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Walkability Report No 1 

Appendix B 

Results of applying the Department for Transport 

Walking Route Audit Tool  

 

 

 

The Department for Transport (DfT) states that, “The primary function of the Walking Route 

Audit Tool (WRAP) is to assess the current condition and suitability of a walking route” and 

has set criteria to assess how well a route meets design requirements: attractiveness, 

comfort, directness, safety and coherence, each with subcategories totally 20 criteria.  DfT 

scores each criterion as “0” for poor provision, “1” for provision (adequate but should be 

improved if possible), “2” for good quality provision and sets 70% as the threshold for 

minimal provision (ie 28 points of the possible 40). The use of the audit tool by Living Streets 

Bristol volunteers is, therefore, in line with its primary function. 

The tool was applied to seven separate sections, rather than the route as a whole, so as not 

to fail the two-mile route because of a few poor spots along the way. The tool is available on 

the Department of Transport web-site.  

 

The audit was undertaken by one volunteer. It would be more exacting in future such 

studies for several volunteers to do the audit separately then compare. Nevertheless, this 

audit suggests that four of the seven sections studied were meeting minimum standards 

(i.e. 70% or more) and that provision on the other sections is wanting. 

 

DfT walking route audit tool results   

Section of the route Score 
1. Junction of Wells Road, Broadwalk and Priory Road  75% 

2. Walking route from Broadwalk to St Johns Lane 70% 

3. Junction of Wells Road and St Johns Lane 67.5% 

4. Walking route from St Johns Lane to Bath Bridge 62.5% 
Whole-route average c69% 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/local-cycling-and-walking-infrastructure-plans-technical-guidance-and-tools
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Screen shots of the audit and route summary of each section are on the 

following pages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

6

10

8

4

2

30

Comments

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

1. Junction of Wells Rd, Broadwalk & Priory Rd

Charles Beaton

4th October 2018

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

30/40 = 75%
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 1. Junction of Wells Rd, Broadwalk & Priory Rd

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
0 Noisy and challenging air 

quality

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2

ATTRACTIVENESS 6

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

2

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Narrow footpath on Priory 

Road section of the junction

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

2

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 Priory Road

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
2

COMFORT 10

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
1 eg Pedestrian must make 

multiple crossings to travel 

from Priory Road to Broadwalk 

Shopping Centre

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

0 eg Pedestrian must make 

multiple crossings to travel 

from Priory Road to Broadwalk 

Shopping Centre

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

1 Mulitple crossings are 

necessary

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
2

DIRECTNESS 8

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

1 Wells Road is busy. Feeder 

roads are busy too.

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.

1 Vehicles speed out of feeder 

roads onto the main road

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

30

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score
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ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

6

9

9

2

2

28

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

28/40 = 70%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

2. Walking Wells Road from Broadwalk to St Johns Lane

0.7 miles

Charles Beaton

3rd October 2018
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 2. Walking Wells Road from Broadwalk to St Johns Lane

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

1 But for the section of brick path 

at 180-186 Wells Road, this 

would have been Green, ie 

well maintained

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
1 Tidal traffic enhances the 

noise; air quality no nice

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2 Nothing to report

ATTRACTIVENESS 6

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

1 But for the section of brick path 

at 180-186 Wells Road, this 

would have been Green

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

2

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

2

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 Hazard of pavement cycling

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
1 Bicycle racks, bus stops and  

litter bins and narrowing the 

pavement

COMFORT 9

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
1 Long distance between 

controlled crossings

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

1 Where there is no assisted 

crossing, the pedestrian must 

wait for up to five minutes for a 

break in the traffic both ways 

before being able to cross

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

1 Waiting for the Green Man too 

long.

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
2

DIRECTNESS 9

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

1 Wells Road is very busy and 

pedestrian next to traffic flow 

most of the route

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.

0 Speed limit is 30pmh but is 

appears that vehicles exceed 

this in both directions

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
1 Vehicles parked on side roads 

obscuring view

SAFETY 2

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

28

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score
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ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

6

11

7

2

1

27

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

27/40 = 67.5%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

3. Junction of Wells Road and St Johns Lane 

0

Charles Beaton

4th October 2018
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 3. Junction of Wells Road and St Johns Lane 

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
0

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2

ATTRACTIVENESS 6

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

2

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

2

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

2

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 Pavement parking associated 

with the junction and 

approaches to the junction

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
2

COMFORT 11

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
0 Multiple crossings are 

necessary

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

0 Waiting for up to five minutes 

for a gap in the traffic each 

way. Pedestrians typically walk 

amongst the stationary 

vehicles waiting at the red stop 

light to cross the road

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

1 Multiple crossings are 

necessary adding to the time 

taken to cross

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
2

DIRECTNESS 7

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

0 Wells Road is very busy

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.

0 Traffice speeds through the 

green light making it tricky to 

cross in a gap

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
2

SAFETY 2

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
1

COHERENCE 1

27

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score
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ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

4

8

10

1

2

25

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

25/40 = 62.5%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

4. Walking route St Johns Lane to Bath Bridge

0.4 miles

Charles Beaton

4th October 2018
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 4. Walking route St Johns Lane to Bath Bridge

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

1 Unattractive section on Bath 

Road with graffitti on bill 

boards; much rubbish blowing 

around

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
0 noisy traffic; challenging air 

quality

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
1 Shared use cycle path

ATTRACTIVENESS 4

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

2

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

0 Shared use cycle path is a 

huge hazard for the pedestrian 

on the Bath Road section

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

2

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 No continuous pavement 

parking but it appears that 

vehicles pull onto the 

pavement so that the driver 

can talk on the telephone

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
1 Shared use cycle path

COMFORT 8

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
2

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

1 It is very difficult to cross this 

road except when there is a 

gap in traffic both ways at the 

same time for which you can 

wait up to five minutes

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

1 Waiting at multiple stages of 

the crossing is a problem as 

some pedestrians run between 

moving vehciles

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
2

DIRECTNESS 10

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

0

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.

0

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
1

SAFETY 1

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

25

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score



LSB Walkability Report No 1, Appendix B  10  Final 
 

 

 

 

 

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

7

8

8

4

2

29

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

29/40 = 72.5%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

5. Walking route Victoria Street to Bristol Bridge

0.3 miles

Charles Beaton

4th October 2018
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 5. Walking route Victoria Street to Bristol Bridge

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
1 Noisy traffic

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2

ATTRACTIVENESS 7

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

1 Street clutter including bicycle 

racks

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Some bus stops block the 

pavement when there's a 

number of people waiting, 

particularly when the bus is at 

the stop

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

2

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 Pavement parking

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
1 There are a number os 

informal crossing of side roads 

where the pedestrian would 

benefit from assistance

COMFORT 8

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
2

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

1 Unless you have a good gap in 

traffic both ways, it’s a 

challengingly wide road to 

cross without having to rush 

due to approaching vehicles

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

0 Unnecessary delay at junction 

of Victoria Street and 

Counterslip resulting in 

pedestrians running through 

moving traffic

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
1 Footpath on Bridge Bridge is 

compromised by pavement 

cycling

DIRECTNESS 8

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

1 It's a busy road

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.

1 Traffic is generally too fast for 

the pedestrian

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

29

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score



LSB Walkability Report No 1, Appendix B  12  Final 
 

 

 

 

ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

7

8

6

4

2

27

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

27/40 = 67.5%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

6. Junction of Bristol Bridge, Baldwin St, High St & Castle Park

0

Charles Beaton

4th October 201`8
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 6. Junction of Bristol Bridge, Baldwin St, High St & Castle Park

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
1 Very noisy street

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2

ATTRACTIVENESS 7

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

2

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

1 Very narrow space for 

pedestrians leaving Castle 

Parkto cross into Baldwin 

Street

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

0 This a confusing junction 

requiring multiple crossings 

with inadequate space for the 

volume of foot and bicycle 

traffic

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

1 High volume of bicycles due to 

the segragated cycle paths in 

Castle Park and Baldwin 

Street sharing the pedestrian 

crossing 

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
2

COMFORT 8

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
1 Multiple crossings are 

necessary

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

0 Many pedestrians and bicycle 

users cross the road against 

the Green Man, running 

between moving vehicles

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

1 There is always a huge 

number of pedestians waiting 

to cross

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
0 This is a confusing junction 

with high volume of 

pedestrians required to make 

multiple crossing to navigate 

the junction 
DIRECTNESS 6

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

1 Busy traffic coming from many 

directions

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.

1 Vehicles speed up through the 

junction

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

27

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score
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ROUTE SUMMARY

Route Name

Length

Name of Assessor(s)

Date of Assessment

Performance Scores

7

8

12

4

2

33

Comments

Directness

Safety

Coherence

Total 

33/40 = 82.5%

Attractiveness 

Comfort

Criterion

7. Walking route Baldwin Street

0.3 miles

Charles Beaton 

4th October 2018
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Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Walking Route Selection Tool

Walking Route Audit Tool 7. Walking route Baldwin Street

Audit Categories  2 (Green) 1 (Amber) 0 (Red) Score Comments

1. ATTRACTIVENESS                   

-  maintenance

Footways well maintained, with no 

significant issues noted.

Minor littering. Overgrown vegetation. 

Street furniture falling 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.

2

2. ATTRACTIVENESS

- fear of crime

No evidence of vandalism with

appropriate natural surveillance.

Minor vandalism. Lack of active 

frontage and natural surveillance (e.g. 

houses set back or back onto street).

Major or prevalent vandalism. 

Evidence of criminal/antisocial

activity. Route is isolated, not subject 

to natural surveillance (including 

where sight lines are inadequate).

2

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

- traffic noise and 

pollution

Traffic noise and pollution do not 

affect the attractiveness

Levels of traffic noise and/or pollution 

could be improved

Severe traffic pollution and/or severe 

traffic noise
1 Noise street; challenging air 

quality

4. ATTRACTIVENESS

- other
2

ATTRACTIVENESS 7

5. COMFORT

- condition

Footways level and in good condition, 

with no trip hazards.

Some defects noted, typically isolated 

(such as trenching or patching) or 

minor (such as cracked, but level 

pavers). Defects unlikely to result in 

trips or difficulty for wheelchairs, 

prams etc. Some footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface.

Large number of footway crossovers 

resulting in uneven surface, subsided 

or fretted pavement, or significant 

uneven patching or trenching.

2

6. COMFORT

- footway width

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads.

Footway widths generally in excess of 

2m.

Footway widths of between

approximately 1.5m and 2m.

Occasional need for ‘give and take’ 

between users and walking on roads.

Footway widths of less than 1.5m (i.e. 

standard wheelchair width). Limited 

footway width requires users to ‘give 

and take’ frequently, walk on roads 

and/or results in crowding/delay.

2

7. COMFORT

- width on staggered 

crossings/

pedestrian 

islands/refuges

Able to accommodate all users 

without ‘give and take’ between users 

or walking on roads. Widths generally 

in excess of 2m to accommodate 

wheel-chair users.

Widths of between approximately 

1.5m and 2m. 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 and take’ 

frequently, walk on roads and/or 

results in crowding/delay.

1 Zebra crossing made difficult 

by having the cycle path 

entering and leaving it. 

8. COMFORT

- footway parking

No instances of vehicles parking on 

footways noted. Clearance widths 

generally in excess of 2m between 

permanent obstructions.

Clearance widths 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.

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.

0 Parking on the pavement and 

in the cycle path parallel ot 

footpath are a concern and 

inconvenience to the 

pedestrian

9. COMFORT

- gradient

There 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). 2

10.COMFORT

- other
1 Conflict with bicycle users on 

the zebra crossing. Bicycle 

users on the Queen Charlotte 

Street use the zebra crossing 

to turn right into the cycle path. 

COMFORT 8

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 cater for pedestrian desire 

lines.

Footways are not provided to cater for 

pedestrian desire lines.
2

12.DIRECTNESS

- location of crossings in 

relation to desire lines

Crossings follow desire lines. Crossings partially diverting 

pedestrians away from desire lines.

Crossings deviate significantly from 

desire lines.
2

13.DIRECTNESS

- gaps in traffic (where no 

controlled crossings 

present or if likely to 

cross outside of 

controlled crossing)

Crossing of road easy, direct, and 

comfortable and without delay (< 5s 

average).

Crossing of road direct, but 

associated with some delay (up to 

15s average).

Crossing of road associated indirect, 

or associated with significant delay 

(>15s average).

2

14.DIRECTNESS

- impact of controlled 

crossings on journey 

time

Crossings are single phase 

pelican/puffin or zebra crossings.

Crossings are staggered but do not 

add significantly to journey time. 

Unlikely to wait >5s in pedestrian 

island.

Staggered crossings add significantly 

to journey time. Likely to wait >10s in 

pedestrian island.

2

15. DIRECTNESS

- green man time

Green man time is of sufficient length 

to cross comfortably.

Pedestrians would benefit from 

extended green man time but current 

time unlikely to deter users.

Green man time would not give 

vulnerable users sufficient time to 

cross comfortably.

2

16.DIRECTNESS

- other
2

DIRECTNESS 12

17.SAFETY

- traffic volume

Traffic volume low, or pedestrians can 

keep distance from moderate traffic 

volumes.

Traffic volume moderate and 

pedestrians in close proximity.

High traffic volume, with pedestrians 

unable to keep their distance from 

traffic.

1 Noise street always busy

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.

1 Traffic too fast for the 

pedestrian; should be 20mph

19.SAFETY

- visibility

Good visibility for all users. Visibility could be somewhat 

improved but unlikely to result in 

collisions.

Poor visibility, likely to result in 

collisions.
2

SAFETY 4

20. COHERENCE

- dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving

Adequate dropped kerb and tactile 

paving provision.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

provided, albeit not to current 

standards.

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving 

absent or incorrect.
2

COHERENCE 2

33

Examples of ‘other’ attractiveness issues include:

- 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

Examples of ‘other’ comfort issues include:

- Temporary obstructions restricting clearance width for pedestrians (e.g. 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

Examples of ‘other’ directness issues include:

- Routes to/from bus stops not accommodated;

- Steps restricting access for all users;

- Confusing layout for pedestrians creating severance issues for users.

Total Score

End of Appendix B 


