@ Active Travel Crossing Request Process

ANNEX A
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® Sense Check Stage Process

Reality Check

Request assigned
to panel

Transport

Planner
(Active Travel)

Transport
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Assistant

Access Safety
Officer Engineer

Are there any
severe site-based
constraints?

Is there evidence
of demand?

Is there evidence
of a safety issue?

Quality of existing
infrastructure?

Is there another
formal crossing
close by?

Identify local trip
attractors

Is there likely
latent demand?

Do accessibility
issues exist?

Does the speed
limit need
changing?

Could desire lines
be met?

Desktop Review

Suggested Panel Composition

Assess against
LCWIP priority
networks

Assessment of
casualty data

Initial review of
core constraints

Evaluate whether
crossing is the
right/only solution

Land Ownership
Space Available
Driveway Spacing
Junction Proximity
Footway Width

Other factors

FAIL: There is likely to be minimal demand, there are other formal PASS: There is likely demand, a crossing could be installed in the
location, there is strategic fit or evidence of casualties

crossings in the area, constraints render a crossing undeliverable.




Stage Process

ion

t

ioritisa

® Pr

Active Travel Crossing Prioritisation
Process

Obtain Ward Member
Opinion

Undertake Necessary Surveys

Deliverability Test &
Constraint Review

See page

@ Run Prioritisation Tool

Technical Site Visit
High Level Drawing
Detailed review of casualty data

Initial 3" Party Discussions if required

Scores less than Scores between Scores between

Scores over 1 x
108 : Consider for

0.7-1x108%:
Borderline for
formal crossing

0.5x108: 0.5-0.7 x 10%:
Consider Consider Refuge
alternative option or Kerb Build Outs

Enters Alternative Work Programme
(Dropped Kerbs, Safe Routes to School,
Local Safety Schemes, Danger Reduction
Scheme, Speed Limit Review)

Evaluate whether
crossing is the right/only
solution

formal crossing

Enters Active Travel Crossing Programme

Feasibility / Design / Implementation
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All surveys undertaken over a 100m stretch of road covering 50m to either side of the requested crossing location

Modified
Active
Travel

Flow

P(mod)

Child=4
Elderly=4
Disabled=6
Adult=1

+Dog
/Luggage
/Bike/Pram
add extra 2
to above
score

Modified
Vehicle
Flow

V(mod)

=1+ N/10

HGV=2.5
LGV/Bus=2
Car/Van=1

M/cycle=1.25
P/cycle=0.8
Escooter=0.8

N = Sum of
Pedestrian
Casualties in
previous 3
full years
(Slight=1,
Serious=3,
Fatal=5)

Crossing
Delay
Factor

<30sec
=1
30-60sec
=1.5
>60sec
=2

c/way

width<7.3m=
1
width>7.3m=
width/7.3

Dual ¢/way

¥%width<7.3m
=1

%width>7.3m

= ¥%width/7.3

Speed
Factor
(use 85th
percentile)

)

<20mph=0.8

20-25mph =1
26-30mph=1.1
31-35mph=1.2
36-40mph=1.3
>40mph=1.4

Proximity
to Trip
Attractor
Factor
(within 400m)
T

No significant
attractors=1

1 small/med
attractor=1.2

2 or more
small/med
attractors= 1.5

At least 1 large
attractor=2
(see Pagee)

Not on
LCWIP
network
=l

On
LCWIP
network
=1.2

ASSESSMENT SCORE = [P(mod) x V(mod)?] x [Ax D x W xS x T x L]




() Trip Attractor Factor Categories

Small Trip Attractors

Single bus stop, small local shop, post box, small employment site, B&B/Guest House

Medium Trip Attractors

Bus stop pair, small healthcare site, chemist, convenience store, takeaway, restaurant, small leisure site,
medium employment site, small hotel, place of worship, single disabled parking bay, public right of way
crossing, small/medium car park, small/medium student accommodation, small/medium tourist site

Large Trip Attractors

Primary / Secondary School, Nursery, University / College site, large employment site, retail park,
business park, local retail centre, supermarket, medium/large healthcare site, other sites with
concentrated communities for disabled people (MySight York, Abbeyfields School, Brunswick Nursery
etc), multiple disabled parking bays, sheltered housing, residential home, care home, medium/large
leisure site (playground, swimming pool, leisure centre, cinema, theatre, bingo hall, library, sports
club/stadium, public park, green open space etc), medium/large hotel, community centres, bus stop
cluster, rail station, large car park, post office, large student accommodation block, strategic cycle route
crossing, popular/large tourist attractions



@ Dropped Kerb Programme Process

Prioritisation score calculated as below

Proximity to Trip Number of Existing facilities Safety Age of
Attractors / crossings in vicinity (of existing facilities request /
delay

compared to

Potential Use needed alternative routes)

(within 400m radius)
P N S A

None=1 No pedestrian
Up to 3 Small =2 Single crossing =1 Ca_sualties / low <3 months
1 Med or >3 Sma” = 3 Sma” batCh(<5) = 2 Some dropped kerbs trafflc Ievel an((j:l/_orl = 1
1large or >2 Med = 4 Med batch nearby = 1 speed = 3-6 months

>2 Large and/or (5to10)=3 Some dropped kerbs Some slight _

Actual
casualties / medium
>5 Med and Small=5 Large batch further away needs traffic Ieve/l and / or 6-12 months Cost (£)
>5 Large=6 (11to0 20)=4 diversion =2

Nona i ersion =2 speed = 2 =3
Very Large batch oneinvicinity = Some KSls / high >12 months

(see Page 9 for sizes (>20)=5 traffic level and / or =4
of Trip Attractors) speed =3

Priority Score = (Urgency Factor x Usage Factor)
/ Cost Factor




