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Safety Audit Response Report
A316 Pools on the Park Junction Improvements

2.0 RESPONSE TO ITEMS RAISED AT THE STAGE 3 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

General

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.1.1)

Location: Scheme Extents.
Summary: Insufficient warning to road users of change of road layout.
Detail: Item 4.2 of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit highlighted that no diagram 7014v

signs were proposed. These signs have been provided, however, the one for westbound
traffic is not visible to approaching traffic and this could lead to higher speeds of approach to
the junction which could exacerbate any shunts likely by the introduction of signals. Photo1
shows the location of the sign below.

RECOMMENDATION
Relocate the Diagram 7014 sign for the westbound approach to a position where it can clearly
be seen and sufficiently far in advance of the new signals.

ave been in

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.1.2)
Location: Exit from RAA ground
Summary: Possible conflict between vehicles entering and exiting at the same time.

Detail: RAA staff has indicated that they have problems with road users having missed
the sign to the new entrance trying to enter through the exit gate and conflicting with users
exiting. Drawing No. 788365-DD-1100-001 Rev B shows ‘No Entry’ markings for this access,
although this is not shown on the ‘Traffic Signs and Road Markings’ drawing. The audit team
consider it would be beneficial to have these markings and also Diagram 616 signs to deter
misuse of this entrance and the collisions that could arise from it.

RECOMMENDATION
Provide diagram 1046 markings and two Diagram 616 signs at the RAA exit.
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SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.1.3)

Location: Exit from RAA ground

Summary:  Conflicting information to drivers.

Detail: Diagram 1003 and 1023 markings have been provided at the exit from the RAA
ground. These markings conflict with the existing ‘Stop’ signs. Given that the visibility from the

exit is very limited ‘Stop’ signing and lining would seem to be more appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION
Replace the Diagram 1003 and 1023 markings with 1002.1 and 1022 markings.
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SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.1.4)
Location: Entrance to RAA ground
Summary: Possible conflict between vehicles entering and exiting at the same time.

Detail: The relocation of the entrance to the RAA ground and signalisation of the
junction has created a route which some road users are using as a short cut to avoid the
signals. This will also exacerbate Problem 3.1.2 above. In addition the RAA staff that users
are also using this entrance to exit the grounds. This could lead to conflict between vehicles
existing and entering.

RECOMMENDATION

Provide TSRGD Diagram no. 613 signs for the Pools on the Park access road and physical
measures to discourage or prevent exiting at the entrance.
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Non- Motorised Users

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.2.1)

Location: Northern Footway on Twickenham Road, east of Richmond Athletic Association
(RAA) exit.

Summary:  No signing of change of use of'footway.

Detail: ltem 3.4 of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit highlighted incorrect signing of the
change of footway from shared use to segregated use. Signs to Diagram 957(v) were agreed
to be provided. The site visit shows that no signing of the change of use has been provided
(see photo 3 below), although corduroy paving has been provided.

RECOMMENDATION
Provide appropriate Diagram 956 and 957 signs on the lamp column at the change of use.

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.2.2)

Location: RAA exit
Summary: Conflict between exiting vehicles and pedestrians and cyclists.

Detail: The footway across the frontage of the RAA ground has changed from
segregated use to shared use. This means that cyclists can now ride close to the boundary
wall of the ground. It is understood from the RAA staff who attended the site visit that a
number of collisions with cyclists have occurred. The visibility for vehicles exiting the ground
is minimal (see Photos 4 & 5 below). Whilst pedestrians are more likely to hear a vehicle
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approaching the exit and stop, or be able to stop, before a collision occurs, cyclists are less
likely to do so and so intervisibility between exiting vehicles and cyclists is crucial.

RECOMMENDATION

Ensure exiting vehicles can see approaching cyclists. This may be achieved by providing an
alternative boundary delineator or perhaps by re-introducing the segregated cycle lane across
this entrance or frontage to keep cyclists as far from the exit as possible.

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.2.3)
Location: St John’s Grove Junction
Summary: Possible conflict between cyclists and turning vehicles.

Detail: The cycleway on the east side of St. John Grove junction footway has no
markings. This could lead to cyclists failing to give way to motorised traffic at the junction
resulting in conflict and possible injury (see Photo 6 below).

RECOMMENDATION
Provide Diagram 1003, 1023 and 1057 markings on the cycleway as provided at all other
similar locations.

SAFETY AUDIT PROBLEM (3.2.4)

Location: West of Pools on the Park Junction
Summary:  Confusing or incorrect tactile paving and signing.

Detail: To the west of the crossing point at Pools on the Park junction there are two
footways, one has a Diagram 951 'Riding of pedal cycle prohibited’ on the adjacent bollard,
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the other has a Diagram 956 ‘' Route for use by pedal cycles and pedestrians any’ sign but
corduroy paving is also provided (see Photo 7 below). If this route is meant to be shared use
then corduroy paving is not required as there is no change in use. If the route is meant to be
for cycles only then the signing is incorrect and this could lead to conflict between cyclists and
pedestrians. Walking down the route would seem to indicate it is meant to be for cyclists only.

RECOMMENDATION
Ensure that the correct signing and corduroy paving are provided.
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