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep Park Ave with 30mph limit, or controlled crossing
~traffic S distance from [oroximity. their distance from traffic. despite presence of Ratton provision to allocate

Imoderate traffic [School. priority to pedestrians.

speeds.

IGood visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 isibility is good throughoutNarrow junction mouth to

users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. most  of  route.  Miltonjncrease visibility of
19.SAFETY result in collisions. Rd/MacMillan Dr has a widepedestrians crossing along
- visibility unction mouth with limitedMilton Rd.

visibility, and is close to a
school.
SAFETY 3

IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile |Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 Poor dropped kerbing Revise dropped kerbing
20. COHERENCE pnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or provision along Compton Rd, fand tactile paving provision
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. ICompton Dr and Dittons Rd. Nojon footways, at most
and tactile| tactile paving on Upperton unctions along residential
paving Rd/Hartfield Rd central refuge [streets.

and crossing point.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 20
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 20
iGood footway provision throughout most of route, though narrow at some points. Wide junction
Comments Imouths and insufficient provision of dropped kerbing hinder the accessibility of footways. Crossing
facilities miss out some key points along the route. Busy main roads are present on this route.
Introduce footway on Dittons Rd where absent. More crossing points, including refuge islands, on
Actions roads where desire lines are not met. Traffic calming measures required to reduce severance

associated with crossing activities at gaps of traffic.
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Route Name

E4: Ashford Road to Lottbridge Drive

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1

S

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

02 March 2020

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 2 Footways are in a goodNone.
. maintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously condition. No littering
IATTRACTIVENES po significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation, identified.

2

S

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with
pppropriate natural

ATTRACTIVENES burveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 1
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

No evidence of vandalism
@along the route. Limited natural
isurveillance along Horsey
ISewer, though lighting is
provided.

Introduce CCTV where
feasible.

islands/ refuges

pll users without ‘give

7. COMFORT

- width on bnd take’ between
staggered users or walking on
crossings/ oads. Widths
pedestrian kenerally in excess of

Pm to accommodate
heel-chair users.

lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and

take’ between users and
alking on roads.

(i.e. standard wheelchair
idth). Limited width
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.

island on Ashford Rd/Junction
Rd in excess of 2m,
laccommodating all users.

inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 Moderate traffic noise to the Considering lowering
ATTRACTIVENES po|lution  do  not fpollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic south of the route, though high [speed limit from 40mph
S bffect the noise noise generated by high to 30mph along sections
;Jgﬂf:;;:oise and | - ctiveness speeds along A2290. that concern the route.
4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 5
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 Footways are generally in a Resurfacing of footways
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in good condition, though required.
ith no trip hazards. |patching) or minor (suchas  |uneven surface, subsided prkEtAS of_dan;age vidsible oot
along Astaire Ave and south o
5 COMFORT (I:)rafcked, buF level pavers): o'r frﬁtted pavement, or ategrworks e
[ eenchitan efects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Good footway widths, often at [Increase footway widths
hll users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard least 2m in width along here feasible. Remove
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited roadways. Smaller widths egetation and widen
6. COMFORT users or walkingon  ftake’ between users and [footway width requires along Astaire Ave. footway along southern
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ side of A2290.
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads
generally in excess of land/or results in
Pm. icrowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 2 idth of staggered crossing Introduce island refuges

here it is not feasible to
narrow wide junction
mouths (i.e.: negative
impact on safety of
users).

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

INo instances of
ehicles parking on
footways noted.
Clearance widths
generally in excess of
RPm between
permanent
obstructions.

IClearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and
take’ between users and
alking on roads due to
footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

IClearance widths less than 1
1.5m. Footway parking
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay. Footway
parking causes significant
deviation from desire lines.

Footway parking observed on
double yellow lines along
ICavendish Ave, blocking whole
footway causing pedestrians to
go into road.

Enforce or enhance
traffic regulations.

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

9. COMFORT There are no slopes [Slopes exist but gradients do  |[Gradients exceed 8 per| 2 No significant gradient noted. [N/A
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12).
+ Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2 No barriers identified thatN/A
| Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. impact the comfort of the
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway); footway.
- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
COMFORT 9
Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 Footway provision |[ncrease footway width
11 DIRECTNESS [[© cater for pedestrian [improved to better cater for fto cater for pedestrian consistently ) thrf)ughput here junction mouths are
“footway desire  lines  (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. oute, though wide junction |ide,  rather than
provision hdjacent to road). Imouths detqur . footways pede;trlans unnecessarily
laway from desire lines. alking in road to meet
desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS [rossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 hilst crossings follow desire [ntroduce puffin crossings
- location  of jines, bedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire ines, the uncontrolled nature here signalised junctions
crossings n lines. lines. of these limits their directness [do not already have any.
Eie:-_\l:itrlgqines to for pedestrians.
13.DIRECTNESS [crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 0 (Crossing of road is direct at Incorporate  a  puffin
-gaps in traffic  Hirect, and [associated with some delay |[indirect, or associated with traffic light junctions (no crossing into  Whitley
(where no komfortable and ((up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s pelican of puffin crossings Rd/Firle Rd junction and
controlled ithout delay (< 5s laverage). provided), though significant hitley ~Rd/Waterworks
crossmtgs . — delays are probable during Rd. Consider toucan
ﬁlr(eef;'t"o ?:Lrles busier periods. crossings where these
DU @ ntersect with a proposed
eariiieles) cycle route.
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 Pebracrossing on Ashford Rd [Consider opportunities to
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |[do not add significantly to [significantly to journey have no notable impact on mprove directness of
controlled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in crossing time, though crossing points.
SIS Cl ait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. signalised crossing junctions
[z We island. further north of the route do.
IGreen man time isof  [Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 [Single-phased pelican Replace pelican crossings
kufficient length to crossfrom extended green man |not give vulnerable users crossings used across wide ith puffin crossings at
15. DIRECTNESS [fomfortably. time but current time ufficient time to cross unction at Cavendish this junction.
- green man time unlikely to deter users. comfortably. Pl/Ashford Rd, meaning green
Iman time does not sense
lpedestrian movements on the
crossing.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;
- other - Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 5
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 Moderate traffic volumes on [Explore feasibility of
pedestrians can keep |[pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep Ashford Rd and Cavendish PI, reducing vehicle flows
}Zf;‘):EEIEIYume distance from [oroximity. their distance from traffic. high volumes along A2270. here appropriate.
Imoderate traffic
olumes.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 2 Moderate speeds along roads, N.A
1B SAEETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close lpedestrians unable to keep thOUQ_h existing speed tables at
. tr.affic speed distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. crossing points across
Imoderate traffic unctions reduce speed of
kpeeds. vehicles on approach.
Good visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 Bend upon entrance of BourneNarrow junction mouth if
19.SAFETY users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. Street from Ashfor‘d‘ Rd (Ief’[fgasil_)le, or else ir_ltrodut;e a
visibility result in collisions. turn) has limited visibility forhlghllghtec_j crossing point.
pedestrians. Also do this for Firle
Rd/Dursley Rd junction.
SAFETY 4
IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile |Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 (Generally good dropped Increase provision in these
20. COHERENCE fnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not [paving absent or kerbing and tactile paving areas.
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. provision, though it is lacking
and tactile n some locations, namely Moy
paving Ave, Courtsland Rd and
Ringwood Rd.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 24
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 9
Directness 5
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 24
A largely residential route with moderate levels of traffic throughout most of it. Strongly benefits
c from Horsey Sewer path, limiting exposure to traffic noise and pollution. Good provision of crossing
omments e h B ) . ; . ; ; .
facilities in the main, with exceptions such as a lack of puffin crossings at signalised junctions.
Dropped kerbing provision is not consistent throughout the route.
Enhancements to the footway quality through widening and/or resurfacing them at certain points
along the route, potentially through ESCC’s proposed Horsey Phase 1B scheme in 2020/21. Improve
Actions or extend crossing provision at key points throughout the route to enhance directness of crossing
lactivity. Increase pedestrian safety through traffic calming measures (i.e.: reducing speed limits on
busy roads) and through narrowing junction mouths to increase their visibility to motorists.
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Route Name

E5: Cavendish Place to King's Drive

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 Footways well maintained, few[Resurfacing required on
1. maintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously incidents of littering noted. [Tutts Barn Ln.
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation,
S hoted. lexample, peeling paint). including low branches.
- maintenance Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.
No evidence of Minor vandalism. Lack of active [Major or prevalent 1 iGood natural surveillance Consider increasing
andalism with frontage and natural vandalism. Evidence of through most areas. street lighting and CCTV
. bppropriate natural  surveillance (e.g. houses set  [criminal/antisocial to increase surveillance
IATTRACTIVENES purveillance. back or back onto street). lactivity. Route is isolated, in the evening.
S not subject to natural
- fear of crime surveillance (including
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 Close proximity between Consider interventions
ATTRACTIVENES po|lution  do  not fpollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic footways and traffic flows. to encourage traffic
S 5 X bffect the noise calming where feasible.
- traffic noise and .
pollution pttractiveness
4. F Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:- Evidence that lighting is 1 N/A IN/A
ATTRACTIVENES ot present, or is deficient;- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of
-Sother routes (e.g. refuse sacks).- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 4
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically [Large number of footway 1 Footways are generally level, to[Review footway quality,
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or [crossovers resulting in a good standard, with some along Cavendish Pl and
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as uneven surface, subsided exceptions. [Tutts Barn Ln.
5 COMFORT cracked, bu't level pavers): o'r fr'eFted pavement, or
[ emncliian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Narrow footway under 1.5m \Widen footway along
Il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard along Gorringe Rd, with space |Gorringe Rd on existing
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited to widen footway. Space for side, whilst clearing
6. COMFORT users or walking on  [take’ between users and footway width requires grass verge along A2021 could vegetation overgrowth
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ be used to widen footway on  jon the other side. Widen
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads lapproach to hospital. unctlon mouth north of
generally in excess of land/or results in this road.
Pm. icrowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 idth of staggered crossings |Widen refuge island on
7 COMFORT Il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. ((i.e. standard wheelchair generally sufficient, though IA2040/Upper Ave
_ width on nd take’ between  [Occasional need for ‘give and width). Limited width further could be provided junction, and introduce a
staggered users or walkingon  ftake’ between wusers and [requires users to ‘give and Wwhere it is not feasible to refuge island at the
crossings/ koads. Widths alking on roads. ltake’ frequently, walk on narrow junction mouths (i.e.:  fjunction for Bedfordwell
pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in B_edfordwell Rd/_A2021). Good  Rd/A2021.
islands/ refuges b+ accommodate lcrowding/delay. width pf refuge islands around
heel-chair users. Rodmill Roundabout.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 1 No regular instances of No significant
ehicles parking on  approximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking footway parking identified. interventions required.
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on
- footway parking generally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
9 COMFORT There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  [Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Level gradienlt throughoqt mostN/A
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12). Of_ route,_ with exception of]
railway bridge.
3 Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2 Bus shelters do not reducefNone.
| Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. footway width.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other I Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions
COMFORT 7
Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 ide junction mouth of Build out footway,
11.DIRECTNESS o cater for pedestrian [improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian Ashford Sq meeting [ntroduce one-way flow (in-

- footway
provision

desire lines
bdjacent to road).

(e.g.

pedestrian desire lines.

desire lines.

Cavendish Pl makes footway
naccessible for many as it
Imeets a bridge.

only) to allow footway to go
nto current roadspace.

Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 ide junction mouth at Build out footway and
?‘2'?:;;55;’1\"55; ines. pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire Tideswell Rd/Cavendish PI ntroduce highlighted
crossings in lines. lines. Imeans tactile pavmg ) cros_sm_g point closer to
e to uncontrolled crossing point) desire line.
desire lines deters from desire line by over

[7m.

Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 Route would benefit from more |At signalised junction on
13.DIRECTNESS Ljiroct, and [associated with some delay |[indirect, or associated with controlled crossing points. Cavendish Pl/Langley
ivesgfe':;rafflc kcomfortable and [(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s Rd, turn uncontrolled
eartialles) ithout delay (< 5s laverage). crossings  into puffin
crossings pverage). crossings. )
present o if A zebra crossings near
likely to cross 112 apd 24 Upper Avle to
outside of provide the most direct
controlled access along the route
crossing) ith the least crossing

activity (roundabout).

14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single |Crossings are staggered but Staggered crossings add 1 [(Controlled crossing points are [No significant interventions
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to fsignificantly to journey argely single phase, having a fequired.
contrqlled or zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to [time. Likely to wait >10s in minimal impact on journey
crossings on ait >5s in  pedestrian [pedestrian island. time. Traffic phases at
[y Wt island. signalised junctions do

sometimes delay for longer

eriods.

IGreen man time is of  [Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 (Green man time is of sufficient Replace pelican crossings
15. DIRECTNESS Fufficient length to crossfrom extended green man jnot give vulnerable users ength in most cases. ith puffin crossings.

- green man time comfortably. time but current time [sufficient time to cross
unlikely to deter users. icomfortably.

I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 |Rodmill Roundabout has a Implement signage
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; confusing layout in terms of directing pedestrians
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; Where to cross for unfamiliar  petween north and south of

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. pedestrians. the route from this point.
DIRECTNESS 6

Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and [High traffic volume, with 1 High traffic volumes along [nvestigate traffic calming
o SAEETY pedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep ;A2021, with moderate measures to reduce
traffic volume  distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. volumes along Upper Ave. volumes or attractiveness

Inoderate traffic for motorists.

olumes.

Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate traffic speeds along ([Traffic calming measures

pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep IN2021. upon approach of key
18.SAFETY distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. CTOS_SmQ_ points and
- traffic speed ~ [moderate traffic destinations, namely

kpeeds. Eastbourne Sussex College
and Eastbourne District
General Hospital.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 2 isibility levels are overallNo s@gnificam interventions
. visibility users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. good. equired.
result in collisions.
SAFETY 4

IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 Dropped kerbs and tactile Revise dropped kerbing
20. COHERENCE fnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not [paving absent or paving are of an overall good |provision in key locations.
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. standard however
and tactile| mprovements could be made
paving at some junctions (i.e. Mill Gap

Rd/Prideaux Rd junction).
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 22
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 7
Directness 6
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 22

IThe route is largely residential, providing direct access to Eastbourne District General Hospital and
East Sussex College Eastbourne. It is a relatively busy route consisting of main roads, nonetheless

CommEiE ith good footway provision to provide direct access for pedestrians. Opportunities to make
mprovements through ESCC Eastbourne Hospital to Town Centre Cycle Route scheme in 2021/22.
Increase the route's attractiveness through street lighting provision and traffic calming measures.
Actions Enhance quality and connectivity to footways along route. Incorporate controlled crossings into

busy signalised junctions.




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Route Name

E6: Marine Parade Rd to Birch Roundabout

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1

S

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

seafront.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 2 IAttractive  route  with  no[No significant
. maintained,  with |egetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously significant issues noted, withjnterventions required.
IATTRACTIVENES po significant issues [falling into minor disrepair (for fovergrown  vegetation, greenery and is parallel to the

2

S

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with
pppropriate natural

ATTRACTIVENES burveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 2
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

Good natural surveillance from
residential properties, and
presence of CCTV connected to
retail facilities along Lottbridge
Drove.

No significant
interventions required.

islands/ refuges

pll users without ‘give

7. COMFORT

- width on bnd take’ between
staggered users or walking on
crossings/ oads. Widths
pedestrian kenerally in excess of

Pm to accommodate
heel-chair users.

lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and

take’ between users and
alking on roads.

(i.e. standard wheelchair
idth). Limited width
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay.

along A259/Seaside are at least
2m in width, and pedestrian
islands on Royal Parade are in
lexcess of 1.5m in width.

inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 |A259 and Lottbridge Drove are [Traffic calming
ATTRACTIVENES po|lution  do  not fpollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic busy A-roads providing interventions where
S 5 X hffect the noise lessential links across East lappropriate.
;ng?ﬂft'i‘;:("se and b+ activeness Sussex, thus busy with traffic.
4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 6
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 Loose and damaged tiles at Footway resurfacing
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in pockets along Royal Parade. fequired.
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as uneven surface, subsided
5 COMFORT cracked, buF level pavers): o'r frﬁtted pavement, or
[ emncliian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Footway widths in excess of  [Feasibility study to omit
bll users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m.than 1.5m (i.e. standard 2m on most roads, or else parking spaces to widen
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited 1.5m, with exceptions includingfootway on Ringwood Rd
6. COMFORT users or walking on  [take’ between users and footway width requires Ringwood Rd. du_e to availability of
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. lusers to ‘give and take’ driveways.
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads
generally in excess of land/or results in
Pm. icrowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 IStaggered zebra crossings No significant

interventions required.

8. COMFORT
- footway parking

INo instances of
ehicles parking on
footways noted.
Clearance widths
generally in excess of
RPm between
permanent
obstructions.

IClearance widths between
lapproximately 1.5m and 2m.
Occasional need for ‘give and
take’ between users and
alking on roads due to
footway parking.
Footway parking causes some
deviation from desire lines.

IClearance widths less than 1
1.5m. Footway parking
requires users to ‘give and
take’ frequently, walk on
roads and/or results in
crowding/delay. Footway
parking causes significant
deviation from desire lines.

Few instances of footway
parking on double-yellow lines
lon A259/Seaside.

Introduce bollards along
double yellow lines
here footway clearance
idths would not be
reduced.

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

9. COMFORT [There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do ~ (Gradients exceed 8 per| 2 Flat gradient throughout route. [No significant

- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). |cent (1in 12). interventions required.
+ Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.

10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);

- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions

COMFORT 7

Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 2 Existing footways meet [No significant interventions
}%6213§§TNESS lto cater for pedestrian |improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian desire lines. required.
provision desire (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines.

pdjacent to road).

Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 [(Crossings along A259/Seaside [Consider introducing a

12.DIRECTNESS Jines.
- location of
crossings in
relation to
desire lines

pedestrians away from desire
lines.

significantly from desire
lines.

imeet desire lines. No crossing
points nor tactile paving
imarkings at Eshton Rd/Latimer
Rd and Royal
Parade/B2106/Carlton Rd
unctions.

aised junction with
highlighted crossing points
to slow down traffic provide
crossing facilities that
follow desire line.

13.DIRECTNESS [rossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but (Crossing of road associated| 1  [Controlled crossings are not  [ntroduce controlled
- gaps in traffic  Kirect, and [associated with some delay findirect, or associated with present within close proximity crossing on southeast
(where no ktomfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s to Seaside Roundabout to arm of  roundabout
controlled ithout delay (< 5s laverage). navigate between southwest  [(where island currently
crossmtgs . I — and northeast arms of sits), guided by signage
IpiIZZT;?o z:éss oundabout. and other appropriate
DS o crossings.
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings single |Crossings are staggered but Staggered crossings add 1 [Zebracrossings along Build out footway into wide
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to [significantly to journey IA259/Seaside are mainly roadway to convert
controlled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in staggered, though not adding [staggered into single phase
crossings on ait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. significantly to journey time. here appropriate.
journey time .
island.
IGreen man time is of  |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 [Pelican crossings on Upgrade pelican crossings
15. DIRECTNESS Fufficient length to crossfrom extended green man jnot give vulnerable users Lottbridge Rd have shorter to puffin crossings.
- green man time comfortably. time but current time [sufficient time to cross green man time than puffin
unlikely to deter users. comfortably. crossing would have.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2 Bus stops along Seaside are  |No significant interventions
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; served by sufficient crossing equired.
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; points to connect to key
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. destinations.
DIRECTNESS 8
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 Moderate traffic flows [Review crossing provision
pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close lpedestrians unable to keep throughout route, though fo reduce severance
17'SA,FETY i imi ir di i highest along A2290. caused by traffic.
ialiiE veluie distance from proximity. their distance from traffic.
Imoderate traffic
olumes.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate speeds throughout [Traffic calming
pedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep oute, though highest along nterventions near
18'SA.FETY distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. A2290. destinations or key
- traffic speed X . -
Imoderate traffic crossing points as
kpeeds. appropriate.
Good visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 |Parking on Sidley Rd, CarltonEnforce parking
users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. Rd, Eshton Rd and Royalfestrictions, introducing
19.SAFETY result in collisions. Parade goes right up to edge ofdouble yellow lines around
- visibility unctions with other roads,junction edges to increase
educing visibility ofpedestrian visibility.
edestrians.
SAFETY 3
20. COHERENCE [|Adequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile Dropped kerbs and tactile No dropped kerbing/tactile Revise provision here, as
- dropped kerbsgnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not [paving absent or lpaving to access island with ell as along Eshton Rd
and tactileprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. nformation board on Marine  jand south of Royal Parade.
paving Parade Rd.
COHERENCE 0
Total Score| 24

Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 6
Comfort 7
Directness 8
Safety 3
Coherence 0
Total 24

IThis route is in residential and seafront settings, with wide footways throughout most of it. It is well

Comments served by crossing points connecting to most destinations, though some incidents of severance are
noted at junctions of residential roads, and along the A2290.

Enhancements to the footways are required and a revision of parking to ensure footway usage and

Actions uncontrolled crossing activity can occur safely. Traffic calming required to reduce severance caused

along busy roads.




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Route Name

L1: Lewes Core Walking Zone

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well  [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 No major littering or vegetationPruning along Station
1. Imaintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously growth identified. Rd.
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation,
S hoted. lexample, peeling paint). including low branches.
- maintenance Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.
No evidence of Minor vandalism. Lack of active [Major or prevalent 2 High natural surveillance, no  [None
andalism with frontage and natural vandalism. Evidence of levidence of vandalism
2. pppropriate natural fsurveillance (e.g. houses set criminal/antisocial identified.
IATTRACTIVENES burveillance. back or back onto street). lactivity. Route is isolated,
S not subject to natural
- fear of crime surveillance (including
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 Relatively high levels of traffic [Traffic calming measures
IATTRACTIVENES pollution do not [pollution could be improved land/or severe traffic noise along A2029, High St and for priority to pedestrians
S bffect the noise IStation Rd. through crossing
- traffic noise and by activeness facilities or continuous
pollution footways.
" 3 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 0 Lighting deficiency along Enhance lighting
ATTRACTIVENES [ Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; alleyways/side roads. provision along  key
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). lleyways that directly
_ other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards connect to origins and
destinations.
ATTRACTIVENES 4
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically [Large number of footway 1 Footway condition is not of a [Footway resurfacing in
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or [crossovers resulting in high quality along High St. area near Crown Court.
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as uneven surface, subsided
5 COMEORT cracked, bu't level pavers): o'r frﬁtted pavement, or
[ emncliian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Narrow footway width along Consider implementing
bll users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. {than 1.5m (i.e. standard minor, narrow, one-way streets, informal streets scheme
nd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited including West St. along some streets that
6. COMFORT users or walkingon  ftake’” between users and ffootway width requires connect to key
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. lusers to ‘give and take’ destinations (i.e.: Lewes
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads [Train Station) or build
generally in excess of land/or results in outs of footways.
Pm. crowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 ICrossing points on High St and Build out footways to
7 COMFORT il users without ‘give fapproximately 1.5m and 2m. (i.e. standard wheelchair other roads have limited width fintroduce further
. width on bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and width). Limited width due to narrowness of footways. crossing points where
staggered users or walkingon  [take’ between users and [requires users to ‘give and feasible.
crossings/ Foads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges Pm to accommodate crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 1 Footway parking occurs on Introduce bollards at key
ehicles parking on  fapproximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking High St outside of Crown points outside Crown
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and Court. Court.
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on
- footway parking generally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  (Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Moderate uphill gradient notedN/A
9. COMFORT X . .
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). fcent (1in 12). from E_ast to W(?st in town
centre, including High St.
3 Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 Excessive guardrails causefintroduce Zebra or
| Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. severance on West St (3 West[Toucan crossings at
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway); ISt) where two one-way roadsjpoint before roads
- other I Barriers/gates restricting access; and converge converge.




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments
Actions

COMFORT 6

Footways are provided [Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 Limited footway provision |[ntroduce informal streets
}%6313§§TNESS lto cater for pedestrian [mproved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian plong narrower, quieter [t feasible points.
provision desire  lines  (e.g. [pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. oads.

pdjacent to road).
12.DIRECTNESS [rossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting  [Crossings deviate 1 |Limited crossing provision on [Provide a controlled

- location  of fines, bedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire est St to navigate between  [crossing point on West St.
crossings n lines. lines. retail outlets. Introduce crossing point to
relation to laccess Lewes Castle.
desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS [Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but |Crossing of road associated 2 |Roads generally do not have a [ntroduce speed control
- gaps in traffic  Kirect, and [associated with some delay findirect, or associated with arge width, meaning crossing fables with  crossing
gvg:frr;”r;g kcomfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s distance and thus crossing points near bus stops to
crossings ithout delay (< 5s laverage). time is relatively short. lencourage safe crossing.
present or if pverage).
likely to cross
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 2 [Crossings largely single phase No significant intervention
- impact of phase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to [significantly to journey due to the narrowness of the  fequired.
contrc_:lled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to fime. Likely to wait >10s in oadways.
crossings on wait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island.
journey time )
island.
Green man time is of ~ |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 2 |Reasonable green man time as |No significant intervention
15. DIRECTNESS Fufficient length to crossfrom extended green man jnot give vulnerable users narrow widths of roadways required.
- green man time comfortably. time but current time [sufficient time to cross imit dis_tance required for
unlikely to deter users. lcomfortably. jpedestrians to cross.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 |Accessibility requirements for [mproved crossing
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; bus stop users when needing |provision at bus stops
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; to cross road could be required.
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. mproved in some cases.
DIRECTNESS 9
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 [Traffic volume is moderate [Traffic calming measures
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep lh"O_'JQhOUt t_OWﬂ centre, where appropriate.
. tr-affic G distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. partlcularly highest anng
Inoderate traffic High St and  Phoenix
olumes. Causeway.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 ROmph zone limits traffic Consider extending 20mph
pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep speeds, though this changes falong Phoenix Causeway
}?fa?f):EES-I[—)Zed distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. on Phoenix Causeway. up to TOU.ndabOUt shared
Inoderate traffic ith Malling St.
speeds.
Good visibility for all isibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 |Parking provision can limitOmit parking provision
19.SAFETY lusers. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. Vvisibility at some points on sidenear (new) uncontrolled
- visibility result in collisions. roads. crossing points where
appropriate and feasible.
SAFETY 3
IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 [ew inconsistencies in [Some improvements to
20. COHERENCE pnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or dropped kerbing provision at [dropped kerbs required on
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. side roads. Concave drainage those roads with existing
and tactile channels on the footway that jon-street parking provision.
paving imakes route difficult for users |Replace drainage channels
n wheelchairs etc. ith chord paving.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 9
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23

Highest traffic levels and noise along High St and Station Rd. Narrow footways and pinch points

Comments dentified in town centre. Single phase crossings reduce crossing time and thus time added to the
ourneys of pedestrians. Crossing provision does not always follow desire lines within retail areas.

IConsider traffic calming along High St and Station Rd. Widen footways where feasible, or introduce

Actions traffic calming measures. Consider introducing informal streets along quieter roads. Expand

crossing facilities.




Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Support

vacobs

Route Name

L2: Cockshut Road to The Drove

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 2 Footways are well maintained,N/A
1. Imaintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously no instances of littering
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation, identified
S hoted. lexample, peeling paint). including low branches.
- maintenance Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.
No evidence of Minor vandalism. Lack of active [Major or prevalent 1 Limited natural surveillance Introduce additional
andalism with frontage and natural vandalism. Evidence of along west part of Prince street lighting columns
> hppropriate natural  urveillance (e.g. houses set  [criminal/antisocial Edward's Rd. Good natural along west part of Prince
IATTRACTIVENES purveillance. back or back onto street). lactivity. Route is isolated, surveillance elsewhere across [Edward's Rd. Introduce
S hot subject to natural route. lighting north of route
- fear of crime surveillance (including near to Offham Rd.
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. Traffic noise and [Levels of traffic noise and/orfSevere traffic pollution 1 High levels of traffic Consider traffic calming
IATTRACTIVENES pollution do not [pollution could be improved  jand/or severe traffic lapproaching the station and Imeasures on approach
S bffect the noise navigating the Station of roundabout to reduce
- traffic noise and L activeness Rd/Priory St/Mountfield Rd lspeeds.
pollution roundabout.
b 3 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 Excessive use of guardrails to [Consider narrowing the
AﬁRACTIVENES I Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; prevent cros_sing across Wide junction mouths and
s | Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks). roundabout junction (Station  femoving the guardrails
Nother L Excessive use of guardrail or bollards Rd/Priory St/Mountfield Rd). to reallocate space to
pedestrians.
ATTRACTIVENES 5
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically [Large number of footway 2 Mostly in good condition, Footway repairing or
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or [crossovers resulting in though minor cracks in paving fesurfacing along Fisher
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as luneven surface, subsided tiles identified along Fisher St. [St.
5 COMEORT cracked, bu't level pavers): o'r frﬁtted pavement, or
[ emncliian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Footway width is restricted by |Remove bollards and
bl users without ‘give fapproximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard bollards along Fisher St. Very fintroduce traffic calming,
nd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited narrow footways along Fisher such as speed tables or
6. COMFORT users or walkingon  ftake’” between users and ffootway width requires St. speed cushions where it
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ Narrow fo_otway on western is not feasible to widen
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads part of Prince Edward's Rd. footways, to enhapce
generally in excess of land/or results in safety for pedestrians.
Pm. crowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 2 Existing pedestrian islands of a[N/A
7 COMFORT bll users without ‘give fapproximately 1.5m and 2m. (i.e. standard wheelchair reasonable width.
- width on bnd take” between  [Occasional need for ‘give and |width). Limited width
staggered users or walkingon  ftake’ between users and [requires users to ‘give and
crossings/ Foads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges Pm to accommodate crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 2 Instances of footway parking  [N/A
ehicles parking on  fapproximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking were not noted.
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on
- footway parking generally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  (Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Slight gradient on PrinceN/A
9. COMFORT . . ' :
_ gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1 in 12). Edward's Rd and going north
through town centre.
F Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other I Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _I Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 9

Footways are provided |Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 Footway provision meets [Expand footway provision
11.DIRECTNESS [[© cater for pedestrian improved to better cater for o cater for pedestrian desire lines in most cases. falong Landport Rd.
~footway desire  lines  (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. No footway for 140m along
provision hdjacent to road). Landlport Rq, though it

provides a direct route for
edestrians along L2.

Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 [(Crossings in key locations Provide crossing point on
12.DIRECTNESS |ines. pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire through town centre road. Mountfield Rd.

- location of lines. lines. bsence of crossing point at
crossings in imini roundabout (Mountfield
relation to Rd) to follow desire line from
desire lines Lewes Priory towards Lewes
Station.

13.DIRECTNESS [crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 ide junction mouths at key Bends and buildings
-gaps in traffic  |irect, and fassociated with some delay findirect, or associated with points (i.e. Station St) restricting visibility for
(where no ktomfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s ncreasing crossing time and  (drivers emerging from
controlled ithout delay (< 5s average). lencouraging vehicles to enter junction makes it
;:‘;2::1”‘9; . — land exit at faster speeds. nfeasible to narrow the
likely to cross tnctionimolth
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 (Crossings are mainly single Introduce more zebra
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to fsignificantly to journey phase across the route. crossings where space
E?;st;?:eg on lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in suffices to further enhance
journeygtime wait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. directness.

island.

IGreen man time is of  [Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 2 Narrow width of roadways N/A
15. DIRECTNESS Fpufficient length to cross from extended green man [not give vulnerable users Imeans pedestrians can cross
- green man time komfortably. time but current time fsufficient time to cross on the green man in sufficient

unlikely to deter users. comfortably. time.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 0  Punction clarity is poor at Consider a continuous
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; Fisher St/A2029/Mount PI, footway across Mount PI,
- Steps restricting access for all users; difficulty navigating where to  puild out footway at
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. cross safely. Steps hinder appropriate crossing
16.DIRECTNESS accessibility for users with point(s), or redesign
- other imobility challenges on the unction layout.
northern side of Prince Introduce signage or
Edward's Rd, where it meets  crossing points prior to
Ferrers Rd. steps to provide alternative
ath of access.
DIRECTNESS 6

lraffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 Moderate volume of traffic [Consider traffic calming
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep plong Nevill Rd and moderate measures to reduce speeds
. tt:affic Vel distance from |proximity. their distance from traffic. speeds. on Nevill Rd.

Imoderate traffic

olumes.

Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Existing 20mph limit and Consider traffic calming on
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep parrow roadways mean Prinlce Edwa_rd's Rd and
~traffic Speed distance from [oroximity. their distance from traffic. Vvehicles travel at lower speeds [Nevill Rd, with the latter

Imoderate traffic south of the route. housing a hospital and thus

kpeeds. having a larger demand.

IGood visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 isibility is limited within theConsider traffic calming

users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. nner-town streets, due to themeasures where there is no
19.SAFETY result in collisions. narrow footways and roadwaysiscope to build out footways
- visibility having tight bends. Visibilityfo enhance pedestrian

reduced by buildings linedyisibility.

along streets.
SAFETY 8
20. COHERENCE JAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 0 Inconsistent provision of Implement dropped kerbing
- dropped kerbspgnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not [paving absent or dropped kerbing and tactile and tactile paving where
and tactileprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. paving throughout route needed, maintaining those
paving hich already exist.
COHERENCE 0

Total Score| 23

Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 9
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 0
Total 23

Footway provision follows desire lines, though comfort is limited due to the constraints associated
with the widths of the streets in the town centre. Access to the station is served by pedestrian

CommEiE crossings, though vehicle speeds linked to large the roundabout south of Station Rd and excessive
guardrails limit the permeability of crossing along desire lines.
Expand street lighting provision where currently limited. Narrow junction mouths to increase
Actions \visibility of pedestrians and increase ease of crossing. Revise footway quality and/or expand footway

provision at the identified points. Consider introducing a continuous footway where demand for
Vehicular access is lower.
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Route Name

L3: Wellgreen Lane to Whitfield Ln

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

S hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

02 March 2020

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions

Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 2 Route generally welllNo significant
1. maintained,  with |egetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously maintained. interventions required
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation,

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with

2, ppropriate natural
IATTRACTIVENES purveillance.
S

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 1
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

Limited natural surveillance
south of Kingston Rd.

Introducing street
lighting columns south
of Kingston Rd.

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

inadequate).
raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 [The north part the route is [Traffic calming measures
3. bollution do not [pollution could be improved  fand/or severe traffic relatively quiet, though its las appropriate to reduce
IATTRACTIVENES kffect the noise isouthern part (Kingston Rd) is |ehicle speeds.
S pttractiveness alongside fast moving traffic
- traffic noise and (40mph limit), exposing
pollution pedestrians to pollution and
noise.
4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 5
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 2 Footways generally well No significant
n good condition, [isolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in maintained. interventions required
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as uneven surface, subsided
5 COMFORT cracked, bujf level pavers): olr frﬁtted pavement, or
[ cemalifian Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 idth pinch point on Kingston |Remove vegetation to
il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard Rd, 260m north of Wellgreen Lnwiden footway. Widen
nd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited and further pinch points along footway into roadway
users or walkingon  ftake’ between users and footway width requires the road, east of The Cockshut. where feasible, reducing
5. COMFORT Foads. alking on roads. lusers to ‘give and take’ Narrow footways in Westgate speed limits if
- footway width  [Footway widths frequently, walk on roads St and New Rd. necessary.
generally in excess of land/or results in Wldgn footway aI(_Jng _Old
pm. crowding/delay. Malling W_ay by widening
footways into grass
erges and removing
egetation.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 2  [Zzebracrossing on White Hill a [No significant
7 COMFORT bll users without ‘give @pproximately 1.5m and 2m. ((i.e. standard wheelchair reasonable width in excess of |nterventions required
- width on bnd take’ between  [Occasional need for ‘give and |width). Limited width 2m.
staggered users or walkingon  ftake’ between wusers and [requires users to ‘give and
crossings/ Foads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges Pm to accommodate crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 0 Footway has been removed [Traffic calming
ehicles parking on  fapproximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking with space allocated to measures, and barriers
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  frequires users to ‘give and driveways on Westgate St. to stop footway parking.
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’” between users and take’ frequently, walk on Parking from_car park south of
- footway parking generally in excess of |walking on roads due to roads and/or results in Brooks St Sp'l_ls onto footpath
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway on southern side of road.
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  (Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Slight gradient along New RdN/A
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12). land Old Malling St.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _I Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 7

Footways are provided |Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 [Segregated path along [Convert cycle path to a
?‘2‘6255‘51—’\"555 to cater for pedestrian |improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian Kingston Rd is currently shared path along Kingston
provision desire  lines  (e.g. [pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. prioritised for cyclists Rd.

djacent to road).

Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 [Zebracrossing point on A2029 [ntroduce another crossing

ines. pedestrians away from desire[significantly from desire between New Rd and St John's point west of St John's

lines. lines. [Terrace deters slightly from [Terrace/A2029 junction.
desire line. Individuals must
_12'?5';5;2\"55; crossl again on entering St_ Introd'uce a highlighted
crossings in Uohn's Terrace as footv_vay is  Erossing point and
e to only provided on one side. ntroduce footway to
dlasie ines bsence of footway on laccess off-road footway
northern side of Pelham park) on Pelham Terrace.
[Terrace means no uncontrolled
crossing point to access park
has been provided.
13.DIRECTNESS [crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 Quiet minor roads provide Introduce controlled
-gaps in traffic  irect, and fassociated with some delay findirect, or associated with opportunities to cross at crossings on Kingston
(where no comfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s undesignated points. Thisis  |Rd where appropriate.
conuiled ithout delay (< 5s laverage). more challenging along
crossmtgs i — Kingston Rd, a main road with
ﬁlr(‘;f;':o 2:(')55 higher speeds (40mph)
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS ([Crossings are single |Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 [(Controlled crossing on White [No significant interventions
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin [do not add significantly to [significantly to journey Hill is staggered, nonetheless required
grogst;?:gg on or zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to time. Likely to wait >10s in unIi!(er to wait >5 seconds on
iourney time wait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. the island.
island.

IGreen man time is of ~ |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 2 |Pedestrian priority associated [No significant interventions
15. DIRECTNESS Fpufficient length to cross ffrom extended green man [not give vulnerable users with controlled crossing equired
- green man time fcomfortably. time but current time fsufficient time to cross provides sufficient green man

unlikely to deter users. comfortably. time.

I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 0 |No footway for bus stop access(Carry out a feasibility study
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; on the eastern side of Kingston fto improve accessibility
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; Rd. and safety of bus stop.

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 6

Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 1 High traffic  volumes on [Traffic calming measures
17 SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep [Southover High St on rhain.roads.near
. tr.affic ValE distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. destination points.

Imoderate traffic

olumes.

Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 High traffic speeds along Controlled crossings or
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep Kingston Rd, moderate speeds fraffic calming at key points
~traffic S distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. along Church Ln. Lower for pedestrians (i.e. desire

Imoderate traffic speeds through town centre ines for crossing)

kpeeds. |and on minor roads.

IGood visibility for all \Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to] 1 [Good visibility of road users|ntroduce traffic calming or
19.SAFETY users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. across most of route, with iden footways where
i fi result in collisions. lexception of road bend on Newfeasible.

Rd/Westgate Rd where footway
reduces in width.
SAFETY 3

IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 0 |Dropped kerbing and tactile Revise dropped kerbing
20. COHERENCE fnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or paving provision is limited provision throughout the
- dropped Kkerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. throughout route, with oute.
and tactile exception of White Hill/St
paving Dohn's Terrace/New Rd

unction
COHERENCE 0
Total Score| 21
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 5
Comfort 7
Directness 6
Safety 3
Coherence 0
Total 21

IThe route is largely residential, intersecting the west of the core walking zone, meaning that few
controlled crossings are used. Kingston Rd, south of the route provides access to Kingston Near

Comments Lewes, though the busyness and speeds associated with the road reduce the attractiveness of the
oute, along with narrow width pinch points.
Footway resurfacing is required. The removal of vegetation is needed for increasing footway widths.
Actions Expanding crossing provision to enhance directness along desire lines for pedestrians to access key

calming m

easures where required.

trip destinations. Revise dropped kerbing provision throughout the route, and introduce traffic
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Route Name

L4: Elm Grove to Brighton Rd

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 Footways are well maintained,No significant
1. maintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously minor littering. interventions required
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation,
S hoted. lexample, peeling paint). including low branches.
- maintenance Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.
No evidence of Minor vandalism. Lack of active [Major or prevalent 1 iGood natural surveillance as  Improve lighting
andalism with frontage and natural vandalism. Evidence of route is largely residential. provision on route
2. pppropriate natural fsurveillance (e.g. houses set criminal/antisocial between St Pancras
IATTRACTIVENES furveillance. back or back onto street). lactivity. Route is isolated, Gardens and Bell Ln.
S not subject to natural
- fear of crime surveillance (including
here sight lines are
inadequate).
3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 Bell Ln has frequent flows of  [Explore traffic calming
ATTRACTIVENES pho|lution  do  not fpollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic traffic, with play area linked to ppportunities to improve
S . . bffect the noise off-road footway that connects fair quality.
;ng?ﬂft'i‘;:("se and | - ctiveness route to this road.
4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 4
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically [Large number of footway 1 iGood footway quality along Footway resurfacing or
n good condition, |isolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in most residential streets. tile  replacement on
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (suchas [uneven surface, subsided Footway defects identified Grange Rd  (southern
k. coniEeRET cracked, but level pavers). lor fretted pavement, or along SOUtherE 5id€‘|0f Grange side) and St Pancras
 condition Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven Rd and at pockets along St Gardens.
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching. Pancras Gardens.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 ide footways along Consider opportunities
il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard interbourne Ln and Barons o increase footway
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited Down Rd, though narrow on idth, primarily at key
6. COMFORT users or walkingon  [take’ between users and footway width requires Grange Rd and St Pancras Rd. functions and crossing
- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ points.
Footway widths frequently, walk on roads
generally in excess of land/or results in
Pm. icrowding/delay.
Able to accommodate|Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 Footway widths often narrow  [Traffic calming and
7 COMFORT il users without ‘give fapproximately 1.5m and 2m. (i.e. standard wheelchair and are constrained by the building out footway
- width on nd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and |width). Limited width narrow widths of the overall here feasible.
staggered users or walking on  ftake’ between users and [requires users to ‘give and street.
crossings/ oads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges Pm to accommodate crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 2 No major instances of footway [N/A
ehicles parking on  approximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking parking, compliance to double
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and vellow lines.
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on
- footway parking fenerally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes  Slopes exist but gradients do  (Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Minor sloping on Delaware RdN/A
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). [cent (1in 12). and Grange Rd, otherwise flat.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: N/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other | Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 6
Footways are provided |Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 Footways provided on every |N/A - presence of private

11.DIRECTNESS
- footway
provision

to cater for pedestrian
desire lines (e.g.
djacent to road).

improved to better cater for
pedestrian desire lines.

to cater for pedestrian
desire lines.

road link, though missing on
one side in some cases due
to narrow street widths.

not
of

developments
providing public
ay.

right

12.DIRECTNESS [Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 [Toucan crossing on Bell Ln ISt Pancras Rd would
- location of fines. pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire meets desire line for those benefit from a highlighted
crossings in lines. lines. wishing to travel to crossing on existing speed
relation to interbourne Rd. table north of junction with
desire lines St Pancras Gardens.
13.DIRECTNESS [Crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but  (Crossing of road associated 1 Occupied parking spaces to Introduce a highlighted
- gaps in traffic  Kirect, and [associated with some delay |[indirect, or associated with west of Grange Rd can make it crossing, omitting
(where no kcomfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s difficult for those to cross from parking in 2 parallel
controlled ithout delay (< 5s laverage). northern to southern side of  parking spaces to fit the
CSSINICH e — footway to access St Pancras [crossing point.
present or if ge)- Rd
likely to cross :
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 2 |Puffin crossing used on Bell None.
- impact of phase pelican/puffin [do not add significantly to [significantly to journey Ln, single phase and direct.
contrglled or zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to [time. Likely to wait >10s in
crossings on it >5s in edestrian pedestrian island
journey time X al P P .
island.
IGreen man time is of  |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 2  (Green man time is sufficient. [None.
15. DIRECTNESS Fpufficient length to cross from extended green man [not give vulnerable users
- green man time comfortably. time but current time [sufficient time to cross
unlikely to deter users. icomfortably.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2  Bus stop located on same side N/A
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; Bs one-sided footway on
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; interbourne Rd.
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 9
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and [High traffic volume, with 1 Moderate traffic volumes on [nvestigate traffic calming
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep Bell Ln, though quieter on measures to reduce appeal
~traffic volume  [distance from [oroximity. their distance from traffic. emainder of route. of rat-racing and thus
Imoderate traffic reduce traffic volumes.
olumes.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate traffic speeds on Bell [Traffic calming measures
18.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep Ln, whilst existing traffic on Bell Ln.
; tr-affic speed distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. calming measures in place on
P Imoderate traffic esidential roads.
speeds.
Good visibility for all isibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 1 |Reasonably good visibility,[ntroduce a highlighted
19.SAFETY users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. though crossing in betweencrossing point that is
- visibility result in collisions. parked cars a possibleyisible to all road users.
occurrence west of Grange Rd.
SAFETY 8
IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 0 Inconsistent provision of Enhance accessibility of
20. COHERENCE . . . . . . ; i ;
- dropped Kerbspnd tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or dropped kerbing and tactile Bell Ln recreational ground
I~ tactileprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. paving throughout much of the through level access
paving route. requirements, such as
dropped kerbing.
COHERENCE 0
Total Score| 22
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 6
Directness 9
Safety 3
Coherence 0
Total 22
Footway quality is good throughout route, though narrow at some points. Lighting provision is
Comments A . A . X .
imited in some quieter areas away from main roads. Minor sloping occurs on route.
Actions Increase traffic calming and improve footway comfort where possible. Expand crossing provision at

key points. Dropped kerbing and tactile paving provision requires improvement.
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Route Name

L5: Brighton Road to Southerham Lane

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

_ 2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score Comments Actions
Footways well [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1 Footways are well maintained{No significant

1. maintained,  with |vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously throughout.  Incidences  ofjnterventions required.

IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for jovergrown  vegetation, minor littering.

S hoted. lexample, peeling paint). including low branches.

- maintenance Street furniture falling

into major disrepair.
No evidence of Minor vandalism. Lack of active [Major or prevalent 1 Natural surveillance is good Consider increasing
andalism with frontage and natural vandalism. Evidence of throughout route, with street lighting provision

2. pppropriate natural fsurveillance (e.g. houses set criminal/antisocial exception of far east which and CCTV to enhance

IATTRACTIVENES purveillance. back or back onto street). lactivity. Route is isolated, runs parallel to A26. surw_eillance during

S Inot subject to natural evenings.

- fear of crime surveillance (including

here sight lines are
inadequate).

3. raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 [Traffic noise along existing Build footway

ATTRACTIVENES pollution do not [pollution could be improved  [and/or  severe traffic footway parallel to River Ouse [segregated further from

S bffect the noise along A26 is exposed to roadway closer to the

- traffic noise and L activeness relatively high levels of traffic [fiverside.

pollution noise and potentially pollution.

4. + Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 IN/A IN/A

IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;

S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).

- other | Excessive use of guardrail or bollards

ATTRACTIVENES 4

S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 Minor defects in footway visibleRepairs and resurfacing
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or [crossovers resulting in along Western Rd, parallel to  of footways where

ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (suchas  [uneven surface, subsided Spital Rd,and pockets of the  hecessary.
cracked, but level pavers). lor fretted pavement, or IA277 (St Anne's Terrace/High
B COMFORT Defects unlikely to result in significant uneven St).
- condition
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate|Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 Footway width has pinch Expand footway width
il users without ‘give japproximately 1.5m and 2m. than 1.5m (i.e. standard points in town centre, along northern side of
bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited restricted by overall widths of Brighton Rd A277 to

6. COMFORT users or walking on  [take’ between users and footway width requires streets. access Lewes HMP.

- footway width  foads. alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’

Footway widths frequently, walk on roads

generally in excess of land/or results in

Pm. icrowding/delay.

IAble to accommodate Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 1 ICrossing widths restricted at  [Build out footway at

7. COMFORT Il users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m. ((i.e. standard wheelchair some points due to the IA2029/High St give-way

. width on bnd take’ between  |Occasional need for ‘give and width). Limited width restricted overall widths of point for a wider

staggered users or walkingon  ftake’ between users and [requires users to ‘give and roadways. crossing point.

crossings/ oads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on

pedestrian enerally in excess of roads and/or results in

islands/ refuges Pm to accommodate crowding/delay.

heel-chair users.
INo instances of Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 2 |Noincidences of footway No significant

ehicles parking on  [approximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking parking noted. interventions required.
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and

8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on

- footway parking fenerally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.

There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  [Gradients exceed 8 per| 1 Gradient is fairly level, though|No significant

9. COMFORT X . . - X . .

- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). fcent (1in 12). fcl;gtr;t sloping to the west of thefinterventions required.
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2 Bus shelters do not impede[No major interventions
| Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. footway width across route. required.

10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);

- other I Barriers/gates restricting access; and




2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _I Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 8
Footways are provided Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 River Ouse causes severance Build bridge(s) to increase
lto cater for pedestrian [improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian between the paths on each (irectness of journeys.
desire lines (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. side of the river. [Introduce walkway under
11.DIRECTNESS hdjacent to road). Lack of footway along gxisting bridge. Add paved
- footway Southerham Rd due to [footway for 400m between
provision estricted street width. South St and Cliffe
Industrial Estate alongside
River Ouse. Traffic calming
on Southerham Rd.
Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 Insufficient crossing facilities [ntroduce crossing points
?‘2'?:255;’1\"55; ines. pedestrians away from desirefsignificantly from desire to provide direct access to gt noted locations to meet
crossings in lines. lines. Clevedown sh_eltereq housing. desu_re Imes and link
Akt to Lack of crossing points at destinations.
desire lines Cliffe High St/Malling St and
ISouth St/Chapel Hill junctions.
13.DIRECTNESS [crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 |Absence of controlled Introduce a highlighted
- gaps in traffic  Kirect, and [associated with some delay findirect, or associated with crossing at south of Fisher St crossing point to guide
E:V(\;:?rroellgg kcomfortable and |(up to 15s average). significant  delay  (>15s for High St due to the narrow  pedestrians and  alert
crossings ithout delay (< 5s laverage). idth of the footway to dr|\_/e_rs of crossing
e bverage). |accommodate for it, ~ petivity.
likely to cross Inonetheless one way so easier
outside of D Eess:
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [rossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 [Crossing points are amix of  [ntroduce a single-phase
- impact of phase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to kignificantly to journey single phase and double phase gebra crossing on South St,
controlled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in gt Nevill Rd/St Anne's south of junction with Cliffe
;:JSrs:ér;%lsmO(: wait >5s in pedestrian [pedestrian island. Cres/_Wlnterbourne Hollow High St.
island. unction.
IGreen man time isof  [Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 [Crossing points at Nevill Rd/St [ntroduce puffin crossings
kufficient length to cross|from extended green man [not give vulnerable users Anne's Cres/Winterbourne fat this junction.
15. DIRECTNESS gomfortably. time but current time fsufficient time to cross Hollow junction are pelican
- green man time unlikely to deter users. comfortably. rather than puffin, thus do not
detect if pedestrians are still
using crossing.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2 Bus stop to access Victoria No major interventions
16.DIRECTNESS | - Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; Hospital is served by a zebra fequired.
- other - Steps restricting access for all users; crossing.
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and [High traffic volume, with 1 [Relatively high traffic volumes [Traffic calming or priority
17.SAFETY pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep approaching Brighton measures to incrfease
~traffic volume  distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. Rd/Western  Rd/Nevill  Rd safety of pedestrians.
Imoderate traffic unction, where bottlenecks
olumes. pccur.
Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 Moderate traffic speeds along [ntroduce a toucan
bedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep High St. Above average speeds crossing to provide safe
18.SAFETY fistance from |proximity. their distance from traffic along A26. bccess to Cliffe Industrial
- traffic speed ) ' '
Imoderate traffic Estate.
speeds.
18 SAEETY IGood visibility for all \Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to] 1 |Good levels of visibilityNo s@gnificant interventions
i visibility users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. throughout most of route. required
result in collisions.
SAFETY 3
IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 [nconsistency in dropped kerbs|mprove provision of
20. COHERENCE and tactile paving paving provided, albeit not [paving absent or along Nevill Rd_to access dropped kerbing, tactile
- dropped kerbsprovision. lto current standards. incorrect. hospital, and High St. paving and footway
I~ tactile Deteriorating tactile paving at evenness where applicable
paving crossings on N_eV|II Rd/St on Nevill Rd, High St, and
Anne's Cres/Winterbourne tactile paving at junction
Hollow junction. south of Nevill Rd.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score[ 22
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 8
Directness 7
Safety 3
Coherence 1
Total 23
c IThe route is generally of a high quality, with crossing point access to most key destinations. Some of
omments p DS - ) B
these are of a narrow width, or are uncontrolled, limiting their safety and directness for pedestrians.
A major action is expanding the footpath provision along riverside to weatherproof an attractive
Actions alternative for those navigating between Cliffe Industrial Estate and the west or central part of the

oute.
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Route Name

L6: Phoenix Causeway to Mill Road

Length

N/A

Name of Assessor(s)

Matthew Dallas, John Davies and Lauren Kiff

1

S

- maintenance

Date of Assessment

02 March 2020

Comments

Actions

hoted.

lexample, peeling paint).

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _ Score
Footways well  [Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess 1
. maintained,  with vegetation. Street furniture prevalent. Seriously
IATTRACTIVENES o significant issues  [falling into minor disrepair (for |overgrown  vegetation,

including low branches.
Street furniture falling
into major disrepair.

Route well maintained, though
lvegetation blocks narrow
footway on Mill Rd.

Remove vegetation to
increase accessibility of
footway.

2

S

- fear of crime

No evidence of
andalism with
pppropriate natural

ATTRACTIVENES furveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active
frontage and natural
surveillance (e.g. houses set
back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent 1
vandalism. Evidence of
criminal/antisocial
lactivity. Route is isolated,
not subject to natural
surveillance (including
here sight lines are

IStrong natural surveillance
lassociated with housing and
retail units along route.

Provision of street
lighting on new path
lalong riverside to link
IA2029 to Brooks CI (off-
road, alongside River
Quse).

I Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
I Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces

inadequate).
raffic noise and |Levels of traffic noise and/orlSevere traffic pollution 1 [Traffic calming measures (20 [Introduce speed
f\ﬁRACTIVENES pollution do not [pollution could be improved  fand/or severe traffic mph_) along Church Ln reduce [cushions upon approach
S ffect the noise traffic noise. of zebra crossing to_
_traffic noise and pttractiveness further enforce traffic
pollution calming in all road
conditions.
4. 3 Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 1 Lighting provision limited Please see (2).
IATTRACTIVENES | Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient; along off-road parts of route.
S I Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- other I Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENES 4
S
Footways level and [Some defects noted, typically |Large number of footway 1 IAbsence of concrete or tarmac [Resurfacing of footway
n good condition, fisolated (such as trenching or  [crossovers resulting in surface along footway between with concrete or tarmac
ith no trip hazards. [patching) or minor (such as uneven surface, subsided ISpencers Ln and South Downs petween Spencers Ln
cracked, but level pavers). lor fretted pavement, or Rd makes it unsuitable for use jand South Downs Rd.
:r"cgr?d'\f:i:&RT Defects unlikely to resultin ~fsignificant uneven in poor weather conditions
trips or difficulty for patching or trenching.
heelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
Able to accommodate [Footway widths of between [Footway widths of less 1 ide footways across much of \Widen footway along
lall users without ‘give approximately 1.5m and 2m.than 1.5m (i.e. standard the route, though footway IA26 and into grass verge
bnd take’ between  [Occasional need for ‘give and wheelchair width). Limited pinchpoints on A26 between  on northern side of
users or walking on  ftake’ between users and footway width requires Pets Corner and roundabout ChL_”Ch Ln. C;onsider
5 COMEORT GRG, alking on roads. users to ‘give and take’ with A2029, and narrow options to widen footway
_footway width [Footway widths frequently, walk on roads footway on Church Ln betvyeen along High Street.
generally in excess of land/or results in west of Flt.deral.d Rd_JunCtlon
pm. crowding/delay. and .A26/MII.I Rd Jur_1ct|o_n.
Particular pinchpoints in
footway width on High Street in
the town centre.
Able to accommodate Widths of between |Widths of less than 1.5m 2 |Controlled crossings of No significant
7. COMFORT bll users without ‘give @pproximately 1.5m and 2m. |(i.e. standard wheelchair reasonable width at most interventions required.
- width on bnd take’ between  [Occasional need for ‘give and |width). Limited width locations.
staggered users or walkingon  [take’ between users and [requires users to ‘give and
crossings/ oads. Widths alking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on
pedestrian kenerally in excess of roads and/or results in
islands/ refuges by, to accommodate crowding/delay.
heel-chair users.
INo instances of [Clearance widths between (Clearance widths less than 1 Footway parking occurs on Mill Enforcement of parking
ehicles parking on  approximately 1.5m and 2m.  [1.5m. Footway parking Rd, approaching Malling Down. fegulations.
footways noted. Occasional need for ‘give and  [requires users to ‘give and
8. COMFORT Clearance widths take’ between users and take’ frequently, walk on
- footway parking fenerally in excess of walking on roads due to roads and/or results in
Pm between footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway
permanent Footway parking causes some [parking causes significant
obstructions. deviation from desire lines. deviation from desire lines.
9. COMFORT [There are no slopes  [Slopes exist but gradients do  (Gradients exceed 8 per| 2 Route is largely flat. No significant
- gradient on footway. not exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). |cent (1in 12). interventions required
Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 1 N/A IN/A
I Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g.
10.COMFORT driveway gates opened into footway);
- other I Barriers/gates restricting access; and
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2 (Green) 1 (Amber) _I Score Comments Actions
COMFORT 8

Footways are provided |Footway provision could be [Footways are not provided 1 Existing footways meet [Provision of a weatherproof
11.DIRECTNESS fto cater for pedestrian |improved to better cater for [to cater for pedestrian walking desire lines, though [footway along riverside.
- footway desire  lines  (e.g. |pedestrian desire lines. desire lines. tarmac footway not provided
provision bdjacent to road). along  bankside between

A2029 and Brooks CI.

Crossings follow desire [Crossings partially diverting [Crossings deviate 1 Desire lines largely met, with ~ [Narrow junction mouths
12DIRECTNESS ines. B eswiEns eey e s Haieidy fem e minor severance to directness nd provide more direct
crossings o lines. lines. caused_ by _busy main road pccess between Church Ln
- to A26), limiting safety of and Mill Rd that meets
desire lines crossing at undesignated desire lines.

oints.
13.DIRECTNESS [crossing of road easy, [Crossing of road direct, but [Crossing of road associated 1 [Refuge islands have been Introduce central refuge
-gaps in traffic  irect, and fassociated with some delay findirect, or associated with sensibly placed and sit within fsland for bus stop
(where no ktomfortable and ((up to 15s average). significant  delay (>15s desire lines. pccess along A26.
g?;st;?r:lgg ithout delay (< 5s laverage).
present or if pverage).
likely to cross
outside of
controlled
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS [Crossings are single [Crossings are staggered but [Staggered crossings add 1 [Zebracrossings have little Please see (14).
- impact of bhase pelican/puffin |do not add significantly to fsignificantly to journey mpact in directness, whilst
contrglled lor zebra crossings. journey time. Unlikely to ftime. Likely to wait >10s in signalised CT.OS.Si.nQS' are single
crossings on ait >5s in  pedestrian [pedestrian island. phase, thus limiting impact on
[JEnAIEy e island. ourney time.

IGreen man time is of ~ |Pedestrians would benefit Green man time would 1 [Good green man time at Introduce puffin crossing
15. DIRECTNESS Pufficient length to cross|from extended green man ot give vulnerable users existing controlled crossing rather than a delayed
~green man time [fomfortably. time but current time fsufficient time to cross points, though pelican stagger at Eastgate

unlikely to deter users. comfortably. crossings are used at Eastgate [St/A2029 intersection.
ISt/A2029 intersection.
I Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 1 Bus stops along route have Introduce a central refuge
- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated; crossing points that follow sland around 30m north of
16.DIRECTNESS | - Steps restricting access for all users; desire lines, on the main. [The Spinneys bus stop,
- other - Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users. and a highlighted crossing
on the bus stop on South
Downs Rd.
DIRECTNESS 6

Traffic volume low, or [Traffic volume moderate and [High traffic volume, with 1 Moderate traffic  volumes [Traffic calming measures at

pedestrians can keep [pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep throughout the main roads key points where crossing
17 SAFETY distance from [proximity. their distance from traffic. forming the ring of the route.  Rctivity occurs, such as
~traffic volume |moderate traffic near the Sussex Police

olumes. Headquarters, and the retail
park (i.e. zebra crossings at
oundabout arms).

Traffic speeds low, or [Traffic speeds moderate and [High traffic speeds, with 1 [Route experiences moderate [Please see above (17).
(ESARETY bedestrians can keep |pedestrians in close pedestrians unable to keep traffic speeds.

. tr-affic speed distance from |proximity. their distance from traffic.

Imoderate traffic

kpeeds.

18 SAEETY IGood visibility for all Visibility could be somewhat [Poor visibility, likely to| 2 |Good visibility of all road usersNo major interventions
. visibility users. improved but unlikely to result in collisions. throughout route. required.

result in collisions.
SAFETY 4

IAdequate dropped kerb [Dropped kerbs and tactile [Dropped kerbs and tactile 1 Dropped kerbing provision is Dropped kerbing and tactile

land tactile paving paving provided, albeit not jpaving absent or imited at junction mouths paving to enhance

brovision. lto current standards. incorrect. along Church Ln. Footway on [accessibility of footways.
20. COHERENCE southern side of St Anne's Conduct feasibility study
- dropped kerbs [Terrace detours through nto options to improve
and tactile church grounds with |accessibility of southern
paving significant height differences footway on St Anne's
land steps causing issues for  [Terrace.
lpeople with specific mobility
equirements.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score| 23
Criterion Performance Scores
Attractiveness 4
Comfort 8
Directness 6
Safety 4
Coherence 1
Total 23

Existing traffic calming measures increase safety for pedestrians. Footways provided across most of

Comments oute, with few exceptions noted. Footway parking incidents noted. Moderate traffic volumes on main
roads.

Expand footway provision where required. Further enhance traffic calming where footways are

Actions Inarrow and/or very close to roadway (without parked cars in between). Increase or enhance provision

of controlled crossings to increase directness of pedestrian crossing activity.




