Officer comments & observations on TfL A316 Chertsey Road

— Cycle review scheme phase A (Option2)

General issues that need to be addressed/considered

1.

Treatment of side road junctions/accesses — It is believed that with
the funding available it is paramount that cycle/pedestrian
improvements should be focussed on junctions/accesses. There is a
need to reduce the potential conflict between vulnerable road users
and motor vehicles at these points. This should be given precedence
over improvements on the link between junctions where the potential
for conflict is much lower.

Proposed improvements for cyclists and pedestrians will be consistent
along the route. Design to be reviewed to see if there are more
opportunities to reduce conflict at junctions.
Junctions to be reviewed:

e Alisa

e Cassilis

e St George

e StJohn’s

There was a desire in the LBRuT Mini-Holland bid that wherever
possible the cycle track was to be ‘bent out’ by approximately 5.0
metres when crossing side roads.

Appropriate cycle facilities will be proposed at side road junctions.
Where possible, ‘bent out’ facilities will be proposed.

This was an attempt to reduce the potential for conflict between cyclists
crossing the side road coming into conflict with vehicles leaving the
A316. It also means that stationery vehicles waiting to join the A316 do
not block the pedestrian/cycle routes. This may also offer the
opportunity in the future to provide priority to cyclists at some point in
the future. This design option does not appear to have been explored
by TfL?

The proposals along the route are subject to be reviewed.

Usable widths of paths — It is worth noting that although some of the
proposed widths of paths may initially sound generous, the usable
widths may however be much reduced. It should be assumed that
500mm back from the kerbline is deadspace and needs to be provided
as a ‘safety margin’. Similarly a boundary fence at the back of footway
may similarly reduce the usable width of the adjacent path by 500mm



Agreed. A buffer zone has been incorporated into the design
tolerances. It is also acknowledged that property boundaries reduce
the effective widths of footways.

Where we propose land take and where possible we will seek to
increase the land take to take this into account

. Direction of travel — It should be assumed that all off-road cycle
facilities will be used in both directions irrespective of markings placed
on the ground.

Agreed. However, we cannot provide dual width cycle tracks on both
sides of the road, this would be financially unfeasible and physically
impossible in the pinch point locations.

. Loss of central hatch markings on A316 with substandard running
lanes on 40mph road - Is RSA likely to highlight any risks with the
removal of central hatching accompanied by narrow general purpose
running lanes?

The proposals along the route are subject to be—+eviewed-the Stage 1
RSA process.

. Connections into the Borough’s local cycle network — It would
appear that opportunities to improve the connections into the
Borough'’s local cycle network have not been fully explored eg between
riverside side routes on the Surrey/Middx sides of the River Thames
and Twickenham Bridge. It is paramount that cycle connections
between the routes on the A316 and the local borough cycle network
are safe and convenient. This will help to maximise use of both
networks through the use of off-road facilities on the A316 and adjacent
lightly trafficked routes on the Borough’s highway network.

There are proposed tow path connections on the Twickenham Bridge
by use of stair rail for cycles.

The route proposals will be reviewed to ensure that where feasible
there are suitable interfaces with adjacent (local) routes.

This can also take place in the form of additional LCN signing at
appropriate locations. Existing LCN to be shown on plan.

. Traffic data — The data supplied for cycle and pedestrian flows appear
to be very limited and the recorded flows rather modest. It would be
useful to know what additional data may be available, including O&D
surveys, to help justify the proposed expenditure/design approaches?

Additional count data is to be obtained. Pedestrian count data was not
undertaken at the earlier stage of the design, but is now agreed to be
necessary.

. Trees — The proposed loss of several mature trees may be
controversial. It is unclear whether the existing modest cycle and



pedestrian flows make it the loss of all the trees absolutely necessary
at this point in time? Perhaps some could be retained until
cycle/pedestrian flows have increased and there is a greater risk of
conflict.

Trees removal is being kept to a minimum. Large groups or extended
lines of trees i.e. adjacent to Twickenham Rubgy Club Car Park are
being retained. Any proposal to remove a tree is subject to approval by
TfL’s Aboriculturist.

The purpose of this scheme was to identify the issues and constraints
for providing suitable (and promotable) off-road cycle track facilities
between Richmond Circus and Hospital Bridge (full scheme). It is also
to encourage future cycling rather than being the minimum
requirements for current needs. We have identified the key trees that
would require removal to enable this provision at Phase A, as well as
keeping landtake to a minimum.

. Compulsory purchase/land acquisition — It is likely that any
acquisition of private property from no.s 11-15 The Avenue (between
Douglas House and Ailsa Avenue) will be controversial. Might it be
better to remove the blue shading and annotate with a more vague
description suggesting that further investigation to be given as to what
options are available?

The annotations on the plans may be adjusted accordingly.

Agreed — however these locations are the pinch points and it may be
that the current proposals are too politically sensitive and therefore
consider taking the routes off the LCN either side of the A316 before St
Margaret’s R/B.

. Consistency of design approach on segregated/unsegregated
shared facilities — would it not be better to have a consistent design
approach on this particular link? Possibly unsegregated shared cycle
and pedestrian paths throughout in light of the modest cycle and
pedestrian flows? This could help the scheme be less ‘over
engineered’, particularly at locations where cyclists could be performing
a number of manoeuvres and the marking of cycle tracks is
superfluous eg A316/Parkshot junction.

A shared use facility has been considered as an option along this
section of the route.

However, there are political sensitivities as well as internal TfL
business considerations associated with removing existing (inc. sub-
standard) cycle tracks in favour of shared u in favour of shared use. In
certain locations this could increase accidents due to number of
cyclists already using the segregation (e.g. St John’s Grove).
Thorough consultation and input from the RSA would be sought in
these instances.

















