
C S 7 – S ec tions  6 and 5 – Interim Work s  
R S A 1 c omments   
email dated 04-11-21 
Des ig ner C omments  date 05-11-21 
 
Auditor C omments  in B L AC K  – des igner res ponses  in B L UE  
 
S heet 1 (C olliers  Wood)  
 

1. T he s hort s ection of bus  lane is  a bit random – does  not tie in with z ig-zags  and does  not appear to 
be continued up or downs tream? 
B us  lane is  propos ed to provide additional carriageway s pace for cyclis ts  following the removal of 
the floating bus -s top and cycle facilities . Whils t the bus  lane could appear a little un-orthodox the 
bus  s top itself within a cycle lane is  a s tandard layout.  
 

2. B us es  in the s top will limit vis ibility to the nears ide s ignals  and intervis ibility to/from peds  on the eas t 
s ide of the cros s ing. Under current layout, bus es  block the lane s o limited ris k of vehicles  overtaking 
the bus . P eds  cros s ing out of phas e may be at increas e risk of collis ion. 
Whils t potentially the nears ide traffic s ignal at the cros s ing could be mas ked by a s tationary bus  
there are two additional s ignals  ins talled at the cros s ing (nears ide s econdary and off-s ide additional 
primary s ignals ) providing adequate traffic s ignal vis ibility.  

 
3. R emoval of floating bus  s top is  a reduction in provis ion/s afety for cyclis ts  – admittedly not wors e 

than pre-covid layout but cons ider returning s top to original location ups tream to reduce the 
cros s ing viz  is s ue in 2. 
B us  s top location retained to improve the modal connectivity to the rail s tation without bus  
pas s engers  needing to cros s  the s ide road to acces s  the L U s tation.  
T he original bus  s top location has  greatly reduced overall carriageway width (combined with the 
north bound cycle lane) allowing pass ing widths  of below 2m and a narrow north bound lane 
potentially leaving to s ide s wipes  from vehicles  attempting to overtake a s tationary bus .  
 

S heet 2 (C av endis h R oad - C olliers  Wood)  
 

4. Is  there a reas on you are not returning the bus  s top to previous  layout? P us hing s top clos er to 
petrol s tation access  reduces  intervis ibility for exiting vehicles  when bus es  in s top. 
B us  s top (not cage) location tes ted with tracking to allow a max legal articulated lorry to pas s  a 
s tationary bus  at the s top. T his  location als o permits  a s econd bus  to s top behind the firs t and alight 
pas s engers  as  reques ted by B us  O perations . Note that this  practis e is  envis aged to happen in the 
original bus  cage location. Whils t agree vis ibility could be s lightly reduced to vehicles  exiting the 
garage it is  not expected to be unduly wors e than the original layout. 
 

5. O nly 2 z ig zags  on northbound approach to cross ing is  les s  than at pres ent (and previous ) and 
reduces  driver awarenes s  of the cross ing.  
X 4 Z ig Z ag markings  are s hown for the northbound approach (2 new and 2 exis ting)  
 

6. C an you put an offs ide s ignal on the is land to mitigate effect of bus es  on s ignal vis ibility?  
T raffic s ignal vis ibility s hould be improved over the original layout owing to the s light s outh bound 
s top location for a bus . T he traffic s ignal des ign would have been bas ed off this  original layout and 
des igned accordingly.  

 
S heet 3 (B ris c oe R oad)  
 

7. Is  the cross  s ection adequate if a lorry us es  the loading bay? E .g. can two oppos ing bus es  get pas t 
– probably ok but worth checking. 
P ropos ed bay width of 2.1m mimics  the original ins et provis ions . R etailers  noted a 7.5ton was  the 
larges t vehicle that would us e the bay and thus  dimens ions  should be adequate. B oth general traffic 
lanes  are 3m in width although agreed tight for 2.55m bus  widths  pas s ing s hould be pos s ible; note 
this  s cenario is  not expected to be a regular occurrence.  

 
 



S heet 4 (C arlwell S treet)  
 

8. Appears  to largely return to previous  layout therefore no comments . 
Agreed the markings  and lane des ignations  return to the original layout.  

 
S heet 5 (A ldis  S treet)  
 

9. S ugges t the firs t one or two s outhbound cylinders  be removed to eas e cycle movement back into 
cycle lane when cyclis ts  are overtaking bus es . 
T O P O  error. D WG  was  bas ed off the original DD  however no cylinders  are pres ent in this  location 
(s treetview and new T O P O ) 

 
10. P otentially quite tight for cyclis ts  overtaking a s tationary bus  in the 4.0m bus  lane given relatively 

narrow adjacent lane width. 
Whils t agreed tight 4.0m is  the minimum bus  lane width for s uch activities  and s hould therefore be 
s uitable 
 

S heet 6 (T ooting  B roadway )  
 

11. Appears  to largely return to previous  layout therefore no comments . 
Agreed the markings  and lane des ignations  return to the original layout. 

 
S heet 7 (T ooting  B ec )  
 

12. Is  left turn into D afforne R oad banned? L os s  of cylinder in middle of junction may facilitate vehicles  
turning in? 
D afforne R d is  No E ntry from Upper T ooting R d and No R ight T urn on exit. T raffic cylinders  have 
been amended as  noted to maintain the cylinders  acros s  the entry lane.  
 

13. Northbound largely as  per pre-covid layout therefore no further comments . 
Agreed the markings  and lane des ignations  return to the original layout. 

 
S heet 8 (B alham)  
 

14. Increas ed ris k of left hook conflicts  for northbound cyclis ts  es pecially thos e us ed to the banned turn. 
O nly partially mitigated by the propos ed markings  through the junction.  
C arriageway markings  and lane des ignations  return to the original layout with the re-introduction of 
the left turn into C hes tnut G rove. Note original traffic counts  (2017) indicated minimal left turn 
numbers  ~50pcu/Hr and no HG Vs . C ollis ion s tats  prior covid did not indicate the left turn was  an 
is s ue for cyclis ts . 
Note junction is  to be Modernis ed around April 2022 with L L C S  and cycle early s tarts  

 
 


