Extent of Walking Audit in West Malling

Audited Route === m————————

Startpoint/Endpoint ?

0

Macey's Meadow o
2] A

o
Y ¢
o
&
pad O e
L *a
%, o
% P
3
&
dﬂ?
h‘f
English Heritage - o ¢
St Leonard's Tower 527 ,'
]
]
1
F 4
4
/
/

Manor Park
Country Park

Lavengers g,

CNEM Roofing o
Maidstone o

~
O 3rse

AZ0

ict's Centre

i

7

West Mallir
Coachworl

F&nﬂ



Kings Hill & West Malling

Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool
2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments. Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS oS e ) o T Littering and/or dog mess prevalent 2| Footways are well
- maintenance significant issues noted. ously overg getation, maintained, some kerb
ettt e damage bt this is minor
peeling paint). fumniture falling into major disrepair.
2. ATTRACTIVENESS No evidence of vandalism with | Minor vandalism. Lack of aciive | Major or prevalent vandalism. No evidence of vandalism
Bfearorexime appropriate natural surveilance. | frontage and natural surveilance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial Street lighting s provided,
(e.g. houses set back or back onto |activity. Route is isolated, not however, it is sporadic in
street). subject to natural suneillance nature. Sunvliance is
(including where sight lines are limited as pedestrians walk
inadequate). away from the vilage centre.
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffic noise and pollution do not | Levels of flution and) 2| Traffic pollution is low as
~ traffic noise and affect the atractiveness pollution could be improved severe tralfic noise movement bserved
pollution to be low generally.
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘olher aliraciveness issues nclude: 2| None observed
ier - Evidenca that ghing s no prosen, or i doficient;
- Temporar of routes (e..
- Excessive use Dfﬂuavdva\\ or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 7
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good ‘Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway 2| Footway levels are good with
 condition condiion, with no rip hazards. |solated (such as trenching or | crossovers resulting in uneven o tip hazards.
patching) or minor (such as surface, subsided or fretted
cracked, but level pavers). Defects | pavement, or significant uneven
unlikely to result in trips o difficulty | patching or trenching.
for wheelchais, prams etc. Some:
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users Footway widths of between Footway widths of less than 1.5m 0| Footways are QensraHy 0.9- | Review of highway
~footway width without ‘give and take’ betweer 1.5m and 2m . standard wheelchair width) 1.1m wide, boundary to assess.
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take' | Limited footway width requires. footway dws wide possible
Foolway widihs generally in excess |between users and walking on | users to give and take' frequently, temporariy at various points |mprovement
of 2m. roads. walk on roads and/or results in along the road Consideration of
crowding/delay other measures if
unable to widen
within boundary
such as one-way
working?
7. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users Widths of between approximately | Widths of less than 1.5m (i. 2| Crossing widths are
e without ‘give and take' between | 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for  |standard wheelchair width). Limited accepable
e T users or walking on roads. Widths | ‘give and take’ between users and | width requires users to ‘give and
gsl generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads take' frequently, walk on roads
I-chair users. and/or results in crowding/delay.
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on between less than 1.5m. 2| No instances of vehicles
e footways noted. Clearance widths | approximaely 1.5m and 2m Footway parking requires users (o parking on the footway.
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for ‘give and take' |‘give and take' frequently, walk on Limits obstructions to
permanent obstructons between users and walking on | roads and/or results In footways besides lamp.
roads due to footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway parking columns, where it is noted
Foolway parking causes some | causes significant deviation from the widih of the footways Is
deviation from desire lines. desire lines already namow.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1in 1| Footways do slope in some
T exceed 8 per cent (1 In 12) 12), locations, but are not
considered uncomfortable for|
pedestrians to walk on.
10.COMFORT Exampies of aher comior ssves nclude: 2| None observed
- other restricting ( y into footway);
- Bamsﬁ/ﬂatus restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces
COMFORT 9
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are prowded (0 cater for | Foolway provision could be Footways are nol provided (o cater 2| Footways are provided along
- footway provision pedestiian desire lines (e.g. improved to better cater for for pedestrian desire lines. the camiageway edge
adjacent to road). pesesian desie Ines
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially 9 from 2|The crossings that are
e e pedestrians away from desire lines. | desirelines. provided follow desire lnes
relation to desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct, and | Crossing of road direct, but Crossing of road associated 2| Crossing of road is easy and
- gaps in traffic (where no | comorable and without delay (< Ss | associated with some delay (up o | ndirect o associted with direct
controlled crossings average), 165 average). significant delay (>155 average).
present or if likely to cross
outside of controlled
crossinal
14, T i Cmge e agased vt oot | R o[NA
- impact of controlled pelican/pufin or zebra crossings. umey time. umey time. Likely
. T . Unllke\y o walt 255 npedestian |10 wait o106 n pedestian san
crossings on journey time B
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Fedsslnans ‘would benefit from Green man time would not give o|NA
TN D lengih to cross comfortably. mantimebul | winerable users sufiient tme to
currsm time unlikely to deter users. | cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘iner directness issues include: 2| None observed
~other - Routes toffrom bus stops not accommodalet
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 8
17.SAFETY Traffic volume low, or pedestrians | Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with 2| Traffic volume is low
N ool can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians o pedestrians
traffic volumes. distance from traffic.
1B.SAFETY Traffic speeds low, or pedestians | Trafic speeds moderale and High traffic speeds, with 2 |Trafic speeds are low due to
- traffic speed can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians i 2 pedestrians the narrow road widih.
raffc speeds. distance from trafic.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat Poor ws\b\h"{, likely to result in 1| Visibility is good due to
lity improved bu unikely to resultn | collsion straight alignment, although
collisions. can be restricted on the
bends by the walls
SAFETY 5
20. pped kerb and tacie | Dropped kerbs and tacile paving | Dropped kerbs and tactie paving 1| Dropped kerbs are provided | Review of highway
- dropped kerbs and tactile|P2¥ing provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incorrect. where appropriate, however | boundary to assess
° standards. central crossing point s not | possible
paving direct, leaving pedestrians to | improvems
walk in the cariageway for | Consideration of
m ther measures if
unable to widen
within boundary
such as one-way
ing?
Implementation of
{acile pavin
crossing locations.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score 30
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name Water Lane
360m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
[Criterion S
[ 7
Comfort 9
Directness 8
afety 5
1
otal 30/
jumber of elements not applicable to the route 2
otal Points to be reduced 4
Maximum score (revised) 36|
ercentage 83%

Comments

Actions

Review of highway boundary to assess possible improvement?
Consideration of other measures if unable to widen within
boundary such as one-way working? Implementation of tactile

paving at crossing locations.




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor littering. Over Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 2|Footways a
- maintenance significant issues noted. vegatation. Sree fumiture fallng | Serousty overgrown vegetation, e e mlenng
into minor disrepair (for example, |including low branches. Streef observed
peeling paint). furniture falling into major disrepair.
2. ATTRACTIVENESS __|No evidence of vandalism with | Minor vandalism. Lack of active | Major or prevalent vandaiism 1[N vandaiism was observed.
e appropriate natural surveillance.  (frontage and natural surveillance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial There is no street lighting
(e.g. houses set back or back onto |activity. Route is isolated, not along the route other that at
street). ubject to natural surveillance the junctions with other
(including where sight lines are roads. Lack of natural
inadequate). surveillance due to location
of route.
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffic noise and pollution do not | Levels of traffic noise and/or Severe traffic pollution and/or 2| Traffic noise is low due to low]
- traffic noise and affect the atiractiveness pollution could be improved severe traffic noise traffic volume.
pollution
4. A‘I‘rRAcTIVENEss Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include: 2 None cbserved
Bothe - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 7
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway 2| Footway level and is in good
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. isolated (such as trenching or crossovers resulting in uneven condition
patching) or minor (such as surface, subsided or fretted
cracked, but level pavers). Defects ent, or significant uneven
uniikely to reslt in trips or difficulty  |patching or trenching.
for wheelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users | Footway widihs of between Footway widths of l6ss than 1.5m 0| Footway widih i relatively | Review of highway.
- footway width without ‘give and take' between  |approximately 1.5m and 2m .e. standard wheelchair width). consistent at 1.2m oundary to assess
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take’ | Limited footway width requires possible
Footway widths generally in excess |between users and walking on users to ‘give and take' frequently, improvement?
of2m. roads, walk on roads and/or resuls in
crowding/delay.
7. COMFORT Able o accommodate all users | Widihs of between approximately | Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 0| No crossings are provided, | Review of highway.
- width on staggered without ‘give and take’ between (1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for |standard wheelchair width). Li where one should ideally be [boundary to assess
crossings/ users or walking on roads. Widths | ‘give and take’ between users and | width requires users to ‘give and provided from Lavender possible
9 generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads. take' frequently, walk on roads Road onto Swan Street improvement?
pedestrian iccommodate wheel-chair users. and/or results in crowding/delay.
islands/refuges
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widths between Glearance widths less than 1.5m. 1 There s no instances of
- footway parking footways noted. Clearance widths | approximately 1.5m and 2m. Footway parking requires users to vehicles parking on the
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for ‘give and take' |‘give and take' frequently, walk on footway or obstructions on
permanent obstructions. between users and walking on roads and/or results in the footway, although the.
roads due to footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway parking footways have a narrow
ing causes some causes significant deviation from width,
dev\ahon from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on footway. Slopes exist but gradients do not Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 2| No major gradient change
- gradient exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12). 12).
10.COMFORT Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2 None cbserved
- other - Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; anc
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces
COMFORT 7
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are provided to cater for | Footway provision could be Footways are not provided to cater 2| Footways are provided along
- footway provision pedestrian desire lines (e.g. improved to better cater for for pedestrian desire lines. the edge of carriageway
adjacent to road). pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire lines. rossings partially diverting Crossings deviate significantly from. 2[NA
- location of crossings in pedestrians away from desire lines. |desire lines.
relation to desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct, and | Crossing of road direct, but Cmss:ng of road associated 2| Pedestrians should not need
- gaps in traffic (where no | comfortable and without delay (< s |associated with some delay (up to , o associated with to cross Lavender Road as
controlled crossings average). 15s average). slgm(can( delay (>15s average). there is only a footway on
one side.
crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single phase Crossings are staggered but do not | Staggered crossings add 0[NA
- impact of controlled pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.  |add significantly to journey time. | significantly to journey time. Likely
e @l Ty z::.::\y to wait >5s in pedestrian | to wait >10s in pedestrian island.
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Pedestrians would benefit from Green man time would not give 0[NA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time but wulnerable users sufficient time to
current time unlikely to deter users. |cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other’ dreciness issues include: 2 None observed
- other - Routes toffrom bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 8
17.SAFETY Trlfcvolume ow, o podstians | Tl vlume moderte and High traffc volume, with pedestrians 2| Traffic volume was observed
- traffic volume from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from o be low.
waffic
18.SAFETY Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians | Traffic speeds moderate and High traffic speeds, with pedestrians| 2| Traffic speeds were observed
- traffic speed can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from t
traffic speeds. traffic.
19.SAFETY Good visibilty for all users. Visibity could be somewhat Poor visibilly, kely (o result in 2| Visibity s good dus to the
ibility improved but unlikely to resultin |collisions. roads straight alignment and
collisions. lack of obstructions.
SAFETY 6
20. COHERENCE Adequate dropped kerb and tactile | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 1 |Tactile pacing should be Review of potential
- dropped kerbs and paving provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incorrect. provided from Lavenders | crossing i
tactile pavin standards. Road onto Swan Street to \ocanon poss-mmy
paving warn visually impaired users |of ut xisting
of the carriageway. island lea(ure’
COHERENCE 1
Total Score 29
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name Lavenders Road
Length 325m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
[Criterion Scores
i 7
[Comfort 7
rectness 8
Safety 6
1
[Total 2
Number of elements not to the route 2
Total Points to be reduced 4
[Maximum score (revised) 36
[ 81%

Comments

Actions

Review of highway boundary to
Review of potential crossing in !
utlising exisiting istand feature?

assess possible improvement?
his location - possibility of




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor littering. Over Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. Footways are well
- maintenance significant issues noted. vegatation. Sree fumiture fallng | Serousty overgrown vegetation, A
into minor disrepair (for example, |including low branches. Streef being cut back ai
peeling paint). furniture falling into major disrepair. littering observed
2. ATTRACTIVENESS No evidence of vandalism with Minor vandalism. Lack of active | Major or prevalent vandalism. 1| No evidence of vandalism
e e o appropriate natural surveilance. | ffontage and natural surveilance | Eidence of criminal/antisocial with consistent sireet lighting
(e.g. houses set back or back onto |activity. Route is isolated, not provided. Limited
street). subject to natural surveillance surveillance for some of
(including where sight lines are length but on reaching
inadequate). station, sunveillance
provided.
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffic noise and pollution do not | Levels of traffic noise and/or ‘Severe traffic pollution and/or 2| Traffic pollution low as the
- traffic noise an affect the atiractiveness pollution could be improved severe traffic noise traffic was low.
pollution
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘other attractiveness issues include: 2|None observed
- other - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 7
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway 2| Footways are good in
~ condition condition, with no trip hazards isolated (such as trenching or crossovers resulting in uneven condition with no trip hazards
patching) or minor (such as surface, subsided or fretted
cracked, but level pavers). Defects | pavement, or significant uneven
uniikely to result in trips or difficulty  |patching or trenching.
for wheelchairs, prams etc. Som:
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT "Able to accommodate all users Footway widths of between Footway widths of less than 1.5m 2| Footways were a minimum of
- footway width without ‘give and take' between  |approximately 1.5m and 2m. (b0 SRAL L -om widh with the ootway
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take' |Limited footway width req widening to 3m closer to the
Footway widths generally in excess |between users and walking on users to ‘give and !ake lrequenﬂy, train station
of 2m. roads. walk on roads and/or result:
crowding/delay.
7. COMFORT Able {0 accommodate all users | Widihs of botween approximately | Widths ofl6ss than 1.6m (ie. 2| Crossings are of sufficient
- width on staggered without ‘give and take’ between | 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for | standard wheelchair width). Limited width
crossings/ users or walking on roads. Widths | ‘give and take’ between users and | width requires users to ‘give and
9 generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads. take' frequently, wal
pedestrian accommodate wheel-chair users. and/or results in crowding/delay.
islands/refuges
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widths between Glearance widths less than 1.5m. 2| Clearance widihs are over
- footway parking footways noted. Clearance widths | approximately 1.5m and 2m Footway parking requires users to 2 d obstructions
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for ‘give and take’ |‘give and take’ frequently, walk on on the footway
permanent obstructions. tween users and walking on roads and/or results in
roads due to footway parking, crowding/delay. Foonway »amng
Footway parking causes some causes significant devi
deviation from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on footway. | Slopes exist but gradients do not | Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1in 2| Footway gradient is generally
- gradient exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12). 12). level
10.COMFORT Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues inclug 2| None observed
- other - Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; anc
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces.
COMFORT 12
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are provided to cater for |Footway provision could be Footways are not provided to cater 2| The footway is provided
- footway provision pedestrian desire lines (e.g. improved to better cater for for pedestrian desire lines. along the edge of
adjacent to road). pedestrian desire lines. carriageway
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire lines. s partially diverting Crossings deviate significantly from 2| Crossings follow desire lines,
- location of crossings in e ey e ST [
relation to desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Grossing of road easy, direct, and | Crossing of road direct, but Grossing of road associated 2| Pedestrians should not need
- gaps In traffic (where no |comfortable and without delay (< 5s |associated with some delay (up to | indirect, or associated with o cross the road along the
controlled crossings verage). 15s average). significant delay (>15s average). length of the route as no
9" footway provided on the
present or y to opposite side of the
cross outside of carriageway. Footway also
controlled crossing) leads directy to the railway
tation.
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single phase Crossings are staggered but do not | Staggered crossings add 0|NA
- impact of controlled pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.  |add significantly to jouney time. | significantly to journey time. Likely
crossings on journey ::;:::de\y to wait >5s in pedestrian to wait >10s in pedestrian island.
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Pedestrians would benefit from Green man time would not give 0|NA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time bu vulnerable users sufficient time to
current time unikely to deter users. |cross comfortably
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other directness issues include: 2|None observed
- other - Routes tofffom bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 8
17.SAFETY Traffc volume low, or pedestrians | Trafic volume moderate and High traffc volume, with pedestrians 2| Traffic volume was observed
- traffic volume can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from as low.
raffic volumes. i
18.SAFETY Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians | Traffic speeds moderate and High traffic speeds, with pedestrians| 2| Traffic speed is moderate,
- traffic speed can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep ther distance from but sufficient width to allow
traffic speeds. traffic. pedestrians to keep distance
from vehicles.
19. sAFETY ‘Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat Poor visibilit, ikely to result in 2| Visivility is good due to the
ty improved but uniikely to resultin  |collsions. straight alignment of the road
collisions.
SAFETY G
20. COHERENCE Adequate dropped kerb and tactile | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 4 |No dropped kerb or tactile Possibility of
- dropped kerbs and paving provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incon paving is provided on the | providing a crossing
o standards. northen side of Swan Street | could be reviewed.
P to cross to the station Consideration of
approach. visibility splays
required due to
railway bridge.
COHERENCE 1
Total Score 34/
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name Train Station unnamed Road
Length 240m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
[Criterion Scores
i 7
[Comfort 12
rectness 8
Safety 6
1
[Total 34
Number of elements not applicable to the route 2
Total Points to be reduced 4
[Maximum score (revised) 36
[ 94%

Comments

Actions

Possibility of providing a crossing could be reviewed.
Consideration of visibility splays required due to railway bridge.




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

y be
improved to better cater for

Footy o
for pedestrian desire lines.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor litering. Overgrown itering and/or dog mess prevalent. 2| Footways are well maintained
e significant issues noted vegetation. ling y overgrown vegs u
into minr disrepair (for example, | including low branches. Street noled.
pesling paint) furiture falling into major disrepair.
2. ATTRACTIVENESS No evidence of vandalism with | Minor vandalism. Lack of active | Major or prevalent vandaism. 2| No evidence of vandalism,
~foar of crime appropriate natural surveillance. | frontage and natural surveilance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial where street lighting is
(e.9. houses set back or back onto | activity. Route s isolated, not subject] provided consistently.
street). il
where sight lines are inadequate). due 1o presence of residential
dwellings.
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffc noise and Levels of Severe Traffic noise is low s taffic s
traffic noise and pollution | afect the atractveness pollution could be improved traffic noise: relatively low.
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘olher aliraciveness issues include 2| None observed
W her - Evidence that lghing s not preent, or s deficent
- Temporar foutes (e.g
- Excessive use of guerdmll D
ATTRACTIVENESS 8
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good Some defects noled, ypically Large number of 2 y d with
_ condition condition, with no trp hazards. isolated (such as trenching or resuling in uneven surface, 0 trip hazards observed.
patching) or minor (such as cracked, | subsided o fretted pavement, or
butlevel pavers). Defects unlikely to |significant uneven patching or
resultin trips or difficulty for trenching,
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT Able users between of fess than 1.5m 1| Footways are between 1.6-
~footway width without ‘give and take' between appmnmale\y 1.5m and 2m. (i standard wheelchair width) 1.8m wide.
users or walking on roads. nal need for ‘give and take' | Limited footway width reqires users
Footway widths generally in excess s walkingon | to give and take' frequently, walk on
of 2m, roads, roads andlor resus in
crowdingdelay.
7. COMFORT Able users | Widihs of bety Widihs of less than 1.5m (i 2| Crossing widths are
R ENenataagered without ‘give and take' between | 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for  |standard wheelchair widih). Limited suffcient.
et users or walking on roads. Widihs | ‘give and take' befween users and | widih requires users to ‘give and
9" generally in excess of 2m walking on roads. take' frequently, walk on roads.
-chair users. andlor results in crowding/delay.
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widhs between Clearance widihs less than 1.5m. 2| There are fimited obstructions|
ey foovays olad. Clarance wics | approsimately15m and 2m Footway parking requires users lo {that reduce the widih of the
generally in excess of 2m between nal need for ‘give and take' | ‘give and take' requently, walk on footways.
permanent obstructions. s walking on roads | roads and/or results in
dueto parking y parking
y
deviation from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT 8 per cent (11n 2| Gradients are reasonably
- gradient exceed 8 per cent (1in 12). 12). level
10.COMFORT Examples o Glher comforssues nclude: 2| None observed
Betier edesis y ned info footway);
~Barirs/gates resticting access; and
- Bus shellers restricting clearance width.
COMFORT 1
11.DIRECTNESS ided to cater for cater 2| Footways are provided along

- dropped kerbs and tactile
paving

paving provision.

provided, albeit not to current
standards.

absent or incorrect.

across most of the side arms,
however no crossing in
provided to the Abbey.

ey e e ) the edge of the carriageway
adjacent o road). pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire lines. "] C 2 ided in the | Review highway
-location of crossings in pedestrians away from desire lines. | desire lines. majority of locations. No boundary to see if
crossing provided fothe |this could be,
relation to desire lines Abbey, however. provided? Sufficient
footfall to warrant a
provision?
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct,and | Crossing of road direct, but Crossing offoad associated ndirect, 2| Crossing of road is easy as
- gaps in traffic (whera no y (<55 |associ or associated nicles traffic speed ar
" average). 15s average). (>15s average). volume is moderately low,
controlled crossings with the road alignment being
present or if likely to cross atright
outside of controlled
crossina)
14 DIRECTNESS C o but do not dd o[NA
pact of controlled dek g e SO b a e
e e Uikl o val >3 n pedestan wait>105 in pedestrian san
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Pedestrians would benefit from Green man time would not give oA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time but current| vulnerable users sufficient time to.
time unlikely to deter users. cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2| None observed
- other - Routes toffrom bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 8
17.SAFETY Traffic volume low, or pedestrians | Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with pedestrians 2| Traffic volumes are low and
- traffic volume. moderate destrians i proxi p their distance from pedestrians can keep their
traffic volumes. traffic. distance.
1B.SAFETY Traffc speeds low, or pedestrians | Traffc speeds moderale and High peeds, moderately|
- traffic speed moderate destrians i proxi p their distance from here pedestrians can
traffic speeds. traffic. keep their distance.
19.SAFETY Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat Poor visibility, likely to result in 2| Visibi . with the
~visibility proved but uniikely to resultin | collisions. road alignment being straight.
collsions. The only obstruction is
parked vehicles, however, the
footway is mainly only on one.
side, wih limited
requirements for crossing
movements.
SAFETY 6
20. COHERENCE uale dropped kerb and taclle | Dropped kerbs and taciie paving | Dropped kerbs and taciie paving 1| Dropped kerbs are provided | Review highway

boundary o see if
this could be
provided? Suficient
footfall to warrant a
provision?

COHERENCE 1
Total Score 34
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name Swan Street
Length 475m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
[criterion Scores
| z
Comfort 1
Directness
Safety
Coherence
Total 3
Number of elements not applicable to the route
Total Points to be reduced
i (revised) 3
Percentage 94%
Comments
Review highway boundary to see if this could be provided?
Actions Sufficient footfall to warrant a provision?




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

- traffic volume

can keep distance from moderate
traffic volumes.

pedestrians in close proximity.

unable to keep their distance from
raffic.

and pedestrians can keep
their distance.

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor litering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 2|No littering was observed
B aintenance significant issues noted. vegetation. Street fumiture fallng | Seriously overgrown vegetation, along the route. Various
into minor disrepair (for example,  |including low branches. Street surface types provided but
peeling paint). fumiture falling into major disrepair. generally well maintained
2. ATTRACTIVENESS No evidence of vandalism with Minor vandalism. Lack of active | Major or prevalent vandalism. No evidence of vandalism.
e appropriate natural surveillance. | frontage and natural surveillance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial Street lighting is provided
(e.9. houses set back or back onto  |activity. Route is isolated, not along the route. Surveillance
stree) biect to natural surveillance is good, with businesses and
(including where sight lines are residential dwelings fronting
inadequate), onto the road.
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffic noise and pollution do not | Levels of traffic noise andior Severe traffic pollution andlor severe 2| Traffic pollution is considered
- traffic noise and affect the attractiveness pollution could be improved traffic noise 25 low as vehicle volume i
pollution moderate.
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘ther’ aftractiveness issues include: oA
N other - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 6
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good ‘Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway crossovers Footways are in good
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. isolated (such as trenching or resulting in uneven surface, conditions with no trip
patching) or minor (such as cracked, | subsided or fretted pavement, or hazards observed.
but level pavers). Defects unlikely to_[significant uneven patching or
resultin trips or diffculty for trenching.
wheelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT ‘Able to accommodate all users Footway widths of between Footway widths of less than 1.5m 1| Footways are generally wide
- footway width without ‘give and take' between approximately 1.5m and 2m (i-e. standard wheelchair width). with some temporary
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take' [ Limited footway width requires users obstructions that reduce the
Footway widths generally in excess | between users and walking on to ‘give and take' frequently, walk on width. Width does vary in
f 2m. roads. roads and/or results in places, such as within the
crowding/delay. vicinity of the Ryarsh Lane,
however, provision on
opposite side of the road is
available.
7. COMFORT ‘Able to accommodate all users Widths of between approximately | Widths of less than 1.5m (ie. 2|Crossings are adequate
- width on staggered without ‘give and take’ between 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for | standard wheelchair width). Limited
A users or walking on roads. Widths  |‘give and take' between users and | width requires users to ‘give and
gs! generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads. take' frequently, walk on roads
wheel-chair users. and/or results in crowding/delay.
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widths between Clearance widths less than 1.5m. 2|No instance of footway
- footway parking footways noted. Clearance widths | approximately 1.5m and 2m Footway parking requires users o parking besides
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for ‘give and take' |'give and take' frequently, walk on loading/unloading.
permanent obstructions. tween users and walking on roads |roads and/or results in Obstructions are present
due to footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway parking however the footway is
Footway parking causes some causes significant deviation from usually still 2m
deviation from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on footway. | Slopes exist but gradients do not | Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1 in 2|Siight changes in gradient
- gradient exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12). 12) but not overly noticeable
when walking
10.COMFORT Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: oA
oG - Temporary obstructions restricting for pedestrians (e.g. y gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces
COMFORT 9
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are provided to cater for | Footway provision could be Footways are not provided to cater 2| Footways are provided along
- footway provision pedestrian desire ines (e.g. adjacent|improved to better cater for for pedestrian desire lines. the edge of carriageway
to road) pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire ines. Crossings partialy diverting Crossings deviate significantly from 2| Crossings provided follow the
~location of crossings in pedestrians away from desire lines. ~|desire lines. desire lines
relation to desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct, and__ | Crossing of road direct, but Crossing of road associated indirect, 1| Crossing locations are Potential for a
- gaps in traffic (where no_ | comortable and without delay (< 5s | associated with some delay (up to [or associated with significant delay limited, however crossing is | slightly more
5 verage). 155 average). (>155 average). relatively easy duetothe |formalised crossing
Eontolieiciossings gaps in traffic and good as pedestrians
present or if likely to cross| b (S SE D
outside of controlled village centre?
crossing) Review of potential
locations.
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single phase Crossings are staggered but do not | Staggered crossings add 2|Crossings are single phase
- impact of controlled pelican/pufin or zebra crossings. | add significantly to journey time. | significantly to journey time. Likely to
A H A Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian | wait >10s in pedestrian island.
crossings on journey time island.
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Pedestrians would benefit from Green man time would not give. o|NA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time but uinerable users suffcient time to
current time unlikely to deter users. | cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other directness issues include: o|NA
- other - Routes toffrom bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 7
17.SAFETY Traffic volume low, or pedestrians | Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with pedestrians. 2| Traffic volume is moderate

18.SAFETY
- traffic speed

Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians
can keep distance from moderate
traffic speeds

Traffic speeds moderate and
pedestrians in close proximity.

[High traffic speeds, with pedestrians
unable to keep their distance from
traffic.

2| Speeds are low, due to traffic

calming features and
pedestrians can keep their
distance.

19.SAFETY Good visibilty for all users. Visibilty could be somewhat Poor visibilty, likely 1o resultin 2| Visibility is good due to the
- visibility improved but unlikely to resultin [ collisions. roads straight alignment
collisions.

SAFETY 6
20. ¢ kerb and tactile | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 2| Dropped kerbs and tactile
- dropped kerbs and paving provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incorrect. paving are provided where
tactile paving standards. appropriate.
COHERENCE 2

Total Score 30

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name High Street, Town Hill
Lenath 500m
Name of James Marsh

Date of 19th November 2020

Criterion Scores

it 6
Comfort 9
Directn: 7
Safety 6
C 2
Total 30
Number of elements not i to the route 4
Total Points to be reduced 8
waximum score (revised) 32
[ 94%

Comments.

Actions

Potential for a slightly more formalised crossing as pedestrians
move away from the village centre? Review of potential locations.




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor littering. Overgrown Littering and/or dog mess prevalent. 2|No littering observed and
- maintenance significant issues noted. vegetation. Street furniture falling | Seriously overgrown vegetation, footway is well maintained
into minor disrepair (for example,  |including low branches. Street
peeling paint). furniture falling into major disrepair.
2. ATTRACTIVENESS No evidence of vandalism with Minor vandalism. Lack of active Major or prevalent vandalism. 2[No evidence of vandalism,
e appropriate natural surveillance. | frontage and natural surveillance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial with active frontages provided
(e.9. houses set back or back onto |activity. Route is isolated, not for surveillance.
9. h K or ba y. R ted, i I
street). subject to natural surveillance
(including where sight lines are
inadequate).
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffic noise and pollution do not | Levels of raffic noise and/or Severe traffic pollution and/or severe| raffic volume is very low and
- traffic noise and pollution| affect the atiractiveness pollution could be improved traffic noise therefore pollution is low
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘other' attractiveness issues include: 2| None observed
- other - Evidence that lighting is not present, or is deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrail or bollards
ATTRACTIVENESS 8
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway crossovers 2|Footways are in good
- condition condition, with no trip hazards. isolated (such as trenching or resulting in uneven surface, condition with no trip hazards
patching) or minor (such as subsided or fretted pavement, or observed
cracked, but level pavers). Defects | significant uneven patching or
unlikely to result in trips or difficulty |trenching.
for wheelchairs, prams etc. Some:
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users Footway widths of between Footway widths of less than 1.5m 0| Footway width is 0.9m fora |Likely to be limited
- footway width without ‘give and take' between approximately 1.5m and 2m (i.e. standard wheelchair width). stretch, where the opportunity for
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take' [Limited footway width requires users is also narrow due to
Footway widths generally in excess |between users and walking on to ‘give and take’ frequently, walk on with a barrier provided overall width in this
of 2m. roads. roads and/or results in between the two location.
crowding/delay.
7. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users Widths of between approximately | Widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. o[NA
- width on staggered without ‘give and take’ between 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for |standard wheelchair width). Limited
e users or walking on roads. Widths | 'give and take' between users and | width requires users to ‘give and
g generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads. take' frequently, walk on roads
pedestrian islands/refuges | ,.commodate wheel-chair users. andlor results in crowding/delay.
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widths between Clearance widihs less than 1.5m. 0| No footway parking on the
-footway parki footways noted. Clearance widths | approximately 1.5m and 2m Footway parking requires users to length review however the
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for give and take' |‘give and take' frequently, walk on footways are very narrow
permanent obstructions. between users and walking on roads| roads and/or results in
due to footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway parking
Footway parking causes some causes significant deviation from
deviation from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT There are no slopes on footway. | Slopes exist but gradients do not | Gradients exceed 8 per cent (1in 2|No noticeable gradient
- gradient exceed 8 per cent (1in 12).
10.COMFORT Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include: 2
- other - Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.q. driveway gates opened into footway);
- Barriers/gates restricting access; and
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces.
COMFORT 6
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are provided to cater for | Footway provision could be. Footways are not provided to cater 2|Footway is provided along the|
- footway provi pedestrian desire lines (e.g. improved to better cater for for pedesrian desire lines. edge of carriageway

adjacent to road) pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting Crossings deviate significantly from NIA
- location of crossings in ians away from desire lines. |desire lines.
relation to desire lines
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct, and | Crossing of road direct, but Crossing of road associated 2|Whilst no footway is provided
- gaps in traffic (where no |comfortable and without delay (< 5 |associated with some delay (up to |indirect, or associated with on the opposing side of the
e ol la s s average). 155 average). significant delay (>15s average). carriageway, access to

P dwellings is direct and easy
(I LEIALELT due to limited vehicle
cross outside of e,
controlled crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single phase Crossings are staggered but do not | Staggered crossings add o[NA
- impact of controlled pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.  |add o] journey time. Likely to
crossings on journey time Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian | wait >10s in pedestrian island.
island.
15. DIRECTNESS Green man time is of sufficient Pedestrians would benefit from | Green man time would not give 0NA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time but wulnerable users sufficient time to
current time unlikely to deter users. | cross comfortably.

16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2
- other - Routes toffrom bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.
DIRECTNESS 6
17.SAFETY Traffic volume low, or pedestrians | Traffic volume moderate and High traffic volume, with pedestrians 2| Traffic volumes very low
- traffic volume can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from

traffic volumes. traffic.
18.SAFETY Traffic speeds low, or pedestrians | Traffic speeds moderate and High traffic speeds, with pedestrians 2 Traffic speeds very low due
- traffic speed can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from to width of the road

traffic speeds. traffic.

Good visibiliy for all users. Visibility could be somewhat Poor visibiliy, likely to result in 2| road has a straight alignment
improved but unlikely to resultin  [collisions. but footway only on one side
collisions. 5010 need to cross

SAFETY 6
20. COHERENCE Adequate dropped kerb and tactile | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 1| Dropped kerbs provided at | Provision of tactile
- dropped kerbs and paving provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incorrect side road intersections but no| paving
tactile paving standards. tactile paving
COHERENCE 1
Total Score 27
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name West Street
Length 75m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
Criterion Per Scores
i 8
Comfort 6
Di 6
|§afety 6
[ 1
[Total 27
|yumbor of elements not to the route 4
Total Points to be reduced 8
waximum score (revised) 32
[ 84%

Comments

Actions

Likely to be limited opportunity for improvement due to overall
width in this location. Provision of tactile paving.




Kings Hill & West Malling
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool

2 (Green) 1 (Amber) Score Comments Actions
1. ATTRACTIVENESS Footways well maintained, with no | Minor littering. Over Littering and/or dog mess prevalent 2| Footways were observed to
- maintenance significant issues noted. vegetation. Sireet furiure fling | Seiousy overgrown vegetato be well maintained with
into minor disrepair (for example,  [including low branches. Street limited litering and verge
peeling paint). furniture falling into major disrepair overgrowth
No evidence of vandalismwith | Minor vandalism. Lack of aclive | Major or prevalent vandalism. No signs of vandalism
1
G appropriate natural surveillance. | frontage and natural surveilance | Evidence of criminal/antisocial Dwellings present at
(e.. houses set back or back onto_|activity. Route is isolated, not locations across length, with
street). subject to natural suveillance streot ighting provided.
(including where sight lines are
inadequate).
3. ATTRACTIVENESS Traffc noise and pollution do not | Levels of traffic noise andior Severs el pollton andor 2| Tratfic volume is moderate
e ey affect the atiractiveness pollution could be improved re traffic noise but when compared with
9 surrounding roads, overall
pollution pollution and noise
considered to be limited
4. ATTRACTIVENESS Examples of ‘other' attractiveness issues include: 2| None observed
Lot - Evidence that lighting is not present, or s deficient;
- Temporary features affecting the attractiveness of routes (e.g. refuse sacks).
- Excessive use of guardrailor bolards
ATTRACTIVENESS 7
5. COMFORT Footways level and in good Some defects noted, typically Large number of footway 2| Footway is relatively level
eondifion condition, with no trip hazards. isolated (such as trenching or crossovers reslfing in uneven
patching) or minor (such as surface, subsided o fretted
cracked, but level pavers). Defects | pavement, or significant uneven
unlikely to result in trps or diffculty | patching or trenching.
for wheelchairs, prams etc. Some
footway crossovers resulting in
uneven surface.
6. COMFORT Able to accommodate all users | Foolway widihs of between Footway widths of less than 1.5m 1| Footway widihs are generaly
- footway width without ‘give and take’ between | approximately 1.5m and 2m. .. standard wheelchair widih). between 1.6-
users or walking on roads. Occasional need for ‘give and take' | Limited footway width requires
Footway widths generally in excess |between users and walking on | users to ‘give and take' frequently,
of 2m. roads. walk on roads and/or resuls in
crowding/delay.
7. COMFORT ‘Able to accommodate all sers | Widihs of between approximately | Widths of less than 1.6m (i.. o[NA
- width on staggered without ‘give and take’ between | 1.5m and 2m. Occasional need for |standard wheelchair width). Limited
e users or walking on roads. Widihs  |'give and take' between users and | width requires users to ‘give an
9 generally in excess of 2m to walking on roads. take’ frequently, walk on roads
pedestrian ‘accommodate wheel-chair users. and/or results in crowding/delay.
islands/refuges
8. COMFORT No instances of vehicles parking on | Clearance widins between Clearance widths less than 1.5m. "
- footway parking footways noted. Clearance wicths | approximately 1.5m and 2m. Footway parking requires users (o obstructions that reduce the
generally in excess of 2m between | Occasional need for give and take’ |‘give and take frequently, walk on footway width
permanent obstructions. between users and walking on | roads and/or resuls in
roads due to footway parking. crowding/delay. Footway parking
Footway parking causes some | causes significant deviation from
deviation from desire lines. desire lines.
9. COMFORT Thersare 0 iopes o ootway. | Slopes sl bl rades Go ot | Gradiets excsed  pe can (1 2| Gradients are reasonably
Nereiient exceed 8 per cent (1 in 12). 12) level
10.COMFORT Examples of ‘other' comfort issues include: None observed
2
Lot clearance widih for pedestrians (e.. driveway gates opened into footway);
nd
- Bus shelters restricting clearance width.
- Poorly drained footways resulting in noticeable ponding issues/slippery surfaces
COMFORT 9
11.DIRECTNESS Footways are provided to cater for | Footway provision could be Footways are not provided to cater Footways are provided along
- footway provision pedestrian desire ines (e.g. improved to better cater for for pedesrian desire lines. the edge of carriageway
adjacent to road). pedestrian desire lines.
12.DIRECTNESS Crossings follow desire fines. Crossings partially divertin Crossings deviate significanly from 0| Formal crossings are not | Within the vicinity of|
- location of crossings in pedestrians away from desire lines. |desire lines. provided. the country park
: oS! entrance, the
relation to desire lines Fer oy i e
the eastern to the
western side of the
d. No crossing is
provided here.
Review of potential
crossina location?
13.DIRECTNESS Crossing of road easy, direct, and of road direct, but Crossing of road associated 1| Crossing of road relatively
- gaps in traffic (where no |comortable and without delay (< 55 e DS i e Lt e easy due to gaps in traffic
average) nt delay (>15s average). but road is more trafficked
cogtiolied crossings than some of the surrounding
roads.
controlled crossing)
14.DIRECTNESS Crossings are single phase Crossings are staggered bul do not | Staggered crossings add o[vA
- impact of controlled _|Pelican/puffn or zebra crossings. |acd signifcantly o journey time. | significantly to jourey time. Likely
e ety Uniikely to wait >5s in pedestrian  [to wait >10s in pedestrian island
'gs on j Y island.
15. DIRECTNESS reen man fime is of sufficient | Pedestrians would benefit from | Green man fime would not give o[NA
- green man time length to cross comfortably. extended green man time but vuinerable users suffcient time o
current time unlikely to deter users. | cross comfortably.
16.DIRECTNESS Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include: 2| None observed
Serrn - Routes tolfrom bus stops not accommodated;
- Steps restricting access for all users;
- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance isses for users.
DIRECTNESS 5
17.SAFETY Traffic volume low, or pedestrians | Traffic volume moderate and High trafic volume, with pedesfrians. 2| Traffic volumes are moderate
- traffic volume can keep distance from moderate | pedestrians In close proximity. | unable to keep their distance from where pedestrians can keep
traffic volumes. traff their distance for the majority
of the length
8.SAFETY Trafic speeds low, or pedestrians | Trafic speeds moderate and High traffic speeds, with pedestrians| 2| Tratfic speeds are moderate
N gt can keep distance from moderate | pedesirians in close proximity. unable to keep their distance from where pedestrians can keep
traffic speeds. traffc. he ditancs o the majorty
of the len
19. sAFETY Good visibilty for al users. Visibilty could be somewhat Poor visibilty, likely to result in 2[Roa ight for the
bility improved but uniikely to resultin [ colisions. eforty of he longh
collsions.
SAFETY ®
20. COHERENCE Adequate dropped kerb and tactile | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving | Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 0| Footway ends on one side of | As above. In
 dropped kerbs and paving provision. provided, albeit not to current absent or incorrect. the road to the south of the | addition, dropped
tactila pavin standards, length where no crossing is | kerbs and tactile
paving provided. paving not always.
present so could be
implemented at
certain locations.
COHERENCE (]
Total Score 27
ROUTE SUMMARY
Route Name St Leonards Street
Length 950m
Name of James Marsh
Date of 19th November 2020
[criterion Scores
| 7
|Comfort 9
Directness 5
Safety 6
[ 0
[Total 27
Number of elements not to the route 3
Total Points to be reduced 6
Maximum score (revised) 34
79%

location? As above. In addition,

Comments
Within the vicinity of the country park entrance, the footway
moves from the eastern to the western side of the road. No

T crossing is provided here. Review of potential crossing

dropped kerbs and tactile

paving not always present so could be implemented at certain

locations.




