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Introduction

This note describes a Cycle Level of Service (CL0S) assessment for the active travel route options along the
A944 and A9119 between Westhill and Aberdeen city centre (the study corridor). These cycling, walking and
wheeling proposals were developed and appraised as part of the A944/ A9119 Multi-modal Corridor Study that
included a concept design for bus priority measures and active travel routes using both or either the A944
(Lang Stracht and Westburn Road) and A9119 (Skene Road and Queen’s Road).

With Lang Stracht and Westburn Road being more suitable for the introduction of bus priority measures, the
Council decided to further develop the active travel route along on the A9119 (Skene Road and Queen’s Road).
This led to the commissioning of the A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor Study with the aim of developing the
concept designs for cycling, walking and wheeling to an outline level of design along the route shown in Figure
1.

A CLoS assessment offers a framework to ensure the cycle routes conform to good practice and that they are
safe and accessible, encouraging new cyclists to switch journeys from other transport modes and maintain this
modal shift for the long term. The framework is based on established cycle route design principles.

An assessment is generally completed for the existing road layout and then compared with the assessment of
the proposed road layout. A comparison of the scores indicates the extent to which the proposals improve the
provision for cyclists but also identify areas for further improvement. This can help refine the proposals,
ensuring the final design optimises the environment for cycling and so create a cycle route which is attractive to
all potential users.

Cycle by Design (CLoS)
Link Assessment

Local Transport Note 1-20 (LTN 1-20) describes a CLoS assessment’ based on five core design principles of
Safety, Directness, Coherence, Comfort and Attractiveness. It then breaks down the core design principles into
factors and at the next level of detail, indicator scores are used to measure performance against each factor.
For example, Safety is made up of 6 factors, one of which is collision risk that is defined by two indicators
assessing the need for ‘segregation to reduce the risk of collision alongside or from behind’ and ‘conflicting
movements at junctions’2. For the five core design principles there are 23 factors and 27 indicators, but these
are not equally distributed over the core design principles which results in scores being weighted by
importance. For example, the Safety score has a maximum of 16 while for Cohesion it is 6.

In Cycle by Design (CbD) there is no equivalent assessment albeit the two guidance documents are based on
the same core design principles listed above. CbD does however include a sixth design principle of Adaptability
to reflect the scope to which proposed infrastructure could be changed to meet future needs.

Both guidance documents define the core design principles using similar indicators which in turn are scored
either 0, 1, 2in LTN 1-20) or Low, Medium, High ‘Level of Service’ (LoS) in CbD. They also include a ‘Not
Acceptable’ score defined either as ‘Critical Fail’ in LTN 1-20 or ‘Do Not Use’ by CbD and indicate unsafe
conditions for cycling which must be addressed (or an alternative route found).

1 Section 4.5 and Appendix A
2 A more detailed analysis of conflicting movements at junction is provided by the Junction Assessment Tool
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When developing this CbD compliant CL0oS, the indicators set out in LTN 1-20 has been used except when
CbD provides a different definition. The assumptions and changes made to achieve a CbD compliant CLoS
assessment are set out in Appendix A.

Junction Assessment

Junctions pose significant injury risk to cyclists caused by conflicting movements with motor traffic and where
the greatest risk occurs at junctions where these movements are not controlled i.e. at priority T-junctions, cross-
roads and roundabouts. Around 45 percent of all cyclist deaths occur at or near junctions, with more than half
of these recorded at T-junctions and just under a third at roundabouts, mini-roundabouts and cross-roads?®.

Roundabouts are particularly hazardous for cyclists accounting for around 20 percent of all reported cyclist
killed or seriously injured (KSI) casualties*. A key factor is that roundabouts designed to standard UK geometry
usually have flared entries and exits with two or more lanes and wide circulatory carriageways which are often
unmarked, leading to high speed differentials and inherent lane changing conflicts between cyclists and motor
vehicles.

The CLoS assessment does not fully consider the risk cyclists encounter when travelling through junctions
although there are indicators that score the following:

= Ability to join and leave the route safely and easily (considering all left and right turns)

= Stopping and give-way frequency

= Delay at junctions

= Motor traffic speed on approach and through junctions where cyclists are sharing the carriageway

= Conflicting movements at junctions

LTN 1-20 includes a Junction Assessment Tool to provide a more detailed assessment of the extent to which

each cycle movement at the junction meets the requirements of the core design principles. Each movement at
the junction is colour coded with RED the most uncomfortable or unsafe for cyclists, and so on:

= RED: where conditions exist that are most likely to give rise to the most common collision types

= AMBER: where the risk of those collision types has been reduced by design layout or traffic management
interventions

m  GREEN: where the potential for collisions has been removed entirely

It has not been possible within the scope of this study to use the Junction Assessment Tool on each junction
along the study corridor, but a qualitative assessment has been developed using the above indicators which
broadly define the risks cyclists encounter at junctions. This assessment has been carried out on key junctions
along the study corridor for both the existing and proposed road layouts to understand how the latter has
reduced or eliminated the risk.

Scope
Links

The extent of the CLoS assessment is shown in Figure 1 which includes a Main Route along the A944 and
A9119 between Westhill and the city centre (Links 1 to 7).

Highway capacity constraints identified in the previous study indicates that the impact of the cycle route on bus
journey times could be reduced if the cycle route used parallel roads to the A9119 between the King's Gate and
Queen’s Cross roundabouts. This assessment therefore includes two alternative routes, Parallel Route A (Links
8 and 9) or Parallel Route B (Links 8, 10 and 11) that could be used as an alternative to this section of Queen’s
Road (see Figure 2).

In addition to understanding how well the proposals along the study corridor align with the core design
principles set out in CbD, the CLoS assessment has been used to understand which of the routes between the
King’'s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts offers the best provision for cyclists based on those principles.

It is important to note that the CLoS does not assess the engineering constraints i.e. how difficult the proposals
are to implement, so any preferred route conclusions drawn from the CLoS scoring should be cross referenced

3 https://www.brake.org.uk/get-involved/take-action/mybrake/knowledge-centre/active-travel/cycling
4 Pedal Cycling Road Safety Factsheet, DfT, March 2018
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with the Design Risk Register [TNO3] which sets out the potential impact each route has on highway capacity,
third party land, on-street parking, biodiversity, etc.

Junctions

There are 34 signal controlled, roundabout and priority® junctions along the study corridor and each one
represents a significant injury risk to cyclists in terms of collisions caused by the conflicting movements and
speed of motor traffic through the junction. As part of the concept design, those junctions that posed the
greatest risk to cyclists (and pedestrians) where identified as:

®  Westhill Drive j/w A944 (Roundabout - priority)

= A9119 j/lw A944 (Cross-roads - signal controlled)

= A90 AWPR j/w A944 (Roundabout — signal controlled)

m  Kingswells Causeway j/lw A944 (T-junction - signal controlled)

= Fairley Road j/w A944 (Roundabout - signal controlled)

m  A944 j/lw Skene Road or ‘Jessiefield roundabout’ (Roundabout — part signal controlled)

= King’s Gate j/w Queen’s Road or ‘King’s Gate roundabout’ (Roundabout - priority)

= Springfield Road j/w Queen’s Road (T-junction - signal controlled)

= Anderson Drive j/w Queen’s Road or ‘Anderson Drive roundabout’ (Roundabout - priority)

= Forest Road j/w Queen’s Road or ‘Forest Road roundabout’ (Roundabout - priority)

= Queen’s Road j/w Fountainhall Road, Carden Place & Albyn Place or ‘Queen’s Cross roundabout’
(Roundabout - priority)

= Skene Street j/w Rosemount Viaduct (Cross-roads - signal controlled)

For each of these junctions, a qualitative assessment has been undertaken to establish the most significant
risks to cyclists and how these have been either partially or completely mitigated. It should be noted that within
the scope of this study only the cycle movements required to progress along the route have been assessed.

Should the Council wish to develop the active travel proposals for the study corridor beyond this outline design
then the suitability of all permitted movements should be considered. It is therefore recommended that as part
of the feasibility design stage, the Junction Assessment Tool (as defined by LTN 1-20) is used on each junction
along the corridor to ensure all permitted movements for cyclists are safe but also that cyclists are provided a
clear transition to and from the main corridor cycle route.

5 Excludes side road junctions
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Methodology
Link Assessment

Each of the Routes (Main and Parallel) were divided into links which had a similar road layout and/ or traffic
conditions. These are summarised below and illustrated in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

= Main Route (Link 1 to Link 7)
= Parallel Route A (Link 8 and Link 9)
®  Parallel Route B (Link 8, Link 10 and Link 11)

Each link was then scored using the CLoS assessment for the existing and proposed road layouts. The scores
for the existing road layout were based on google street view but also from the notes taken from site audits.
Scores for the proposed road layouts where based on the first set of consultation plans which are provided in
Appendix B.

It should be noted that following completion of the outline design, the Council undertook a public consultation
process to gain local resident and stakeholder views and opinions of the scheme. As part of this process, the
outline design was developed to produce consultation plans and as a result small changes were made to the
proposed road layouts to reduce highway constraints and improve the provision for cyclists. As such this CLoS
assessment is based on the consultation plans issued to the Council on the 14t June 2024 and which are
described in the Cycle Route Design Summary technical note [TNO1].

To score certain indicators within the CLoS (see Appendix A) additional data was required and these (with the
data sources) are as follows:

= Deviation Factor (Indicator No. 4): This used google earth to estimate the route distance, the straight line
(crow-fly) distance or (if required) the distance of the shortest alternative route by road

= Gradient (Indicator No. 8): Google earth was used to estimate the maximum elevation, minimum elevation,
maximum slope and average slope of each link

= Motor traffic volume on sections of shared carriageway (Indicator No. 11): Data from the DfT road
traffic counters was used to estimate the Annual Average Daily Total (AADT) and percentage of Heavy
Goods Vehicles (HGV’s)

As mentioned, an objective of the CLoS assessment was to help understand which of the proposed cycle
routes between the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts i.e. the section of Main Route, Parallel Route
A or Parallel Route B would provide the best route when compared against the core design principles. To do
this an average of the following Link scores were calculated and compared.
= Main Route (Link 5 and Link 6)
= Parallel Route A (Link 8 and Link 9)
= Parallel Route B (Link 8, Link 10 and Link 11)
The only exception to the average score calculation was to the Deviation Factor and Gradient indicators where
these where re-estimated using google earth between the start and end of the combined links.
Junction Assessments
To establish the risks cyclists’ encounter at junctions and assess how the proposed road layouts have either
reduced or eliminated this risk, a qualitative assessment has been undertaken at the 12 key junctions
mentioned above. This assessment is based on four indicators related to core design principles of Safety,
Directness, Coherence and Attractiveness but focused on the specific risks encountered at junctions.
= Conflicting movements — motor traffic (Safety)*: Accounts for the risk associated with;

- left and right turn hooks

- the flow of left turn movements including left turn slip lanes

- the proportion of HGV movements

- conditions for opposed right turns

- motor vehicles accelerating into opportunistic gaps

- motor vehicle lane changing particularly at roundabouts
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= Motor Traffic Speed Risk (Safety)*: With motor traffic speed being the main contributing factor to the
severity of road related injuries this considers the speed of motor traffic on the approach, through and exit
to junctions and how this impacts the route cyclists take. For example, if cyclists are on-road and mixed
with traffic it assesses the risk associated with the route through the junction. Alternatively, if the cycle route
is off-road it assesses the risk associated with crossing arms of the junction.

= Delay (Directness)*: Accounts for the overall delay experienced by cyclists at junctions (compared to
motor traffic) and considers both the frequency and duration of stopping/ give-ways but also the length of
the route (i.e. the use of staggered or off-set crossings)

= Ability to join and leave the route (Coherence): Accounts for the ease to which cyclists can join and
leave the route

= Conflicting movements — pedestrians (Attractiveness): Accounts for the level to which cyclists and
pedestrians need to mix when crossing junctions

It should be noted that the outline design (on which this assessment is based) has not fully considered how

cyclists negotiate all movements at the junctions, instead focusing on only those movements needed to

progress along the designated cycle route. The indicators marked with an asterisk above do not therefore

consider all cycle movements at the junction, with the recommendation being the Junction Assessment Tool (as

defined by LTN 1-20) is used to inform on the next (feasibility) design stage.

Summary

The following section describes the analysis and results of the CLoS assessment. This includes the 11
individual links and the combined links that define the alternative routes between the King’s Gate and Queen’s
Cross roundabouts which include the Parallel Routes A and B. The CLoS scoring for each of the 11 links and
alternative route sections can be found in Appendix C while a detailed description of the assessment can be
found in Appendix D. Appendix D provides a summary of each link which includes:

= Description of the existing road layout
= Description of the proposed road layout

= The overall CL0oS score (sum of the core design principle scores) and areas for improvement.

Appendix E provides the outputs from the junction assessment based on the above indicators for the 12 key
junctions identified along the study corridor. The aim of the assessment is to understand the extent to which
these junctions have become safer for cyclists and pedestrians but also highlight areas for improvement.
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Analysis and Results

Overview

Application of the CLoS tool provides a quantative assessment of how the existing provision for cyclists would
change if the proposed road layouts provided in Appendix B where implemented. This assessment is based on
the proposed road layouts compliance with the core design principles set out in CbD (Coherence, Directness,
Safety, Comfort, Attractiveness and Adaptability) with the aim of:

= |dentifying the key issues impacting the existing provision for cyclists

= Quantifying the extent to which the proposed road layout improves the provision for cyclists over the
existing provision and that it achieves a minimum medium LoS as defined by CbD

= |dentifying what further measures could be taken to improve the proposed road layouts for cyclists
= Understanding the most suitable route at locations where alternative cycle routes have been suggested

When assessing alternative routes, this applies to those proposed between the King's Gate and Queen’s Cross
roundabouts and which were developed because the introduction of cycle route infrastructure along this section
of Queen’s Road would result in a loss of bus priority and a likely increase in bus journey times. The alternative
route to the Main Route (Link 5 and Link 6) is Parallel Route A (Link 8 and Link 9) and Parallel Route B (Link 8,
Link 10 and Link 11).

A summary of the overall CLoS scores for the existing and proposed road layouts and for each link and
alternative route sections is provided in Figure 3 . GREY bars relate to the existing road layout and BLACK bars
the proposed road layout. Bars with a RED boarder are links that have one or more Critical Fail scores. To
simplify the analysis, the overall Level of Service indicator has been given the following score ranges:

= Unsafe conditions for cyclists (®) — Score of zero or link with a Critical Fail

= Low Level of Service (®) — Score greater than zero and less than 33 percent

= Medium Level of Service (@ ®) — Score between 33 and less than 66 percent

= High Level of Service (@ @ @) — Score greater than 66 percent

Using these Level of Service definitions the next section provides a response to the above aims.

As the CLoS assessment does not fully consider the risk cyclists encounter at junctions and as it has not been
possible to undertake the LTN 1-20 Junction Assessment Tool (JAT), a bespoke assessment has been
adopted. This assessment, based on the core design principles set out in CbD, scores each of the key
junctions along the study corridor (existing and proposed layouts) against the LoS indicators described above
but using the following definitions. Note that only those indicators related to Safety use a Critical Fail score (@).

= Conflicting movements — motor traffic (Safety):
[ Cyclists exposed to a high level of significant conflicting movements
o Cyclists exposed to a moderate level of significant conflicting movements
o0 All major and left turn conflicting movements removed
@®@®® Conflicting movements eliminated

= Motor traffic speed risk (Safety):
[ Cyclists have a substantial interaction with motor traffic speeds greater than 30 mph
® Cyclists have some interaction with motor traffic speeds greater than 30 mph (i.e. at crossings)
L 1 J Cyclists interact with motor traffic speeds (85t percentile) between 20 - 30 mph
@O®® Speeds (85" percentile) less than 20 mph on the approach, through and exiting the junction

= Delay (Directness):
® Overall delay to cycle users at the junction is greater than the overall delay for motor traffic
o0 Overall delay to cycle users at the junction is equal to the overall delay for motor traffic
@@®® Overall delay to cycle users at the junction is less than the overall delay for motor traffic

= Ability to join and leave the route (Coherence):
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[ Cyclists cannot connect to other routes without dismounting
L 1 J Cyclists can connect to other routes with minimal disruption to their journey
@®@®® Cyclists have dedicated connections to other routes provided, with no interruption to their journey

= Conflicting movements — pedestrians (Attractiveness):
o Negative impact on pedestrian comfort levels
L 1 J No impact on pedestrian comfort levels
@@®® Pedestrian comfort levels enhanced by cycling provision

Compliance with Cycle by Design
Existing Link Provision

With reference to Appendix D and Figure 3, the existing provision along the main route (Links 1 to 7) scores
poorly against the core design principles. The most compliant section with scores between 46 and 56 percent
(®@®) is between Westhill Drive and the A90 AWPR roundabouts (Links 1 to 2) due to the shared-use path
and sections of cycle track along the northern side of the road. This shared-use path is however relatively
narrow and does not always have a separation buffer with the road that has a 40 mph speed limit but the score
is well within what can be considered a medium LoS as defined in CbD.

Along A944 between the A90 AWPR and Jessiefield roundabouts (Link 3) the CLoS score drops
significantly to 34 percent to within what can just be considered a medium LoS. The reason for this relates to
proximity of the shared-use path to the road (i.e. no separation buffer from the road), off-line and staggered
crossing routes at junctions and a mixed traffic section along Old Skene Road which is a wide and heavily
parked road with frequent driveway accesses. There is also a secluded shared-use path between Old Skene
Road and the Jessiefield roundabout which has no natural surveillance along its length.

Along Skene Road and Queen’s Road between the Jessiefield and King’s Gate roundabouts (Link 4) the
shared use-path continues along the northern side of the road until the Woodend Crescent junction where the
footway narrows, and the cycle route is on-road for about 250 metres until the King's Gate roundabout. This
shared-use path has a sub-standard width and has long sections were there is no buffer separation between
the shared-use path and the road which has 30 and 40 mph speed limits. This results in an overall CLoS score
of 34 percent (0®).

It should be noted that given the speed and flow of traffic on the mixed traffic section, the CLoS assessment
should have possibly given a Critical Fail score to one or more of the indicators that define Safety. This was not
done because of the relatively short on-road distance and there’s also an alternative (unsigned) route via the
adjacent residential road. If a Critical Fail score had been given to one of the Safety indicators, the overall
CLoS score for Link 4 would have fallen to 24 percent (@).

Along Queen’s Road between King’s Gate and Anderson Drive roundabouts (Link 5) the cycle route is on-
road. While advisory cycle lanes cover most of the link, they are narrow and provide little protection from the
high traffic flows on a road with a 30 mph speed limit. Between Viewfield Road and Anderson Drive inbound
cyclists are permitted to use the bus lane while outbound cyclists are on-road in what is likely to be the most
heavily trafficked section of the link. This poor provision is reflected in a CLoS score of 24 percent (®) which
includes a Critical Fail score for several of the indicators that define Safety.

Along Queen’s Road between Anderson Drive and the Queen’s Cross roundabout (Link 6) the link is made
up of a wide single carriageway road with kerbside parking bays and bus stops located between frequent
private driveway accesses. The cycling provision is on-road and mixed with traffic and given the flow and speed
of motor vehicles combined with kerbside activity from parking bays, bus stops and the number of vehicle
cross-overs, the CLoS score remains low at 24 percent (®) which again includes Critical Fail scores for several
of the indicators that define Safety. The Queen’s Cross roundabout presents a significant risk to all road users
particularly those walking, wheeling and cycling.

Along Carden Place and Skene Street between the Queen’s Cross roundabout and Rosemount Viaduct
(Link 7) the existing road layout and operation is relatively consistent with Link 6. The link is made up of a wide
single carriageway road with kerbside parking bays located between frequent private driveway accesses. The
main difference when compared to Link 6 is that bus services do not operate along it, reducing the potential
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conflict between buses and cyclists at bus stops. The cycling provision is on-road and mixed with traffic and
given the flow and speed of motor vehicles combined with kerbside activity from parking bays and the vehicle
cross-overs, the CLoS score is 26 percent (®) but which again includes Critical Fail scores for several of the
indicators that define Safety.

The Links that define Parallel Route A (Links 8 and 9) and Parallel B (Links 8, 10 and 11) have CLoS scores
that range from 22 to 32 percent.

= Link 8 is mainly along King’s Gate and scores relatively well with a CLoS score of 30 percent but this
includes Critical Fail scores for several indicators that define Safety (®). The route taken by cyclists in the
CLoS assessment is on-road as the footways are not shared-use but given the speed and flow of traffic it is
acknowledged that most cycling is likely to be on the footway

= Link 9 uses Carnegie Crescent, Rubislaw Den North, Desswood Lane, Fountainhall Road and Albert Lane
and has a CLoS score of 32 percent (®). It scores relatively well on Safety (no Critical Fail scores) and
Attractiveness with the route using predominantly quiet residential streets but scores low on Cohesion and
Comfort due to poor continuity and difficult wayfinding

= Link 10 uses Anderson Drive and scores poorly with a CLoS score of 22 percent that includes Critical Fail
scores for several indicators that define Safety (®). The link also scores zero for Coherence due to a lack
of potential connections to a wider cycle network. As with Link 8, the cycle route in the CL0oS assessment is
on-road but it is acknowledged that most cycling is likely to occur on the footway given the speed and flow
of traffic

= Link 11 is the equivalent of Link 9 for Parallel Route B using mainly quiet residential roads and lanes to
connect to the Main Route on Carden Place. It has a CLoS score of 30 percent (®) with no Critical Fails
which is slightly less than Link 9 mainly due to the greater use of ‘Lanes’ which result in a more secluded
and therefore less Attractive route.

Proposed Link Provision (Main Route)

With reference to Figure 3 that summarises the link CLoS assessment (Appendix D) and the consultation plans
(Appendix B) the proposed road layouts improve the CLoS score for each link substantially and well within the
CLoS score that defines a high LoS (@ @ ®). Importantly all Critical Fail scores are removed. This is as
expected given the proposals provide either a fully segregated cycle route or when cyclists are mixed with
traffic, it is within a low speed/ low flow motor traffic environment.

A summary of where improvements could be made to the proposals for the Main Route with reference to the
core design principles is as follows:

= Links 1 to 3 (A944): The buffer separation between cycle track and road plus enhanced street lighting,
signage and road markings to support good wayfinding along the residential access road to the north of the
Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage residential properties are important to achieving an Attractive
route. Changes at the A90 AWPR, Kingswells Causeway and Fairley Road junctions make a significant
contribution to improving the Directness of the route. Directness would improve marginally if the alternative
routes via a cycle track alongside the A944 replaced the route north of the above properties and the section
along Old Skene Road.

= Link 4 (Skene Road & Queen’s Road): The lowest CL0S scores relate to Directness and Attractiveness but
there is little scope for the proposals to improve on these scores given adjacent land uses (predominantly
farmland) and route topography which remain unchanged.

= Link 5 (Queen’s Road west of Anderson Drive): Areas where the proposed road layout could be improved
relate to Attractiveness where a reduction in shared-use areas at bus stops and at the Anderson Drive
junction would reduce the impact of the proposals on pedestrian movement. It should be noted that a
constrained highway boundary makes delivering fully segregated bus stop bypasses difficult and the most
effective way to reduce the shared-use provision at the Anderson Drive junction would be to remove the
roundabout and introduce a signal controlled cross-roads, but which would come at a substantial cost.

= Link 6 (Queen’s Road east of Anderson Drive): Again, the only area where the proposed road layout could
be improved relates to Attractiveness and reducing areas of shared-use at bus stops and the Anderson
Drive junction. Constraints as mentioned in Link 5 however still apply. Through discussions with
businesses, hotel owners and schools it may be possible to improve the cycle parking provision along this
link which would improve the Adaptability score.
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m  Link 7 (Carden Place & Skene Street): The only area the proposed road layout could be improved is in
Directness which includes indicators that measure delay at junctions. To do this the traffic signal off-set
timings between junctions could be updated to give cyclists (not general traffic) a green wave through
junctions.

Proposed Link Provision (Parallel Route)
Improvements that could be made to the proposed road layouts of the Parallel Routes are as follows:

= Link 8 (Parallel Route A and B): The Cohesion of the route proposed along King’s Gate could be improved
further if a wider cycle route network was developed to the north, connecting to local schools and
employment zones in Mastrick.

= Link 9 (Parallel Route A): There are two scores of this link reflecting the cycle track (Option 1) and cycle
street (Option 2) variants for Rubislaw Den North. Both scores indicate a high LoS as defined by CbD but
suggest the cycle street layout has a slight advantage over the cycle track. The reason for this is that the
cycle street layout scores slightly better for Adaptability and Safer than the cycle track. It should however
be noted that each link includes a mix of cycle tracks and cycle streets, so the assessment is not making a
direct comparison between a cycle street and a cycle track but road layouts that have more of one than the
other. Both options have a reduced score for Attractiveness due to the limited levels of natural surveillance
along Desswood Lane and Albert Lane.

= Link 10 (Parallel Route B): There is little scope of improving the CLoS score further given the nature of the
road (busy dual carriageway), highway constraints (trees) and the need to retain the cobblestone paving at
the western end of Rubislaw Den North.

= Link 11 (Parallel Route B): This link has a very similar score to Link 9 except for a higher Coherence score
that can be attributed to this link requiring cyclists to make fewer turns. As with Link 9 the cycle street layout
has a slight advantage over the cycle track but this time applied to Rubislaw Den South.

Main Route v’s Parallel Route

To understand what the most suitable route between the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts the link
scores were averaged over this section i.e. Main Route (Link 5 and Link 6), Parallel Route A (Link 8 and Link 9)
and Parallel Route B (Link 8, Link 10 and Link 11). The result of this analysis is shown in Figure 3 and the
following conclusion drawn.

= The Main Route is the preferred alignment with a CLoS score of 85 percent

= The next best route is Parallel Route B with a CL0oS score of between 76 and 81 percent depending on
whether a cycle track or cycle street is introduced along Rubislaw Den South
= The least good route (all provide a high LoS) is Parallel Route A with a CLoS score of between 73 and 77
percent again depending on whether a cycle track or cycle street is introduced along Rubislaw Den North
= When considering the most appropriate measure for Rubislaw Den North or Rubislaw Den South the above
scores suggest the cycle street layout has a slight advantage over the cycle track
It is important to note that the CLoS assessment does not take account of engineering constraints i.e. how
difficult the proposed road layouts are to implement, so the preferred alignment of the route suggested above
should be cross referenced with the Design Risk Register [TNO3] that sets out the potential impacts each route
has on highway capacity, third party land, on-street parking, biodiversity, etc. For example, the Main Route
between the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts requires substantial changes to major junctions
including those at Anderson Drive, Forest Road and Queen’s Cross and this is reflected in the Cost Plan
[TNO4]. These changes are also likely to reduce junction capacity which will increase journey times for general
traffic and local bus services along this section of the corridor. The decision to recommend a preferred
alignment for the cycle route should therefore take account of this CLoS assessment, the cost of implementing
the proposed road layout and the impact the road layout will have on other road users particularly those using
bus services.
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Figure 3: Summary of the link CLoS scores for the existing (base) and proposed road layouts
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Existing & Proposed Junction Provision

Overview

With reference to the consultation plans (Appendix B) and junction CLoS (Appendix E), Table 1 summarises
the qualitative assessment of 12 key junctions along the study corridor based on the indicators:

= Conflicting movements — motor traffic (Safety)*

= Motor Traffic Speed Risk* (Safety)

= Delay (Directness)*

= Ability to join and leave the route (Coherence)

= Conflicting movements — pedestrians (Attractiveness)

Those indicators with an asterisk only consider the movements cyclists need to take to progress along the
proposed route. As such, the score for the ability of cyclists to join and leave the route is likely to improve as the
design of the cycle route progresses from the outline to the feasibility design stages.

The following highlights the key issues, opportunities and challenges at each junction as part of the process to
make the proposed junction layouts safe for cycling and support the delivery of a fully accessible and attractive
route which encourages people to take up cycling as an everyday activity.

Westhill Drive j/iw A944 (Roundabout - priority)

The provision of a signal controlled crossing on Westhill Drive removes a Critical Fail score (@) associated with
the risk of conflicting movements from motor traffic and motor traffic speed at the roundabout. The proposals
which improve the crossing on Straik Road and provide a new crossing on Westhill Drive make no significant
reduction to delay, ability to join and leave the route or reduce conflicts with pedestrian movement which all
have a low LoS (®). The next design stage should:

= Use traffic signal timings at the crossings to minimise the time that cyclists and pedestrians need to wait

= Ensure there are good connections to and from the route particularly along Westhill Drive

= Provide shared-use areas at the junction that are wide enough to minimise pedestrian and cycle conflict
A9119 j/iw A944 (Cross-roads - signal controlled)

The cycle route bypasses the junction in both the existing and proposed layouts so there is no change to the
scores for each of the above indicators with all achieving a medium LoS (@ @®) or better. With a low LoS (®) the
area requiring most improvement is the ability for cyclists to leave and join the route particularly from the A9119
although this is unlikely to be an attractive connecting point given the speed and flow of traffic along this road.

A90 AWPR j/w A944 (Roundabout - signal controlled)

The proposals change the alignment of the cycle route from the northern perimeter of the roundabout to the
northern perimeter of the island. This requires new signal controlled parallel crossings on the circulatory lanes
on the roundabout but reduces the number of junction arms that need to be crossed.

The proposals reduce the risks associated with conflicting motor traffic movements and the speed of traffic with
all other indicators achieving a medium LoS (@ @®). No further improvements required.

Kingswells Causeway j/w A944 (T-junction - signal controlled)
The proposals improve the cycle crossing provision on Kingswells Causeway replacing the signal controlled
shared-use staggered crossing with a parallel crossing.

This will reduce the delay cyclists experience at the junction with all other indicators achieving a medium LoS
(®®). No further improvements required.

Fairley Road j/w A944 (Roundabout - signal controlled)
The proposals improve the cycle crossing provision on Fairley Road replacing the signal controlled shared-use
staggered crossing with a parallel crossing. The cycle route approaches to the junction are also improved.

This will reduce the delay cyclists experience at the junction and the potential conflict with pedestrian
movements with the scores moving from a low LoS (®) to a medium LoS (@@®). All other indicators achieve a
medium LoS (@ @) except for the ability to join and leave the route which remains at a low LoS (®) and which
should be addressed at the next design stage.
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Table 1: Summary of the junction CLoS scores for the existing (base) and proposed road layouts

@ Stantec

Conflicting Motor Traffic Speed Ability to join and Conflicting
. movements . Delay movements

Junction . Risk leave the route .

(motor traffic) (pedestrians)

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed

Westhill Drive j/W A944 () (Y ) () o0 () () () ) ) o
(Roundabout - priority)
A9T19 jw A944 o0 (1) o0 o0 o000 oo0O ° ° (1) (1)
(Cross-roads - signal controlled)
AS0 AWPR jiw A944 ° [ 1) o0 o0 ° [ 1) o0 o0 o0 o0
(Roundabout - signal controlled)
Kingswells Causeway j/w A944 Y ) 'Y Y ) 'Y ) ® 'Y ) 'Y ) 'Y ) 'Y ) 'Y )
(T-junction - signal controlled)
Fairley Road j/W A944 .. .. .. .. . .. . . . ..
(Roundabout - signal controlled)
A944 j/lw Skene Road ‘Jessiefield roundabout’ ® LY ) ® ® ® Y ) ® ® ® Y )
(Roundabout — part signal controlled)
King’s Gate j/'w Queen’s Road (" | Main ® oo P PY e P __ee 000 o
(Roundabout - priority) Parallel 000 o0 o o
Springfield Road j/w Queen’s Road ® 00 ® 00 00 ® Y ) 00 'Y
(T-junction - signal controlled)
Anderson Drive j/w Queen’s Road ® 'Y ® 000 'Y o ® o o 'Y )
(Roundabout - priority)
Forest Road j/'w Queen’s Road ® 'Y ® Y ) 'Y 'Y ® Y ) o 000
(Roundabout - priority)
Queen’s Road j/w Carden Place ‘Queen’s ® Y ) ® 000 'Y 000 ® 000 o 000
Cross’ (Roundabout - priority)
Skene Street j/w Rosemount Viaduct ® Y ) ® Y ) 'Y 'Y ® Y ) 'Y 'Y
(Cross-roads - signal controlled)
Notes:
@ (Critical Fail) ®(Low Level of Service) @@ (Medium Level of Service) @ ®®(High Level of Service)

(1) There are two designs for the King’s Gate roundabout depending on whether the Main Route or Parallel Route is used
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A944 j/w Skene Road or ‘Jessiefield roundabout’ (Roundabout — part signal controlled)

The existing provision based on an off-road route has a Critical Fail score (@) for the risk from conflicting motor
traffic movements. This is based on anecdotal evidence that there is poor compliance of the traffic signal
controls at the crossing on the northern arm of the roundabout travelling along the A944 east to north.

The proposals improve this crossing by replacing the signal controlled shared-use staggered crossing with a
parallel crossing and relocating it further from the roundabout. The cycle route approaches to the junction are
also improved.

This will reduce the delay cyclists experience at the junction and potential conflict with pedestrian movements
which changes from a low LoS (®) to medium LoS (@@®). Indicators that remain at a low LoS (@) include the
ability to join and leave the route and motor traffic speed. Ability to join and leave the route relates to the
suitability of the connection to Lang Stracht while motor traffic speed highlights the further work required to
ensure the non-compliance issues related to the crossing are resolved.

King’s Gate j/w Queen’s Road (Roundabout - priority)

The existing provision at the King’s Gate roundabout is based on an on-road cycle route and which has Critical
Fail scores (@) associated with the risk from conflicting motor traffic movements and the speed of motor traffic.
The proposed off-road provision removes both Critical Fail scores (@®).

The proposals for this junction differ depending on whether the cycle route continues along the Main Route
(Queen’s Road) or uses the Parallel Routes (via King’s Gate).

As part of the proposals for the Main Route, areas for improvement at the next design stage should include:

®=  Increased delay (compared to motor traffic) due to cyclists having to use the parallel Zebra crossings on
King’s Gate and Queen’s Road to bypass the junction

®m  Increased conflict with pedestrian movement due to the shared-use areas (some of them minimum width)
between the crossings — the roundabout is close to Hazlehead Primary School so footways will be well
used at the start and the end of the school day

As part of the proposals for the Parallel Route, areas for improvement include:

= Ability to join and leave the route particularly to/ from Hazlehead Avenue and the Queen’s Road (west)
®=  Increased conflict with pedestrian movement as described above

It is notable that the risk of pedestrian movement conflict increases under both sets of proposals going from a
high LoS (@0 @ ®) to low LoS (®). This is because the existing route assumes cyclists are on-road and the
proposed route puts cyclist off-road but on minimum width shared-use paths.

Springfield Road j/w Queen’s Road (T-junction - signal controlled)

The existing cycle route provision is on-road and results in a Critical Fail score (@) related to the risks
associated with conflicting motor traffic movements. The proposals remove this Critical Fail score, allowing
cyclists on Queen’s Road to access cycle Advance Stop Lines (ASLs) from segregated cycle tracks while a
cycle lane provides access to the ASL on Springfield Road. For all other indicators the proposals move the
cycle route provision to a medium LoS (@@®).

Although not highlighted by the assessment, further design work is required to improve the right turn from
Queen’s Road to Springfield Road. This would reduce the risk from conflicting motor traffic movements and
improve the opportunity for cyclists to leave the route.

Anderson Drive j/w Queen’s Road (Roundabout - priority)

The Anderson Drive roundabout presents a significant risk to cyclists, and this is reflected in the Critical Fail
scores (@) associated with the risk from conflicting motor traffic movements and the speed of motor traffic. The
proposed off-road provision removes both these Critical Fail scores (@) but there are residual deficiencies with
the proposals related to:

= Delay due to the proposed off-road route using off-set crossings on Anderson Drive decrease the LoS from
medium (@ ®) to low (®). This is because the existing provision assumes an on-road route but this is
unlikely given the significant risks to cyclists using the roundabout so the score for the existing route may
be underestimating the delay cyclists currently experience at the junction

= Ability to join and leave the route remain at a low LoS (®) given the lack of a suitable cycle route along
Anderson Drive
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= A potential increase in conflicting movements with pedestrians if the road widening required for the shared-
use areas cannot be achieved — the scoring reflects the proposed road layout being delivered where
shared-use areas are sufficiently wide to increase the LoS from low (®) to medium (@ ®)

Forest Road j/w Queen’s Road (Roundabout - priority)

The existing provision at the Forest Road roundabout is based on an on-road cycle route, has Critical Fail

scores (@) associated with the risk from conflicting motor traffic movements and the speed of motor traffic.

The proposed road layout replaces the roundabout with a signal controlled cross-roads removing both Critical
Fail scores (@) and achieving a medium LoS (@ @) for delay and ability to join or leave the route. The risk
associated with pedestrian movement conflict reduces going from a low LoS (@) to a high LoS (@ @ @) and the
proposed road layout provides a protected on-road provision which should be effective at encouraging cyclists
not to use the footway.

Queen’s Road j/w Fountainhall Road, Carden Place & Albyn Place (Roundabout - priority)
The Queen’s Cross roundabout presents a significant risk to cyclists, and this is reflected in the Critical Fail
scores (@) associated with the risk from conflicting motor traffic movements and the speed of motor traffic.

The proposed protected track roundabout layout (or ‘Dutch-style’ roundabout) removes both these Critical Fail
scores (@) and increases the scores for delay, ability to join and leave the route and pedestrian movement
conflict to a high LoS (@ @ @®). No further improvements required.

Skene Street j/w Rosemount Viaduct (Cross-roads - signal controlled)
The existing provision based on an on-road cycle route has a Critical Fail score (@) for the risk from conflicting
motor traffic movements.

The proposed road layout with protected cycle lanes on the approach and exit to the junction and advisory
cycle lanes within the junction removes this Critical Fail score (®) and increases the remaining indicator scores
to a minimum of a medium LoS (@@®). Due to the geometry of the junction further work should be undertaken to
ensure the cycle route can be safely accessed from the other junction arms i.e. Rosemount Viaduct (north) and
Skene Street (east).
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Summary and Conclusions

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

This Cycle Level of Service (CL0S) assessment has been undertaken to understand the compliance of the
cycle route infrastructure developed during the A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor Study with respect the core
design principles set out in Cycle by Design (CbD).

The assessment is based on the CLoS tool described in LTN 1-20 but adapted to align more closely with the
indicators that define the core design principles of Safety, Coherence, Directness, Comfort, Attractiveness and
Adaptability in CbD. It should be noted that there is broad alignment between the two guidance documents with
respect to how the indicators are defined and scored. Appendix A includes a table that shows how the LTN 1-
20 indicators were adjusted to achieve this broad alignment and so create a CbD compliant CLoS tool.

For the cycle route infrastructure developed as part of the A944/ A9119 active travel study the CbD CLoS tool
has been used to establish the following aims:

= |dentify the key issues impacting the existing provision for cyclists

= Quantify the extent to which the proposed road layouts improve the provision for cyclists over the existing
road layout and that they achieve a high LoS as defined in CbD

= |dentify what further measures could be taken to improve the proposed road layouts for cyclists
= Understand the most suitable route at locations where alternative cycle routes have been suggested

The assessment defined the corridor into 11 links which covered the main and alternative routes and was
based on the consultation plans (prepared from the outline design) and which can be found in Appendix B.

The existing and proposed road layouts were assessed using the CLoS tool and each link was given a score
for each of the indicators that define the core design principles. The scores for Safety, Coherence, Directness,
Comfort, Attractiveness and Adaptability where then combined to provide an overall CbD compliance score
which was used to inform on the above aims. The CLoS scoring (and notes) for each of the 11 links and
alternative route sections can be found in Appendix C while a detailed description of the assessment is
provided in Appendix D.

The CLoS assessment does not fully consider the risk cyclists encounter when travelling through junctions, so
a bespoke junction assessment was developed based on the cycle design principles set out in CbD. The
assessment used the most relevant CLoS indicators and a qualitative review of the junction operation for the
existing and proposed road layouts to understand the extent to which the risk of cyclist injury at junctions could
be reduced under the proposals. The junction CLoS indicators used, along with the core design principles they
relate to, were:

= Conflicting movements — motor traffic (Safety)*

= Motor Traffic Speed Risk* (Safety)

= Delay (Directness)*

= Ability to join and leave the route (Coherence)

= Conflicting movements — pedestrians (Attractiveness)
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Link Assessment

The following table summarises the CLoS assessment for the Links including the combined Links that make up
the section of the study corridor were an alternative route is proposed.

Table 2: Link CLoS assessment summary

Existing Proposed
Link Description CLoS CLoS Critical CLoS CLoS Critical
Score Ranking Fail Score Ranking Fail
1 Brimmond Drive to Westhill Drive 56% 0@ No 87% @@®® No
2 Westhill Drive to A90 AWPR roundabout 46% @@ No 72% @@® No
3 A90 AWPR to Jessiefield roundabout 4% OO No 74% @@®® No
4  Jessiefield roundabout to King's Gate 4% OO No 78% @@® No
5 King’s Gate to Anderson Drive 24% o Yes 85% @@® No
6 Anderson Drive to Queen’s Cross 24% o Yes 83% @@®® No
7 Queen’s Cross to Schoolhill 26% o Yes 81% @@®® No
8 King’s Gate to Anderson Drive 30% o Yes 000 |No
Anderson Drive to Carden Place o
9 (via Rubislaw Den North) 2% ®  No 066 1o
10 Cgrnegie Crescent to Rubislaw Den South 209, P Yes 000 No
(via Anderson Drive)
Anderson Drive to Carden Place o
" (via Rubislaw Den South) 30% ¢ No ooo No
MR Main Route (Alternative) 24% [ Yes 000 |No
Parallel Route A (Cycle Track) 000 |No
PRA 23% o Yes
Parallel Route A (Cycle Street) 000 o
Parallel Route B (Cycle Track) 000 o
PRB 24% o Yes
Parallel Route B (Cycle Street) 000 |No

Notes:
(1) Cycle track option

(2) Cycle street option
Key outputs from the link CLoS assessment of the existing cycle route along the study corridor are:

= Westhill to the A0 AWPR junction (Link 1 and Link 2) has an adequate provision (® @) with a sufficient
level of Safety and Directness. The route however is not Attractive and so unlikely to encourage new
cyclists to use the route

= A90 AWPR to the King’s Gate roundabout (Link 3 and Link 4) meets the minimum requirements for a
medium LoS (@ @) but there are significant issues that make it unsuitable as a cycle route. This includes
narrow sections of shared-used paths, unprotected side roads and an on-road section where cyclists share
the road with heavy traffic flows approaching a multi-lane roundabout

= The route between King’s Gate roundabout and the city centre (Link 5, Link 6 and Link 7) does not meet
the minimum requirements for a cycle route and there are frequent locations (particularly at junctions) that
pose a significant risk to cyclists resulting in a Critical Fail score (®) that make the route unsuitable even for
confident cyclists

The proposed road layouts as set out in Appendix B enhance the link provision for cyclists to a high LoS

(®®®) but importantly remove all Critical Fail scores (®) which are related to Safety, from the route.

With respect to the most suitable route between the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts the Main
Route is the preferred alignment with a CLoS score of 84 percent. The next best route is Parallel Route B with
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a CLoS score of between 76 and 81 percent with the cycle street option along Rubislaw Den South producing
the higher score.

Junction Assessment

The qualitative assessment of 12 key junctions along the study corridor indicated the proposed road layouts
(Appendix B) achieved in most cases, a medium LoS (@ @) or higher (@ @ ®) across the five defined junction
indicators. Areas where a medium LoS (® @) was not achieved highlights areas where the next design stage
should seek to make improvements. These areas are summarised in Table 3.

Table 3: Junction assessment — areas of improvement

Areas of improvement®

Junction (type) ®
Delay
Westhill Drive j/w A944 Ability to join and leave route
Conflicting movements (pedestrians)
A9119 j/w A944 Ability to join and leave route
A90 AWPR j/w A944 None
Kingswells Causeway j/w A944 None
Fairley Road j/w A944 Ability to join and leave route
A944 j/lw Skene Road Motor traffic speed risk
‘Jessiefield roundabout’ Ability to join and leave route
Delay
King’s Gate j/lw Queen’s Road Ability to join and leave route

Conflicting movements (pedestrians)

Springfield Road j/lw Queen’s Road None

Delay

Anderson Drive j/w Queen’s Road Ability to join and leave route

Forest Road j/w Queen’s Road None

Queen’s Road j/w Fountainhall Road, Carden Place &

Albyn Place ‘Queen’s Cross’ None

Skene Street j/w Rosemount Viaduct None

For each of the five junction indicators the following describes measures to improve the score and which should
be considered at the next design stage. This should focus on the above areas of improvement but extend
across all junctions with the aim of moving any medium LoS (® ®) score to a high LoS (@ @ @) score.

To reduce the risk from motor traffic conflicting movements the following measures should be considered:

= Cyclists should be provided with a dedicated crossing phase within the traffic signal plan
= At locations where cyclists are on-road, signal controlled junctions should include a cycle ‘early release’

6 Areas of improvement assume the proposed road layout for the junction is fully deliverable. If changes are required to the layout due to
engineering, highway capacity or land constraints then these improvements to achieve a medium LoS (as a minimum) may change

Page 19 of 22



TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

To reduce the risk from motor traffic speed the following measures should be considered:

= Junction geometries should be modified (tightened up) to reduce vehicle speeds on the approach, through
and exit to the junctions particularly at roundabouts (all movements) and at cross-roads (left and right turns)

= Good visibility of traffic signal heads particularly those associated with standalone side road crossings

To reduce the delay cyclists experience at junctions the following measures should be considered:

= Where new or upgraded cycle crossings are introduced, cycle detection on the approaches should be
introduced to bring forward the cycle crossing phase within the signal plan

= At locations where cyclists are on-road but where signal controlled junctions are frequently spaced, the off-
set timing between these junction should be set to give cyclists (rather than motor traffic) a ‘green wave’
along the route

To improve the ability of cyclists to join and leave the route the following measures should be considered:

= Crossing facilities on all arms of the junction should be made suitable for cyclists

®m  Shared-use areas between crossing facilities should meet or exceed desired width standards

= A wider cycle route network should be developed’ across the western areas of Aberdeen providing safe
cycle routes between adjacent residential and employment areas to the main cycle route

To reduce conflicting movements with pedestrians the following measures should be considered:

= The use of shared-use areas should be minimised with cycle tracks linked directly to dedicated parallel
cycle crossings

= |f shared-use areas are required these should meet or exceed desired width standards

There are several junctions along the study corridor where significant layout changes are proposed to provide a

suitable cycle route on the approach, through and exit to the junction. The extent of these changes is likely to

reduce the capacity of the junction for motor traffic which could have an impact on the performance of local bus

services. It is therefore recommended that as part of the feasibility design stage, traffic modelling assessments

are undertaken to assess the extent of traffic delays and develop mitigation to reduce the impact on motor

traffic, particularly for bus services.

7 As a minimum the cycle route density over this wider area should be between 200-800m (ideally less than 200m) between key primary
and secondary route. See CbD page 30.
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Conclusions

CLoS link assessment: The proposed road layouts as set out in Appendix B enhance the provision for
cyclists to a high LoS (® @ @) but importantly removes all critical cycle safety risks (®) from the route

Route improvements: The CLoS link assessment suggests the proposed road layouts can be improved in
the following areas

- Westhill to Jessiefield roundabout (Links 1 to 3): An adequate separation buffer between the cycle
track and the road is an important element of maintaining the Attractiveness of this section of route

- Use of bypass roads (Links 3 and 4): There is no additional justification to use the alternative route
sections between the A9119 j/w A944 and the Cormack Park access and between the Fairley Road
and Jessiefield roundabouts. These alternative routes proposed a continuation of the two-way cycle
track alongside the A944 compared to the proposed alignment that uses an existing but modified by-
pass road i.e. the Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage access road and Old Skene Road

- King’s Gate to Queen’s Cross (Link 5): Reducing shared-use areas at bus stops or at the Anderson
Drive junction to reduce the impact on pedestrian comfort levels

-  Cycle parking (Link 6 and 7): To improve Attractiveness and Adaptability locations for cycle parking
along the route should be identified and integrated into the route designs

-  Carden Place and Skene Road (Link 7): The signal timing off-sets between junctions should give
cyclists (travelling at a typical speed) a ‘green wave’ through the Albert Street and Rose Street
junctions plus intermediate signal controlled crossings

- Whole route: To improve the Cohesion of the route, a wider cycle route network should be
developed, connecting the main route to nearby schools, colleges, leisure facilities and employment
areas

- Whole route: To improve the Comfort of the route a comprehensive signage strategy (including cycle
route and network branding) should be implemented to support good wayfinding and route promotion

Preferred route alignment: Based on the CLoS link assessment the most suitable route between the
King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts is the Main Route with a CLoS score of 85 percent. The next
best route is Parallel Route B with a CL0oS score of between 76 and 81 percent with the higher score
associated with using a cycle street rather than cycle track along Rubislaw Den South

It is important to note that the CL0oS assessment does not take account the physical/ engineering (cost)
constraints associated with the proposed road layouts i.e. how difficult the proposals are to implement, so
any conclusions drawn on the preferred route alignment from the CLoS scoring should be done so with
reference to the Design Risk Register [TN03] and Cost Plan [TN04]

In this case, the CLoS assessment indicates the Queen’s Road alignment is preferred but this section of
the corridor includes several high capacity junctions that will need substantial change to accommodate the
proposed cycle route, and which are likely to result in a higher cost than the Parallel Routes. The Queen’s
Road alignment will also have a greater negative impact on local bus services

Cycle streets v’s cycle tracks: The CLoS scoring for Link 9 and Link 11 suggests the cycle street layout
has a slight advantage over the cycle track when proposals for Rubislaw Den North and Rubislaw Den
South are considered. The reason for this is that the cycle street layout is slightly more Adaptable and
Safer than the cycle track

CLoS junction assessment: The proposed junction layouts as set out in Appendix B make substantial
improvements to the cycle route provision at junctions removing Critical Fail (®) scores as defined by the
five junction indicators defined above. Further design work is required to remove the low LoS (®) scores
(i.e. areas of improvement) and move the medium (® @) LoS scores to a high (@ ® @) score.

This can be achieved by making changes to improve
Safety

- Cyclists should be provided with a dedicated crossing phase within the traffic signal plan
- Where cycle tracks or lanes extend to the stop lines a cycle ‘early-release’ should be introduced

- Junction geometries should be modified to reduce the speed of motor traffic particularly turning
movements

- Good visibility of traffic signal heads particularly at standalone side road crossings
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- Where new or modified pedestrian and cycle crossings are proposed, signal timings and/ or method
of detecting cycles should be optimised to minimise crossing delay

Directness

- The off-set between signal controlled junctions should be set to provide cyclists a ‘green wave’ along
the route

Coherence

- At signal controlled junctions introduce 2-stage right turns to make it easier for cyclists to join and
leave the route

Attractiveness

-  Shared-use areas should be minimised with cycle tracks linked directly to dedicated parallel cycle
crossings and where shared-use areas are required these should meet or exceed desired width
standards

To improve the proposed junction layouts, it is suggested that at the next design stage the Junction
Assessment Tool set out in LTN 1-20, is applied to all junctions and changes made so that for all permitted
movements, cyclists have a direct and safe route through each junction, providing clear transitions to and
from the proposed cycle route.

CLoS updates: This CLoS assessment is based on the outline design which presents a best case layout
for the cycling provision along the study corridor as the outline design does not fully account for all:

- physical/ engineering (cost) constraints i.e. availability of land where road widening is required or a
narrowing of the central reservation

- highway capacity including those impacts on bus services and on-street parking

- public consultation responses

These physical/ cost/ highway capacity constraints and public consultation inputs will inevitably lead to
design change and value engineering with potentially some downgrading of the cycle route infrastructure
as the final road space reallocation is modified to comply more closely with the roads hierarchy set by the
National Transport Strategy

It is suggested this CLoS assessment is updated at each design stage to confirm changes made to the
proposed road layouts maintain a high LoS (@ @ @) score along the proposed cycle route and so ensure a
safe, fully accessible and attractive route is delivered which encourages people to take up cycling as an

everyday activity.
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Appendix A: Cycle by Design CLoS Development
Contents

= Comparison of LTN 1-20 CLoS assessment with CbD




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
LTN 1-20 v's CbD

LTN 1-20
Level of Service

Cycle by Design
Level of Service

Factor Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

Indicators

1. Ability to join/leave
route safely and easily:

Critical

Cyclists cannot connectto  Cyclists can connect to

2 (Green)

Design Principle

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other routes

Cycling infrastructure should
form a coherent network which

Connections the same route and between different routes  consider left and right other‘ routes \.Mthom o_ther rf)utes Wm.] r_nlnlmal provided, with no
. dismounting disruption to their journey . ) L
in the network turns interruption to their journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be . . s Th? i s m?de D @i
. . . . Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at discrete sections, but " . )
- installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists : . ¥ Cyclists are provided with a
[« Continuity and points along the route with cyclists can clearly

route continues. Cyclists should not be
‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where
provision may be required to ensure safe
crossing movements

Lol wayfinding

throughout the whole
length of the route

understand how to
navigate between them,
including through junctions

no clear indication of how
to continue their journey

; X . links origins and destinations.
continuous route, including | 1, ajiows the cycle network to
through junctions link communities, facilities and
integrate with other modes of
travel. Routes should be
continuous from an origin to a

Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or
grid) of routes across the town or city.
Density of The density of the network is the distance
network between the routes which make up the grid
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network
with a mesh width of 250m

3. Density of routes
based on mesh width i.e.
distances between
primary and secondary
routes within the network

Route contributes to a
network density mesh
width
>1000

Route contributes to a
network density mesh
width 250 — 1000m

destination, easy to navigate,
well signed, intuitive and of a
consistently high quality

Route contributes to a
network density mesh
width <250m

®® Medium

Cycle routes contribute to a Cycle routes are continuous and
Cycle users must dismount or network, but users experience  fully joined-up. They allow cycle
are ‘abandoned’ at the end of a some disruption when users to maintain consistent
route connecting between routes, and speed, are well-signed and
navigation may be difficult intuitive

Cycle network density is 200- Cycle network density is less
Cycle network density is greater 800 m between key primary and than 200 m between key primary
than 800 m between key primary secondary routes. and secondary routes. Cycle
and secondary routes. Cycle Cycle routes contribute to a routes are continuous and fully
users must dismount or are network but users experience Joined-up. They allow cycle
‘abandoned’ at the end of a some disruption when users to maintain consistent
route [p.30] connecting between routes, and speed, are well-signed and
navigation may be difficult [p.30] intuitive [p.30]

Routes should follow the shortest option
Distance available and be as near to the
‘as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible

4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
calculated by dividing the
actual distance along the
route by the straight line
(crow-fly) distance, or
shortest road alternative

Deviation factor against
straight line or shortest straight line or shortest
road alternative road alternative

>1.4 12-14

Deviation factor against

Deviation factor against
straight line or shortest
road alternative
<1.2

Cycle route is more than 20%
less direct than the equivalent
motor traffic journey, with
frequent need to stop or give-
way.

Cycle route is up to 20% less Cycle route is at least as direct
direct than the equivalent motor  as the equivalent motor traffic
traffic journey, with some need to  journey, with minimal need to
stop or give-way. stop or give-way.
Delay for cycle users at junctions Delay for cycle users at junctions

The number of times a cyclist has to stop or
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc

5. Stopping and give way
frequency

The number of stops or The number of stops or The number of stops or
give ways on the route is ~ give ways on the route is ~ give ways on the route is
more than 4 per km between 2 and 4 per km less than 2 per km

Cycle users should be offered
the most direct route based on

The length of delay caused by junctions
Time: Delay at  should be minimised. This includes assessing
junctions impact of multiple or single stage crossings,
signal timings, toucan crossings etc

Directness

6. Delay at junctions

existing and latent trip desire
lines, minimising detours and
delays. Directness has both
geographical and time
elements, with delays at
junctions (e.g. bypass at  jnctions and crossings, as well
signals) as physical detours, affecting it

Delay is shorter than for

Delay for cyclists at Delay for cyclists at motor vehicles or cyclists
junctions is greater than for junctions is similar to delay are not required to stop at
motor vehicles for motor vehicles

Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able
links to bypass slow moving traffic

7. Ability to maintain own
speed on links

Cyclists travel at speed of ~ Cyclists can usually pass
slowest vehicle (including a slow traffic and other
cycle) ahead cyclists

Cyclists can always choose
an appropriate speed

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are
encountered, routes should be planned to
minimise climbing gradient and allow users to
retain momentum gained on the descent

Gradients

8. Gradient

There are no sections of
route steeper than
the gradients
recommended in Chapter 5

There are no sections of
route which steeper than
2%

Route includes sections
steeper than the gradients
recommended in Chapter 5

Delay for cycle users at junctions
is greater than for motor traffic

is equal to motor traffic delay is less than for motor traffic

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way to
motor traffic more often than
motor traffic will need to give
way to cycle users along a route
[p.160]

At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
users will need to give way to traffic will need to give way to
motor traffic on a similar number  cycle users more often than
of occasions as motor traffic will cycle users will need to give way
need to give way to cycle users to motor traffic along a route
along a route [p.160] [p-160]

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle users at
the junction is greater than the
overall delay for motor traffic
[p-174]

At signalised junctions the At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle users at  overall delay for cycle users at
the junction is equal to the the junction is less than the
overall delay for motor traffic overall delay for motor traffic
[p-174] Ip-174]

Much of the route exceeds 3%
gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route exceed
3% gradient due to local
topography, but the route is
designed to minimise the length
of these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of route
steeper than 3% gradient [p.60]
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment
LTN 1-20 v's CbD

LTN 1-20
Level of Service

Cycle by Design
Level of Service

Factor

Reduce/ remove

Design Principle

Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing

Indicators Critical

2 (Green)

Design Principle

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile

speed the carriageway, the key to reducing severity >

differences of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor are §harlng t?he hth 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph

where vehicles so that they more closely match that f:arrlta.geway rough the

cyclists are of cyclists. This is particularly important at Junction

sharing the points where risk of collision is greater, such

carriageway as at junctions ;gct'r) cra]tson;)tfr::;esseed oM g5th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph

carriageway

Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the 11. Motor traffic volume

traffic volumes carriageway with high volumes of motor on sections of shared

where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points carriageway, expressed LUl UL LU PR 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT

are sharing the
carriageway

where risk of collision is greater, such as at
junctions

>5% HGV 2-5% HGV

as vehicles per peak
hour

Risk of collision

>
i
2

©
N

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic. See Figure
4.1,

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such
segregation should reduce the risk of collision
from beside or behind the cyclist

Cyclists sharing
carriageway —
nearside lane in
critical range between  Cyclists in unrestricted Cyclists in cycle lanes at
3.2m and 3.9m wide traffic lanes outside critical least
and traffic range (3.2m to 3.9m) orin 1.8m wide on-carriageway;
volumes prevent cycle lanes less than 85th percentile motor traffic
motor vehicles 1.8m wide speed max 30mph
moving easily into
opposite lane to pass
cyclists

Cyclists on route away
from motor traffic (off road
provision) or in off-
carriageway cycle track.
Cyclists
in hybrid/light segregated
track; 85th percentile motor
traffic speed max 30mph

12. Segregation to
reduce risk of collision
alongside or from behind

A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists
occur at junctions. Junctions therefore need
particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across
side roads Major

roads — separation of cyclists from motor
traffic through junctions

Designs should minimise the
potential for actual and
perceived accident risk.

Perceived risk is a key barrier to
cycle use. Users should feel
safe as well as be safe at all

stages of their journey, including
parking at their origin and
destination. It is important to
provide consistency of design
and avoid ambiguity

Side road junctions
infrequent and with
effective entry treatments.
Major junctions, principal
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements
separated

Side roads closed or
treated to blend in with
footway.

Major junctions, all
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic streams separated

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements not
separated

13. Conflicting
movements at junctions

Avoid complex
design

Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good
network design should be self-explanatory and
self-evident to all road users. All users should
understand where they and other road users
should be and what movements they might
make

Faded, old, unclear,
complex road markings/
unclear or unfamiliar road
layout

Generally legible road
markings and road layout
but some elements could

be improved

Clear, understandable,
simple road markings and
road layout

14. Legible road
markings and road layout

Consider and
reduce risk from
kerb side activity

Routes should be assessed in terms of all
multi-functional uses of a street including car
parking, bus stops, parking, including collision
with opened door

Some conflict with kerb
side activity — e.g. less
frequent activity on

Significant conflict with
kerbside activity (e.g.
nearside cycle lane < 2m
(including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min
alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including

parking) buffer

Narrow cycle lanes
<1.5m or less
(including any buffer)
alongside parking/
loading

No/ very limited conflict
with kerbside activity or
width of cycle lane
including buffer exceeds
3m

15. Conflict with kerbside
activity

Reduce severity
of collisions
where they do
occur

Wherever possible routes should include
“evasion room” (such as grass verges)and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

The route includes evasion
room and avoids any
physical hazards.

The number of physical
hazards could be further
reduced

16. Evasion room and
unnecessary hazards

®® Medium

In some cases, cycle users are
expected to mix with motor traffic
in significantly higher speed or
volume conditions that are set
out in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

In some cases, cycle users are
expected to mix with motor traffic
in higher speed or volume
conditions that are set out in
Table 3.2 in

Chapter 3

Cycle users are always protected
from motor traffic when required
by the conditions set in

Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

At signalised junctions cycle
users share the same space as
motor traffic and move through
the junction at the same time
[p-174]

Suitability of crossings for
cyclists : See Section 2.4 and
Table 4.1 [p.124].

Not suitable for a range of users,
including novice and
intermediate users. Shall be
avoided unless the risk to these
users is conveyed to the
Overseeing Organisation by the
designer and accepted by the
Overseeing Organisation

At signalised junctions cycle
users are provided with separate
time to move through junction
from conflicting motor traffic, but
may share the same space
[p.174]

Suitability of crossings for
cyclists : See Table 4.1 [p.124].
May not be suitable for some
users, particularly novice users.
Designer shall consider the lack
of attractiveness of the facility to
these users and how this can be
overcome or mitigated

At signalised junctions cycle
users are separated from
conflicting motor traffic in both
time and space when moving
through the junction [p.174]

Suitability of crossings for
cyclists: See Table 4.1 [p.124].
Suitable for most users
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment
LTN 1-20 v's CbD

LTN 1-20
Level of Service

Cycle by Design
Level of Service

® Low

®® Medium

Factor Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Surface quality

Indicators

17. Major and minor
defects

Critical 2 (Green) Design Principle

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional

defects Smooth high grip surface

Pavement or carriageway construction
providing smooth and level surface

18. Surface type

Machine laid smoothand | ¢, cie user comfort is critical to
non-slip surface —e.g. Thin. jo,;ney experience and making
Surfacing, or firm and cycling an everyday choice for
°|°56|V_J°'“'9d users. Routes should minimise
blocks undisturbed by \enta| and physical stress and
tuming heavy vehicles  oftort be convenient and avoid

Any bumpy, unbound,
slippery, and potentially
hazardous surface.

Hand-laid materials,
concrete paviours with
frequent joints

Comfort

Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle
without risk of conflict with other users both on
and off road

Effective width
without conflict

19. Desirable minimum
widths according to
volume of cyclists and
route type (where cyclists
are separated from motor
vehicles)

complex manoeuvres. Smooth,
uninterrupted surfaces with
gentle gradients and secure,
sheltered cycle parking will
enhance comfort. Cycling
infrastructure should be well-
maintained to ensure its
continued comfort and appeal

0
Mpre LA €7 thg r.oute No more than 25% of the
includes cycle provision

. N . route includes cycle Recommended widths are
with widths which are no - ¥ i . P
o provision with widths which  maintained throughout
more than 25% below o
) are no more than 25% whole route
desirable . -
- below desirable minimum
minimum values

Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate

Wayfinding the routes without the need to refer to maps

20. Signing

Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route Route is well signed with
signs missing at key signing which could be  signs located at all decision
decision points improved points and junctions

@00 High

Sections of the route are
unbound, bumpy, not regularly
maintained or otherwise
hazardous. Desirable minimum
widths or gradients are not
achieved for the majority of the
route

Sections of route are hand-laid
with frequent joints. Route is
maintained less frequently than
the road network. Desirable
minimum widths or gradients are
not achieved for some of the
route

Cycle route surfaces are
machine laid, smooth and well-
maintained (at least as regularly

as the road network).
Desirable minimum widths and
gradients are fully achieved

Cycle route surface is unbound
or deterioration has led to
frequent defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is hand-laid ~ Cycle route surface is machine
with frequent joints, or contains laid and smooth, with no defects
some defects [p.112] [p.112]

Most of the route falls below
desirable minimum widths. See
Table 3.7 [p.64]

Some sections of the route fall
below desirable minimum
widths, or Most of the route falls
below desirable minimum
widths, but cycle user numbers
are less than 50 per hour with
limited scope for growth. See
Table 3.7 [p.64]

Desirable minimum widths are
fully achieved. See Table 3.7
[p-64]

Routes should be appealing and be perceived

Social safety and as safe and usable. Well used, well

21. Lighting

Short and infrequent unlit/
poorly lit sections

Route is lit to highway

Most or all of route is unlit standards throughout

Most of the link is infrequently lit

Some sections of the link are

infrequently lit or overlooked. i @it ik 15 el i e

perceived maintained. lit. overlooked Route is mainly overlooked or overlooked. Vegetation or Vegetation or other obstacles overlooked. Full forward visibility
Z:I;erabﬂﬁy of routes are more attractive and therefore more 22, Isolation Routefis ge"efa_' by ey and is not far from activity I:oute ri]s ove rl?oke;i] Othz:::g’j;’s;z;;f t(; rfe)\g}/lar create localised breaks in 'Srscg;ae;/leigﬂ‘;/;z Zt?t/%r;]/s
likely to be used rom activity throughout its length throughout ts lengt Vi visibility [p.68] guiary P
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
(7)) provision can enable people to cycle on-road  23. Impact on Infrastructure should be
/BN Impact on rather than using footways which are not pedestrians, Pedestrian Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian Pedestrian provision designed in harmony with its o A oane
g pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling ~ Comfort Level based on on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian enhanced by cycling  Surroundings in such a way that yele rI(I)lIJ'te an |pa|£ 'Sg a(l;e:s
rj including people  onto well used footpaths may reduce the Pedestrian Comfort Pedestrian Comfort is at Comfort Level remains at B provision, or Pedestrian | the Whole experience makes h ortviofth o Some sections of the route are a:e wet L ORI lan 0
9N with disabiliies  quality of provision for both users, particularly ~ guide for London Level C or below or above Comfort Level remains at A  cycling an attractive option. A __hemajoriy oTIne route IS - - ,q.0 0 ently lit or not overlooked. O O oate any persona security
= if the shared use path d t t Secti route should complement and infrequently lit or not overlooked. - issues for users.
- pa 0es notmee (Section 6.1) i Parking areas are not secure or IPEINITE) SIS €I SERUTR bl 0 The cycle route adds to the
(%) recommended widths enhance the area through which g areas are | overlooked or are insufficient in 4 .
© it p Lighting, personal are insufficient in number number sense of place in the area,
s 24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfindin, securiy, aesthetics, EMESKTEY 18 (22 2 e
2 Minimise street coﬁsisﬂent but not Large number of signs Moderate amount of ugr os%s only and nc?t environmental quality and noise ime there
clutter Signing required to support scheme layout overbearing or needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around P cgusin ad)(;itional are important considerations
. 9 . and/ or leading to clutter junctions 9 ;
of inappropriate size obstruction
No additional cycle parking . i
. ... 25. Evidence of bicycles provided or inadequate  Some secure cycle parking Secure cycle parking Safety : Not secure and below STIELS S NOt, . SEi .‘Secure, VSR,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within arked to street furniture rovision rovided but not enough to provided, sufficient to meet the desirable minimum level of EIEIRl ) ELna ey @y (A I AR ) BEIDES il
parking businesses and on-street P o P P 9 p ’ . the desirable minimum level of desirable minimum level of
or cycle stands in insecure non overlooked meet demand demand provision [p211] . -
areas provision [p211] provision [p211]
26. Cycle routes can Cyele route : No scope fo Cycle route : Only some ofthe  Cycle route : Cross sgc.t/‘on of
L route has the flexibility to the route has the flexibility to
Cycle Routes evolve to meet future amend cycling infrastructure
> o demands once installed [p.64] expand, evolve or adapt to expand, evolve or adapt to
- Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve : changing demands [p.64] changing demands [p.64]
] and improve as cycle demands change.
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a
© way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"5_ changing user needs will form a critical
f cycle networks. Trialling of 5 . . .
© component of cy g ) . . :
b o] potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be CED b s o seepe G par'kllr?g Inkzes @iy et Cy‘cllg ([PELELETES (785 i
. : . s . o . to expand, evolve or adapt flexibility to expand, flexibility to expand, evolve
Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim increased to meet future . . E
< demands to changing demands once evolve or adapt to changing or adapt to changing demands
installed [p211] demands [p211] [p211]
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,

and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and

standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal

agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track

and footway.
Key:
Footway
Road carriageway
Bus lane

Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
Cycle track

Alternative cycle track option

Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
Tactile paving (shared use area)

Indicative bus shelter location
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track

and footway.
Key:
- Footway
- Road carriageway
- Bus lane
- Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
- Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
- Cycle track
- Alternative cycle track option
% Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
- Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
m Tactile paving (shared use area)
: Indicative bus shelter location
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety

audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or

the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. This junction has planning permission to be changed to support the new
Aberdeen FC stadium. As these changes have not been confirmed it is not

currently possible to show how the proposed cycle track and footway would be
aligned through the junction.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year.
The bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the
bus and active travel proposals are compatible.

6.  Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike
can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow
crossing'.
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| / Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.
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2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.
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4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year.
The bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the
bus and active travel proposals are compatible.

6.  Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike
can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow
crossing'.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year.
The bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the
bus and active travel proposals are compatible.

6.  Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike
can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow
crossing'.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year.
The bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the
bus and active travel proposals are compatible.

6.  Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike
can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow
crossing'.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year.
The bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the
bus and active travel proposals are compatible.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The bus lane and new footway require land outside the highway boundary with
potential impacts of trees.

6.  Atraffic modelling assessment of the Jessiefield roundabout is required to
understand the highway capacity impacts of the bus lane but also how this may
affect the Countesswells development proposals which would add a fourth arm
to this junction.

7. Potential impact on grass verges, shrubs and trees.

8.  The proposed bus lane shown is part of a city-wide bus priority strategy being
developed by the Council and to be consulted on separately later in the year. The
bus lanes are shown as part of this consultation to demonstrate that both the bus
and active travel proposals are compatible.

9. Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike
can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow

crossing'.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Potential impact on grass verges, shrubs and trees.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. No dig construction method will be used to ensure delivery of the two-way cycle
track has no impact on the trees.

6.  On-street parking provision will be removed to maintain 4.0m width for one way
general traffic.

7. Property accesses to be retained.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. See Sheets 21 to 28 for details of the proposed Parallel Routes A and B that use
King's Gate, Carnegie Crescent/ Anderson Drive, Rubislaw Den North/ Rubislaw
Den South, Desswood Place/ Queen's Lane North, Fountainhall Road and Albert
Lane.

6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9.  Atraffic modelling assessment will be undertaken at the next design stage to

ensure the proposals minimise any impact on the capacity of the junction for
traffic.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Atraffic modelling assessment will be undertaken at the next design stage to
ensure the proposals minimise any impact on the capacity of the junction for
traffic.

6. On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.
7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8. Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

_

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. A traffic modelling assessment will be undertaken at the next design stage to
ensure the proposals minimise any impact on the capacity of the junction for
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Some localised road widening will be required.

6.  On-street parking provision removed to accommodate cycle tracks.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8. Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9. See Sheets 21 to 28 for details of the proposed Parallel Routes A and B that
use King's Gate, Carnegie Crescent/ Anderson Drive, Rubislaw Den North/
Rubislaw Den South, Desswood Place/ Queen's Lane North, Fountainhall Road

and Albert Lane.

10.  There are no proposals beyond this cut line but there are opportunities to
extend the cycle route if the A9119 proposals are implemented.
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- Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
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- Cycle track

- Alternative cycle track option
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- Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Some localised road widening will be required.
6. On-street parking provision removed to accommodate cycle tracks.
7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8. Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Atraffic modelling assessment will be undertaken at the next design stage
to ensure the proposals minimise any impact on the capacity of the junction for
traffic.

6. There are no proposals beyond this cut line but there are opportunities to extend
the cycle route if the A9119 proposals are implemented.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or

the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. No dig construction method will be used to ensure delivery of the two-way cycle
track has no impact on the trees.

6.  On-street parking provision will be removed to maintain 4.0m width for one way
general traffic.

7. Allvehicle property accesses to be retained.

Footway

Road carriageway

Bus lane

Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
Cycle track

Alternative cycle track option

Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
Tactile paving (shared use area)

Indicative bus shelter location
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Requires the closure of the Kings Cross Road access on Anderson Drive and
entry only to Carnegie Crescent.

6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9. Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike

can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow

crossing'.
Key:
- Footway
- Road carriageway
- Bus lane
- Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
- Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
- Cycle track
- Alternative cycle track option
BEEEH Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
- Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
M Tactile paving (shared use area)
:l Indicative bus shelter location
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. There are two options for the cycle route along Moray Place and Rubislaw Den
North. This option shows the cycle route as a Cycle Track. For the Cycle Street
option see Sheet 23-CS and 24-CS.

6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained8. Trees retained with additional trees
planted where appropriate.
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Road carriageway
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Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
Cycle track

Alternative cycle track option

Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
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Tactile paving (shared use area)
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and confirmation of land ownership.
2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.
3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or

l the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
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Notes 6, 7 and 8).

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.
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improve environment
for pedestrians and
cyclists. _
0 Footway widened
e and on-street
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‘, (See Note 9).

/\ agate
Parallel crossing
(separate pedestrian
and cycle crossings).

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. There are two options for the cycle route using either Desswood Place or the
Desswood Place Access Road. Both routes provide the cycle route within a
mixed traffic street.

ON SEE SHEET 24B

6.  On-street parking rationalised with the provision of parking bays which can each
accommodate 6-7 vehicles.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate

9.  To provide the cycle track on Desswood Place on-street parking is removed
between Forest Road and Desswood Place Access Road.
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1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

Footway build-outs to
improve environment
for pedestrians and

cyclists.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

_ Footway
Parking bay widened and

(See Note 6). on-street parking

0 removed.
& _ o .
-

5. There are two options for the cycle route using either Desswood Place or the
Desswood Place Access Road. Both routes provide the cycle route within a
mixed traffic street.

6.  On-street parking rationalised with the provision of parking bays which can each
accommodate 6-7 vehicles.

TION SEE SHEET 24B
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7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.
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8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. Requires the closure of the Kings Cross Road access on Anderson Drive and
entry only to Carnegie Crescent.

6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9. Asignalised parallel crossing means that people travelling on foot and by bike

can cross the road separately from each other, increasing safety and making it
easier to carry on their journey. This type of crossing is also known as a 'sparrow

crossing'.
Key:
- Footway
- Road carriageway
- Bus lane
- Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
- Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
- Cycle track
- Alternative cycle track option
BEEEH Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
- Tactile paving (controlled crossing)
M Tactile paving (shared use area)
:l Indicative bus shelter location
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6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.
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7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9.  There are two options for the cycle route along Rubislaw Den South. This option

shows the cycle route as a Cycle Track. For the Cycle Street option see Sheet
26-CS.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. The central reservation is removed and traffic lanes narrowed (to within
permitted width) allowing the cycle track to be delivered without the loss of trees
along this section of Anderson Drive.

6.  On-street parking rationalised with the provision of parking bays which can each
accommodate 6-7 vehicles.

7. Al vehicle accesses to properties retained.
8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.
9. There are two options for the cycle route along Rubislaw Den South. This

option shows the cycle route as a Cycle Street. For the Cycle Track option see
Sheet 26-CT.
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. There is an alternative proposal for Rubislaw Den South that provides the cycle
route within a 'cycle street' or mixed traffic street as shown on Sheet 20B.

6.  On-street parking provision to be removed to maintain two-way road.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9. There are two options for the cycle route along Rubislaw Den South. This

option shows the cycle route as a Cycle Track. For the Cycle Street option see
Sheet 27-CS.
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Notes

1.

The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. There s an alternative proposal for Rubislaw Den South that provides the cycle
route using a two-way cycle track on the northern side of the road as shown on

Sheet 20A.

6.  On-street parking rationalised with the provision of parking bays which can each
accommodate 6-7 vehicles.

7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

9.  There are two options for the cycle route along Rubislaw Den South. This
option shows the cycle route as a Cycle Street. For the Cycle Track option see
Sheet 27-CT.

Key:

B Footway

- Road carriageway

- Bus lane

- Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)

- Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)

- Cycle track

- Alternative cycle track option

HEEEB} Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)

- Tactile paving (controlled crossing)

m Tactile paving (shared use area)

:l Indicative bus shelter location
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Notes

1. The layout is subject to detailed design, highway capacity testing, road safety
audit, ground investigations, earthworks modelling, utilities & services searches,
and confirmation of land ownership.

2. The detailed design will be in accordance with all relevant design guidance and
standards.

3. The use of third-party land to deliver the proposed road layout is subject to legal
agreement.

4. Where proposals extend beyond the footway there may be opportunities avoid
this widening by narrowing the central reservation, traffic lanes and bus lane or
the greater use sections of shared-use areas instead of separated cycle track
and footway.

5. For Parallel Route A see Sheets 22, 23, 24 and 25 .
6.  On-street parking provision removed to accommodate cycle tracks.
7. All vehicle accesses to properties retained.

8.  Trees retained with additional trees planted where appropriate.

Footway

Road carriageway

Bus lane

Mixed traffic street (cars and cyclists)
Shared use (pedestrian and cyclists)
Cycle track

Alternative cycle track option

Tactile paving (uncontrolled crossing)
Tactile paving (controlled crossing)

Tactile paving (shared use area)
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Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
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Cohesion

Directness

Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

Indicators

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

0 (Red)

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Cyclists have dedicated

Cyclists can connect to connections to other

Link 1

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

Cyclists can connect to other networks but there are

Option 2

Comments Score

Crossing facilities allow for users to join other routes

Comments

Connections R . . . other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 1 . 2 X
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right iemoning enpienohaiioumey e Unonolthain no formal links to south safely and easily
the network turns B
journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o . c
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist ‘abandoned’ at d(_e rou:e s n:_ade L:)pto Cyclist ided with
- installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists yclists are abandoned & ISEEL S L YClSts are provided wi At breaks in the shared use path there are no formal . . T . .
Continuity and . . points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route, . . . . . Route is continuous and intuitive, allowing cyclists to
. route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole T } . 0 crossings, signs, or route markings to indicate which 2 e )
Wayfinding B — - h lenath of th t no clear indication of how understand how to including through direction to continue in maintain consistent speed
& af‘ .one o [ZEIUIEY al.’y R ICHONS wfere SIEMD @i elils to continue their journey navigate between them, junctions
prowspn may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
crossing movements
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Gy meiwark ey & 200-800 m between key  less than 200 m between
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or . i i
)_/ p 1 ( 3. Density of routes SreatarthanE00Im primary and secondary key primary and
grid) of routes across the town or city. o ) routes. Cycle routes secondary routes. Cycle ) . . .
. . . . based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and . . There is a good selection of shared use paths There is a good selection of shared use paths
Density of The density of the network is the distance . contribute to a network but routes are continuous and . .
. . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . . 0 between Straik Road and Old Skene Road but the 0 between Straik Road and Old Skene Road but the
network between the routes which make up the grid ) ) users experience some fully joined-up. They ) ) ) ) )
. . primary and secondary ~ users must dismount or are . ) ’ connections to this network are poor connections to this network remain poor
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network - g ; disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
) ) routes within the network ‘abandoned’ at the end of a R :
with a mesh width of 250m between routes, and maintain consistent
route [p.30] B . .
navigation may be difficult = speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is cval - th Cval te to 20%
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the Zgoc/eh;:: zi:zgi::n t:Q ylcez:():ll:r:cltstEZn(:he °  Cycle route is at least as Link Length: 825m Link Length: 825m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the ° direct as the equivalent 2 Crow Flies: 820m 2 Crow Flies: 820m

‘as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible

route by the straight line
(crow-fly) distance, or
shortest road alternative

equivalent motor traffic
journey

equivalent motor traffic

" motor traffic journey
journey

Deviation Factor: 0.6%
Alignment: Route follows the main road

Deviation Factor: 0.6%
Alignment: Route follows the main road

Time: Frequency
of required stops
or give ways

The number of times a cyclist has to stop or
loses right of way on a route should be
minimised. This includes stopping and give
ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc

5. Stopping and give way
frequency

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic more often
than motor traffic will need
to give way to cycle users

along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
users will need to give way traffic will need to give
to motor traffic on a similar  way to cycle users more

number of occasions as  often than cycle users will

motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor

give way to cycle users traffic along a route
along a route [p.160] [p.160]

Cyclists give way to vehicles at side roads

Formal crossings on side roads give cyclist and
pedestrian priority

Time: Delay at
junctions

The length of delay caused by junctions should
be minimised. This includes assessing impact
of multiple or single stage crossings, signal
timings, toucan crossings etc

6. Delay at junctions

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
greater than the overall
delay for motor traffic

[p.174]

At signalised junctions
the overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
less than the overall
delay for motor traffic
[p.174]

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is

equal to the overall delay
for motor traffic [p.174]

Toucan crossing on western arm aligned to reduce
delay to users

Time: Delay on
links

The length of delay caused by not being able
to bypass slow moving traffic

7. Ability to maintain own
speed on links

Cyclists travel at speed of
slowest vehicle (including
a cycle) ahead

Cyclists can usually pass
slow traffic and other
cyclists

Cyclists can always
choose an appropriate
speed

g (assumes cyclists are using the shared-use path) 2

0 Toucan crossing on western arm of roundabout is 1
offset, creating delay for users

1 Width of shared use path could create delay to 2

users

Segregated and bidirectional track allows choosing
of appropriate speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 127m
Elevation Min: 124m
2 Max Slope: 3.2% 2
Average Slope: 1.0%
West to East: Gradual incline

Elevation Max: 127m
Elevation Min: 124m

Max Slope: 3.2%

Average Slope: 1.0%

West to East: Gradual incline
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Safety

Reduce/ remove
speed
differences where
cyclists are
sharing the
carriageway

Design Principle Indicators

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists
are sharing the
carriageway through the
junction

85th percentile

Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing >30mph

the carriageway, the key to reducing severity
of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
vehicles so that they more closely match that

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

1 (Amber)

2 (Green)

85th percentile
20mph-30mph

85th percentile
<20mph

Comments

There is a shared-use path on the southern side of
the road so cyclists do not need to share the road

Option 2

Comments Score

The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated
provision so cyclists do not need to share the road

@ Stantec

Comments

of cyclists. This is particularly important at
points where risk of collision is greater, such
as at junctions

10. Motor traffic speed on

sections of shared CRIERIED

85th percentile 85th percentile

There is a shared-use path on the southern side of

The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated

X >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph the road so cyclists do not need to share the road provision so cyclists do not need to share the road
carriageway
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the )
e Ve CEITEGDER iR 13 VEIVmES @7 ey ;;Shélgrlc()):srif?:r:/:rl:?e 5000-10000 AADT and There is a shared-use path on the southern side of The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT P Y cy p greg

are sharing the
carriageway

carriageway, expressed 2-5% HGV

where risk of collision is greater, such as at g
as vehicles per peak hour

junctions

the road so cyclists do not need to share the road

provision so cyclists do not need to share the road

Risk of collision

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such
segregation should reduce the risk of collision
from beside or behind the cyclist

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in significantly

higher speed or volume
conditions that are set out
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

12. Segregation to
reduce risk of collision
alongside or from behind

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users

Cycle users are always
protected from motor
traffic when required by
the conditions set in
Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in higher
speed or volume
conditions that are set out
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

There is a shared-use path on the southern side of
the road so cyclists do not need to share the road

The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated
provision so cyclists do not need to share the road

A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists
occur at junctions. Junctions therefore need
particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across
side roads Major

roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic
through junctions

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements not
separated

13. Conflicting
movements at junctions

Side road junctions
infrequent and with Side roads closed or
effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with
Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements traffic streams separated
separated

Side road junctions are infrequent but untreated

Side road junctions have priority crossings to
separate traffic streams

Avoid complex
design

Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good
network design should be self-explanatory and
self-evident to all road users. All users should
understand where they and other road users
should be and what movements they might
make

Faded, old, unclear,
14. Legible road complex road markings/
markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road
layout

Generally legible road
markings and road layout
but some elements could

be improved

Clear, understandable,
simple road markings and
road layout

Generally legible road markings and road layout but
some elements could be improved

Clear, understandable, simple road markings to be
provided

Consider and
reduce risk from
kerb side activity

Significant conflict with
Routes should be assessed in terms of all kerbside activity (e.g.
multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside nearside cycle lane < 2m
parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity (including buffer) wide
with opened door alongside kerbside
parking)

Some conflict with kerb
side activity — e.g. less
frequent activity on
nearside of cyclists, min
2m cycle lanes including
buffer

No/ very limited conflict
with kerbside activity or
width of cycle lane
including buffer exceeds
3m

Shared use path is separated from road by a verge,
overall facility is 3m wide

Cycle track separated from carriageway and 3m
wide

Reduce severity
of collisions
where they do
oceur

Wherever possible routes should include
“evasion room” (such as grass verges)and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

16. Evasion room and
unnecessary hazards

The number of physical The route includes
hazards could be further evasion room and avoids
reduced any physical hazards

The route includes evasion room and avoids any
physical hazards.

The route includes evasion room and avoids any
physical hazards.
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Surface quality

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Indicators

17. Major and minor
defects

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 1

Baseline
Score

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional

defects Smooth high grip surface 2

Option 1

Comments Score

Smooth high grip surface 2

Option 2

Comments Score

Smooth high grip surface

Comments

Pavement or carriageway construction
providing smooth and level surface

18. Surface type

Cycle route surface is
unbound or deterioration
has led to frequent defects
[p.112]

Cycle route surface is hand:
laid with frequent joints, or
contains some defects
[p.112]

Cycle route surface is
machine laid and smooth, 2
with no defects [p.112]

Shared use path surface is machine laid and
smooth, with no defects

Cycle route surface is machine laid and smooth,
with no defects

Effective width
without conflict

Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle
without risk of conflict with other users both on
and off road.

19. Desirable minimum
widths according to
volume of cyclists and
route type (where cyclists
are separated from motor
vehicles)

More than 25% of the route
includes cycle provision
with widths which are no

more than 25% below
desirable minimum values.

No more than 25% of the
route includes cycle
provision with widths which
are no more than 25%
below desirable minimum

Recommended widths
are maintained 0
throughout whole route

More than 25% of the route includes cycle provision
with widths which are no more than 25% below 2
desirable minimum values.

Recommended widths are maintained throughout
whole route

Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate

Route is well signed with

Route signing is poor with signs located at all

Gaps identified in route

Route signing is poor with signs missing at key

Wayfinding the routes without the need to refer to maps 20. Signing signs missing _at key signing which could be easionpainiarand 0 decision points. 2 Appropriate signage provided at key locations
decision points improved . .
junctions
. LU t.he 1L . LD stectlons e th(.e link REEGEYES Imk.ls. v‘.’?" I.It' Street lighting is on the northern side of the road and Street lighting is on the northern side of the road and
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is ; X . -
L X . . so may not provide the levels required along the so may not provide the levels required along the
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 1 . 1 ;
L . : e shared-use path located on the south side of the proposed cycle track located on the south side of
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained
PR road the road
. . [p.68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68]
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived
Social safety and
) as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived o .
" maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of . . :
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link .
user likely to be used Most of the link is N S—— The cycle link is well
infrequently overlooked. q Y overlooked. Full forward The cycle link is well overlooked. Full forward The cycle link is well overlooked. Full forward
. . overlooked. Vegetationor . o .o : A ) S A . s
22. Isolation Vegetation or other i Ap—— visibility is achieved and 2 visibility is achieved and vegetation is regularly 2 visibility is achieved and vegetation is regularly
obstacles create regular . S vegetation is regularly maintained maintained
PO localised breaks in visibility L
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road . .
. . 23. Impact on
Impact on rather than using footways which are not p. q Route impacts negatively  No impact on pedestrian Pedesirian provision
: . . . pedestrians, Pedestrian ) L L . enhanced by cycling . s . . .
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . > Pedestrians currently have to share facilities with Cyclists and pedestrians are separated and both
; h Comfort Level based on . . . provision, or Pedestrian 0 ) 2 L )
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfort is at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; cyclists have priority at crossings
o . . . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly ) Level C or below B or above A
. for London (Section 6.1)
if the shared use path does not meet
recommended widths
24. Signs informati n igni i
P S.Ig Srsiielnd Large number of signs Moderate amount of Signing for wayfinding - - - —
Minimise street _— . consistent but not X i : purposes only and not Signing for wayfinding purposes only and not Signing for wayfinding purposes only and not
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ) i 2 ) i . 2 . " ;
clutter overbearing or . : X causing additional causing additional obstruction. causing additional obstruction.
N . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions )
of inappropriate size obstruction
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not Provision is secure,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 25 [ZHECTER Gl below the desirable averlooked and/ or only e S
4 yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0 No evidence of cycle parking 0 No cycle parking requirement

parking

businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of

provision [p211]

minimum level of provision
[p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 1 Sta nteC

Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments

Factor Design Principle Indicators 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Only some of the route There is limited flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt

26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend has the flexibility to
Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once expand. evolve or a};lapt to X Not Applicable 1 the cycle route infrastructure provision to
and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] changing domands [p.64] accommodate changing demands

Meeting the preceding design principles in a
way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
changing user needs will form a critical
component of cycle networks. Trialling of
potential measures using more flexible
infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim

There is flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt cycle
parking provision to accommodate changing
demands (within the Westhill Industrial Estate and
at the Tesco superstore)

Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility
evolve or adapt to to expand, evolve or adapt

changing demands once to changing demands

installed [p211] [p211]

27. Cycle parking can be
increased to meet future
demands

Adaptability

X Not Applicable 2

Cycle Parking

Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)

Cohesion (out of 6) 17% 4 67% 0 0%

Directness (out of 10) 5 50% 9 90% 0 0%

Safety (out of 16) 13 81% 16 100% 0 0%

Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 8 100% 0 0%

Attractiveness (out of 10) 5 50% 7 70% 0 0%

Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%

Audit Score Total (out of 54) 28 56% 47 87% 0 0%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

2 (Green)

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 2

Option 1

Comments Score

Option 2

Comments Score

Comments

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in
the network

Connections

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:
consider left and right
turns

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

Limited opportunity to join the route given the inter
urban location

Minor changes made to improve the connectivity of
the cycle route

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the

Cliiflaulidy e route continues. Cyclists should not be

2. Provision for cyclists
throughout the whole
length of the route

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with
no clear indication of how
to continue their journey

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly
understand how to
navigate between them,
including through junctions

Cyclists are provided with

a continuous route,
including through
junctions

The route is a combination of share use path and
mixed traffic provision which are poorly connected

Proposals create a more continuous route for
cyclists using cycle tracks, shared-use and a mixed
traffic road

3. Density of routes
based on mesh width i.e.
distances between
primary and secondary
routes within the network

Cycle network density is
greater than 800 m
between key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
users must dismount or
are ‘abandoned’ at the end
of a route [p.30]

Cycle network density is
200-800 m between key
primary and secondary
routes. Cycle routes
contribute to a network but
users experience some

disruption when connecting

between routes, and
navigation may be difficult
[p.30]

Cycle network density is
less than 200 m between
key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
routes are continuous
and fully joined-up. They
allow cycle users to
maintain consistent
speed, are well-signed
and intuitive [p.30]

Rural setting with limited options or need for a wider
network of cycle routes

Rural setting with limited options or need for a wider
network of cycle routes

4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
calculated by dividing the
actual distance along the
route by the straight line
(crow-fly) distance, or
shortest road alternative

Cycle route is more than

20% less direct than the

equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is up to 20%
less direct than the
equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is at least as
direct as the equivalent
motor traffic journey

Link Length: 1,920m

Crow Flies: 1,850m

Deviation Factor: 3.6% 2
Alignment: Follows the main road except diversion

via minor road near Cormack Park

Link Length: 1,920m

Crow Flies: 1,850m

Deviation Factor: 3.6%

Alignment: Follows the main road except diversion
via minor road near Cormack Park

5. Stopping and give way
frequency

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic more often
than motor traffic will need
to give way to cycle users
along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic on a similar

number of occasions as

motor traffic will need to
give way to cycle users
along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions motor
traffic will need to give
way to cycle users more
often than cycle users will
need to give way to motor
traffic along a route
[p.160]

Cyclists give way at side roads (assumes cyclists
are using the shared-use path)

Proposals reduce the frequency cyclists give way
but the speed of traffic and limited opportunity to off-
set side road crossings suggesting only some
improvement can be made

g RYEIE ‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where
— provision may be required to ensure safe
8 crossing movements
L
o
(&)
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or
grid) of routes across the town or city.
Density of The density of the network is the distance
network between the routes which make up the grid
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network
with @ mesh width of 250m
Routes should follow the shortest option
Distance available and be as near to the
‘as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc
(7))
(7))
(<))
=
°
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should
"= Time: Delayat  be minimised. This includes assessing impact
'm] junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal

timings, toucan crossings etc

6. Delay at junctions

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
greater than the overall
delay for motor traffic

[p.174]

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is

equal to the overall delay
for motor traffic [p.174]

At signalised junctions
the overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
less than the overall
delay for motor traffic
[p.174]

Overall delay for cyclists likely to be greater than the
overall delay for motor traffic

Improvements at AWPR junction

Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able
links to bypass slow moving traffic

7. Ability to maintain own
speed on links

Cyclists travel at speed of
slowest vehicle (including
a cycle) ahead

Cyclists can usually pass
slow traffic and other
cyclists

Cyclists can always
choose an appropriate
speed

Narrow shared use path makes it more difficult for
cyclist to pass one another

Cycle track provide additional space for cyclists

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

Gradients

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 137m

Elevation Min: 115m

Max Slope: 4.4%

Average Slope: 2.3%

West to East: Downbhill to A9119 then uphill to the
AWPR

Elevation Max: 137m

Elevation Min: 115m

Max Slope: 4.4%

Average Slope: 2.3%

West to East: Downbhill to A9119 then uphill to the
AWPR




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Indicators Critical

Design Principle

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile >

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 2

Baseline

0 (Red
(Red) Score

2 (Green)

Comments

85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile There is a shared-use path on the northern side of

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Comments Score

The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated

Comments

Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 2 the road so cyclists do not need to use the road 2 provision so cyclists do not need to share the road
Reduce/ remove X . X :
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity ~ carriageway through the
speed - . . f ;
- of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor  junction
differences where X
: vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . o . X
. of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X X T
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway K :
as at junctions
10. Motor traffi d
sectio?]so:)fr:h;es;ee on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile 2 There is a shared-use path on the northern side of 2 The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated
carriageway 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph the road so cyclists do not need to use the road provision so cyclists do not need to share the road
e volumes. . cariageway wit nigh vames of metor 11 Motor affic volume
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points on slectlons of shared >10000 AADT, or >5% 5000 100?0 AADT and 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 2 There is a shargd use path on the northern side of 2 The '2'way cycle 'track provides a segregated
5 ; Fofrer A carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV the road so cyclists do not need to use the road provision so cyclists do not need to share the road
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at .
X X . as vehicles per peak hour
carriageway junctions
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside I i I :
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range | oo C CASES: CYCIE USEIS N SOME CASES, CYCIE USETS o 00 sars are always
q . q are expected to mix with ~ are expected to mix with
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and o A protected from motor . . .
K . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher . There is a shared-use path on the northern side of The 2-way cycle track provides a segregated
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by 2 ! 2 - .
A . N higher speed or volume speed or volume o ) the road so cyclists do not need to use the road provision so cyclists do not need to share the road
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor i L the conditions set in
track d off-road ision. Such - —— conditions that are set out =~ conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chapter 3
TS EIAe] CliFRE [FREIE. SUE » ¢ VING €8SIY ) Toble 3.2 in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore . L Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of S (R MGilans infrequent and with Side roads closed or
o frequent and/ or untreated. " P
collision. - o effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with . . .- .
. . g . 13. Conflicting Major junctions, Co . L . R . Side road are infrequent but priority crossings are
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Maijor junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 Side road junctions are infrequent but untreated 1 . .
. L . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor o L provided where achievable
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
. k traffic movements not
side roads Major S traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good Faded. old. unclear T oy
' twork design should be self-explanat d . e v ’ ! . ' )
Avoid complex ne or. esign should be sefi-explanatory and. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout .Clear, understar}dable, Generally legible road markings and road layout but Clear, understandable, simple road markings to be
. self-evident to all road users. All users should X i~ simple road markings and 1 . 2 N
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road  but some elements could some elements could be improved provided as part of the proposed road layout
understand where they and other road users . road layout
X layout be improved
should be and what movements they might
make
Nema Gyl s Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb RN ey e Gl
. Routes should b d in t f all i ivity (e.g. i ivity — e.g. x . - . - .
Consider and outes shou'd be assessed In ferms ot a P A <1.5m or less kerl:.»5|de EEiy (g SED By &9 leze with kerbside activity or . - . Urban clearway so no kerbside activity permitted.
. multi-functional uses of a street including car  15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . Urban clearway so no kerbside activity permitted. N
reduce risk from . Lo X .. . (including any buffer) N " . : . . width of cycle lane 2 2 Cycle track and shared use path sections have a
. ... parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; . (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . . Shared use path has a verge
kerb side activity alongside parking/ ; . . " including buffer exceeds verge
with opened door . alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including
loading . 3m
parking) buffer
Reducs seventy Wherever possible routes should include Cvallsts at risk of bel
L “evasion room” (such as grass verges)and . yelists at risk of being The number of physical The route includes The shared use path includes some physical Proposals will reduce the number of physical
of collisions . ) 16. Evasion room and trapped by physical . . L . ; s
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 1 obstacles (guard railing, sign posts) but there is 2 obstacles within or close to the cycle track and
where they do - X unnecessary hazards hazards along more than hvsical h fici ; ¥
— as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the half of the route reduced any physical hazards sufficient space to avoid them footway

severity of a collision should it occur




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Critical

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 2

0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

2 (Green)

Option 1

Comments Score

Option 2

Comments Score

Comments

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

17. Major and minor

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Minor and occasional defects along shared use path

Resurfacing along the cycle tack/ footway will

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any nu;";:;g deeicy defects el lEh Gilp SwiEes and minor road 2 remove all defects
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is .
: 5 S o Cycle route surface is
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent . g
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, As above 2 As above
': providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some .
with no defects [p.112]
o) [p.112] defects [p.112]
(=4
E 19. Desirable minimum 9
= widths according to '\/Iicr:rcelutzzg1 (2:501:30frt(:‘v?sriz:l1te B D ETD 2575 Gl Proposed cycle track meets desirable minimum
(&) . . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths . . P ve! . .
Effective width : - S volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . o . L Shared use path width does not meet desirable values assuming widen of the highway can be
. . without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained L 1 R .
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o minimum values achieved. Section of shared-use path does not meet
and off road. ted fi " desirable are no more than 25% throughout whole route desirable minimum values
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values
Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route G 5 el et i Proposals will include directional signing and route
_— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - te signing 1s p aps § signs located at all No route signing identified but linear route with few po ) . gning N
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . . - 1 branding. Details to be provided at the next design
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . f decision points and decision points
decision points improved ; . stage
junctions
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently it. Full forward visibility is
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation Standard highway lighting 1 Standard highway lighting
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
Social safety and Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] el T WiSTEidy [piEy [p-68]
rceived Y as safe and usable. Well used, well
5u|nerabi|ity of maintained, lit, overlooked
routes are more attractive and therefore more L Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is i The cycle link is well
likely to be used ) are infrequently . ) ) - ) ) )
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward Majority of route alongside main road although Majority of route alongside main road although traffic
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor " .0 . ) ) . N . . N ) .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other other obstacles create visibility is achieved and vehicle speeds high. The section using the minor 1 speeds high. The section using the minor access
obstacles create regular " L vegetation is regularly access road has poor natural surveillance road has poor natural surveillance
o localised breaks in visibility L
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
("2} Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
8 provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23. Impact on Pedestri isi
c Impact on rather than using footways which are not e;iest,: P, P Route impacts negatively  No impact on pedestrian e:h:rs]cr;nbprzvg:zn
o pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling p ! on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . Y eyeing Narrow shared use path although pedestrian footfall Segregated provision provided and improved
. . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian : 2 : L
> including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; likely to be low crossing provision
— o e T T n - . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
== with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly . Level C or below B or above
. for London (Section 6.1) A
() if the shared use path does not meet
E recommended widths
E
24. Signs informative and igni i
L . 9 Large number of signs Moderate amount of Slgillig i eV g Proposals will introduce appropriate signage for
Minimise street i . consistent but not . o N purposes only and not s . . . -
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around . " Directional road signage only 1 cycle route wayfinding and branding. Details to be
clutter overbearing or N A causing additional . .
X . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions ; provided at the next design stage
of inappropriate size obstruction
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 25, e el beyes below the desirable overlooked and/ orionly.  IeRElEE I
v yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable No cycle parking identified/ required 0 No cycle parking identified/ required

parking businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision minimum level of

[p211] provision [p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 2 Sta nteC

Baseline Option 1 Option 2

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments

Only some of the route

26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend has the flexibility There is limited flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt
b Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once X :s 3 I;'w 'r'ty do £t X Not Applicable 1 the cycle route infrastructure provision to
E and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] ec:: n i;’e ;e,:az di [ap 64;, accommodate changing demands
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a 9ing p-
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
ho} potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt cycle
. infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim o evolve or adapt to to expand, evolve or adapt . parking provision to accommodate changing
< Gyl [FETRIE Zwreasded folieciii e changing demands once to changing demands X Not Applicable 2 demands (within the Westhill Industrial Estate and at
Sance installed [p211] [p211] the Tesco superstore)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 2 33% 3 50% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 7 70% 0 0%
o
~ Safety (out of 16) 12 75% 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 6 75% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 3 30% 5 50% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 23 46% 39 72% 0 0%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 3

Baseline

Critical 0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

2 (Green)

Option 1

Comments Score

Option 2

Comments Score

Comments

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in
the network

Connections

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:
consider left and right
turns

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

Limited opportunity to join the route given the inter
urban location but connection to the residential 1
areas of Kingswells available via Old Skene Road

Limited opportunity to join the route given the inter
urban location but connection to the residential
areas of Kingswells available via Old Skene Road

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be

Continuity and installed — cyclists should be shown how the

2. Provision for cyclists

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly

Cyclists are provided with
a continuous route,

The route is linear with few decision points required

Proposals create a more continuous route for

gy route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole R . " but the route along Old Skene Road is not as clear 2 cyclists using cycle tracks, shared-use and a mixed
< | ‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where length of the route D earadicaticniolicy U e 1D lRciojicRon as it could be traffic road (Old Skene Road)
() . 5 pb ; Y d tJ f 9 to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or ) Cycle network density is 2?_2;200 ;git;l\;iir; I;ey less It(r;an fi(r)r(])am l:]t(\jnleen
rid) of routes across the town or city. ShR IR B EE 0 W pro ter:, Cycle rof tesry ng - r ?l Cycl
. 9 . X L based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and utes. Ly u secondary routes. Lycle Limited evidence of a wider cycle network Limited evidence of a wider cycle network but
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but = routes are continuous N . L . . )
. . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . . connecting to Prime Four, the Park & Ride site, 1 increased opportunityto connect the route to Prime
RETEIS I TVEEER D HEMEES WilEh LD ¥ e il rimary and secondal users must dismount or users experience some RSN Fairley and Kingswells Four, the Park & Ride site, Fairley and Kingswells
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network p " 4 ithin th twry K are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to 4 9 ’ ’ Yy 9
with a mesh width of 250m Rl Dl e of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
. ) 5 ' . f .
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the O rome.'s more than  IEEE I’Ol'lte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Ler?gth. 2.540m Link Ler?gth. 2.540m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the A (53 Gl e i Dl S direct as the equivalent Crow Flies: 2,470m 2 Crow Flies: 2,470m
‘as-th flies’ dist ibl O htgl' equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic TS %urne Deviation Factor: 2.8% Deviation Factor: 2.8%
as-the-crow-flies” distance as possible :2:_"03 ﬂ);/) d?sstar::)ge o[l_ne journey journey ) Y Alignment: Route follows A944 and Old Skene Road Alignment: Route follows A944 and Old Skene Road
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
D GUGTECT RS & GRS (D Sip @ u)::er?sr I\?v::ml::; ttl:)m?v(;y:/l: users will need to give way SIS Proposals reduce the frequency cyclists give wa
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . atog Y to motor traffic on a similar way to cycle users more . . . " P > frequency cy ghve y
. S L . . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ; Cyclists give way at side roads (assumes cyclists but the speed of traffic and limited opportunity to off-
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as  often than cycle users will . 0 . ) : .
. X . i frequency than motor traffic will need . . are using the shared-use path) set side road crossings suggesting only minor
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle o T Y ) Gl Vs motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor imbrovements can be made
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc glong a);outey[p 160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route p
8 ’ along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle
"= |Time: Delay at  be minimised. This includes assessing impact . . users at the junction is Y for cyck users at the junction is Overall delay for cyclists likely to be greater than the Improvements made to the AWPR, Kingswells
. . . . : g 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is 1 N X N
Q junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall ] o O el less than the overall overall delay for motor traffic Causeway and Fairley Road junctions
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic
for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyclists ravel ot s peed o el emelzye Narrow shared use path makes it more difficult for
: Y 9 M 4 9 i Y slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate P 2 Cycle track provide additional space for cyclists

links to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists

speed

cyclist to pass one another

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

Gradients

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 147m

Elevation Min: 135m

Max Slope: 5.3%

Average Slope: 1.5% 1
West to East: Incline from the AWPR to the PFS,

then level before short decline section before the

Jessiefield r/a

Elevation Max: 147m

Elevation Min: 135m

Max Slope: 5.3%

Average Slope: 1.5%

West to East: Incline from the AWPR to the PFS,
then level before short decline section before the
Jessiefield r/a




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
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Factor Indicators Critical

Design Principle

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile >

0 (Red)

85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 3

Baseline Option 1

2 (Green)

Option 2

Score Comments Score

At junctions there is a shared-use path on the

85th percentile 85th percentile northern side of the road so cyclists do not use the

Comments Score

At junctions there is a cycle track and shared-use
facilities on the northern side of the road so cyclists

Comments

. . . are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph t road. The only exception is along Old Skene Road 2 do not usg the road. Old Skene Rgad is traffic
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing . . A calmed within a cycle street reducing traffic speeds
Reduce/ remove X - X carriageway through the which has a 30mph speed limit
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity . X to less than 20mph
speed - ) . junction
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
- of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : B
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway . ]
as at junctions . . . .
10. Motor traffic speed on There is a shared-use path on the northern side of There is cycle track on the northern side of the road
se(':tions T 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile 1 the road so cyclists do not use the road. The only 2 so cyclists do not use the road. Old Skene Road is
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph exception is along Old Skene Road which has a traffic calmed within a cycle street reducing motor
Calagenay 30mph speed limit vehicle speeds to less than 20mph
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the X
- R 11. Motor traffic volume . . . .
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor T 10000 AADT. or 5%  5000-10000 AADT and There is a shared-use path on the northern side of There is cycle track on the northern side of the road
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points ’ ° 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 2 the road so cyclists do not use the road. Traffic 2 so cyclists do not use the road. Traffic flows on Old

carriageway, expressed HGV

B SELITY e as vehicles per peak hour

carriageway

where risk of collision is greater, such as at
junctions

2-5% HGV

flows on Old Skene Road considered to be low

Skene Road will remain low

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

Cyclists sharing
carriageway — nearside
lane in critical range

12. Segregation to between 3.2m and

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users

are expected to mix with

motor traffic in significantly

Cycle users are always

There is a shared-use path on the northern side of
protected from motor

the road so cyclists do not use the road. Cyclists

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in higher

There is cycle track on the northern side of the road
so cyclists do not use the road. Cyclists share the

This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by 0 L 2 road along Old Skene Road which becomes a cycle
d thi h d le | hybrid I id fi behind volumes prevent motor i EEsd @l e ine SECi @ eI the conditions set in share the road along Old Skene Road which is a street with narrow lanes allowing a safe prima
egLees drofl;g (:jn-roa‘ ch eS anhes, ybri alongside or from behin vehicles pmovin easil conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chabter 3 wide single carriageway road with on-street parking. riding position maintained 9 P Y
tracks and off-road provision. Suc| - € VNG €asly. i, T5hle 3.2in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P ap
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore i - Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of \de road junctions infrequent and with Side roads closed or
. frequent and/ or untreated. . L
collision. 13. Conflictin Maior iunctions effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads § g_ . ajor] ’ Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 Side road junctions are infrequent and untreated 1 Side road junctions are infrequent but treated
. L . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor A L
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across traffic movements not conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major —— traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good .
. network design should be self-explanatory and . [Ptz el uncle? o Ger.1erally edkiclicad Clear, understandable, . . . .
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ; Generally legible road markings and road layout but Clear, understandable, simple road markings to be
. self-evident to all road users. All users should . i simple road markings and 1 . 2 N
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road  but some elements could some elements could be improved provided as part of the proposed road layout
understand where they and other road users layout e road layout
should be and what movements they might
make
Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb . " . L .
i Routes should be assessed in terms of all Narrow cycle lanes kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less N.OI very "!“"ed con LI Most of the route is an urban clearway so no Urban clearway so no kerbside activity permitted.
Consider and q o ; . A q A <1.5m or less . L with kerbside activity or N L . N The layout of Old Skene Road is changed to a cycle
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside =~ . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . kerbside activity permitted. The section of Old .
reduce risk from . P A i o (including any buffer) " " 5 . i . width of cycle lane 1 . . ) L 2 street where buffer zones zones are provided
. ... parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; X (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . " Skene Road is heavily parking but activity likely to . A
kerb side activity alongside parking/ ; . . . including buffer exceeds around parking bays to reduce collision risk for
with opened door loading alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including 3m be low cyclists

parking)

buffer

Wherever possible routes should include

Reduce severity . ”
‘evasion room” (such as grass verges)and

of collisions R . 16. Evasion room and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such

where they do - X unnecessary hazards

oceur as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the

severity of a collision should it occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

The route includes
evasion room and avoids 1
any physical hazards

The number of physical
hazards could be further
reduced

The shared use path includes some physical
obstacles (guard railing, sign posts) but there is 2
sufficient space to avoid them

Proposals will reduce the number of physical
obstacles within or close to the cycle track and
footway




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 3

Baseline

Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Option 1

Comments Score

Option 2

Comments Score

Comments

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

17. Major and minor

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Minor and occasional surface defects along shared

Resurfacing along the cycle track, shared-use and

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any nu;";:;g deeicy defects el lEh Gilp SwiEes use path and minor road 2 mixed traffic areas will remove all surface defects
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N -,
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent ve g
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, As above 2 As above
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some .
‘: with no defects [p.112]
o) [p.112] defects [p.112]
(=4
o) 19. Desirable minimum More than 25% of the route
widths according to includes cycle provision B D ETD 2575 Gl Proposed cycle track and cycle street sections meet
(&) . . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths . P e yo'e .
Effective width : - S volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . o . L Shared-use path and cycle track width do not meet desirable minimum values. This assumes narrowing
. . without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained X T 2 .
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o desirable minimum values of the central reservation along the A944 can be
and off road. ted fi " desirable are no more than 25% throughout whole route achieved
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values
Lo . T Route is well signed with - — -
- Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - Rou't © signing Is poor iy G.ap.s |dent!ﬁed 0 (e signs located at all No route signing identified but linear route with few Propo.sals wil n clude dlrectllonal signing and r°?‘te
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . . - 1 branding. Details to be provided at the next design
the routes without the need to refer to maps decision boints imoroved decision points and decision points stage
P P! junctions 9
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation Standard highway lighting 1 Standard highway lighting
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained
A q .68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68]
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived lp
ng::vseadfety and as safe and usable. Well used, well
5u|nerabi|ity of maintained, lit, overlooked
routes are more attractive and therefore more Some sections of the link o
user ; Most of the link is . The cycle link is well Majority of route alongside main road although Majority of route alongside main road although
likely to be used ) are infrequently ; ° ) ) ; ° ) )
infrequently overlooked. Ty . - overlooked. Full forward vehicle speeds high. The section using Old Skene vehicle speeds high. The section using Old Skene
22. Isolation Vegetation or other other obsiaclegs create visibility is achieved and Road has good natural surveillance given residential 1 Road has good natural surveillance given residential
obstacles create regular lseslies et i visiihiy vegetation is regularly property frontages but the shared-use path is property frontages but the shared-use path is
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68] secluded with no natural surveillance secluded with no natural surveillance
("2} Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
8 provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23. Impact on Pedestri isi
c Impact on rather than using footways which are not e;iest,: P, P Route impacts negatively  No impact on pedestrian e:h:rs]cr;nbprzvg:zn
o pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling p ! on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . Y eyeing Narrow shared use path although pedestrian footfall Segregated provision and improved crossing
. . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian : 2 L .
> including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; likely to be low provision provided
— o e T T n - . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
== with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly for London (Section 6.1) Level C or below B or above A
() if the shared use path does not meet :
E recommended widths
g
24. Signs informative and igni i
L . 9 Large number of signs Moderate amount of Slgillig i eV g Proposals will introduce appropriate signage for
Minimise street i . consistent but not . o N purposes only and not s . . . -
dluficr Signing required to support scheme layout overbearing o needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around sEsig el Directional road signage only 1 cycle route wayfinding and branding. Details to be
o ITEEEEL S and/ or leading to clutter junctions i — provided at the next design stage
- Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 25, [SUIIEED IRt Pr%\glsclevnt::tdZZ(i;:ar:I: e overlocked and/ or only - S S
Y yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable No cycle parking identified/ required 0 No cycle parking identified/ required

parking businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision minimum level of

[p211] provision [p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 3
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
> 26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend O’;’Iy stc;’meﬂof.t;le. rt;ute There is limited flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt
#=48 Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once ox a:: e\?ol\f:o’rlgy dao fto X Not Applicable 1 the cycle route infrastructure provision to
E and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] c:a n I.;’ R — P 64] accommodate changing demands
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a 9ing p-
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
o] _potential measgres u_sing more ﬂexib!e ) 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is flexibility to expand, evalve or adapt cycle
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim e g V-, evqlve or adapt to to expand, gvolve or adapt X Not Applicable 2 parking provision to accommodate changing
changing demands once to changing demands o
demands installed [p211] p211] demands (within Prime Four and at the P&R)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 2 33% 67% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 6 60% 0 0%
o
- Safety (out of 16) 7 44% 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 88% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 3 30% 5 50% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 17 34% 40 74% 0 0%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor

Connections

Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in
the network

Indicators

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:
consider left and right
turns

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 4

Baseline

Critical

0 (Red)

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

1 (Amber)

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

2 (Green)

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

Score

Option 1

Comments Score

Limited opportunity to join the route given the inter
urban location of Skene Road but the opportunites
improve along Queen's Road which has more urban
surrounding and increased side roads

Option 2

Comments Score

Changes made to improve the connectivity of the
cycle route to side roads although further work is
required to ensure the cycle track is on the southern
side of the road connects to areas to the north of
Queen's Road

Comments

Continuity and

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the

2. Provision for cyclists

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly

Cyclists are provided with
a continuous route,

The shared-use path is not continuous and the
designation between shared-use and footway is

A continous route is provide predominalty using a 2-
way cycle track but short sections of share-use path

L= Wayfinding roll:te gontl‘rjl’ues.r?ycllls:s 5?9u'dt."°t beh IthrOl:Eh?l::]the wthole no clear indication of how understand how to including through € unclear. Cyclists are on-road between Woodend 2 are required in areas where the highway boundary
(o] EREIg pta) feutar y:tjunc ‘ons wfere ength ot tne route to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions Crescent and the King's Gate roundabout and/ or trees constrain road widening.
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or ) Cycle network density is 2?_2;200 ;git;l\;iir; I;ey less It(r;an fi(r)r(])am l:]t(\jnleen
a . 3. Density of routes greater than 800 m primary Y Y primary . .
grid) of routes across the town or city. b . . routes. Cycle routes secondary routes. Cycle . . The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
. . X . ased on mesh width i.e. between key primary and . . There is no wider cycle route network to connect to e
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but = routes are continuous . ) N network but there are opportunities to make
. . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . . 0 and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does 1 . . R
network between the routes which make up the grid X X users experience some  and fully joined-up. They o X ; connections to wider destinations e.g. Hazlehead
: : primary and secondary users must dismountor . . q not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD .
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network " ithin th twork are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to Academy and Woodend Hospital
with a mesh width of 250m Rl Dl e of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
. . o . . . .
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the O rome.'s more than  IEEE I’Ol'lte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Ler?gth. 2.510m Link Ler?gth. 2.510m
. . . 20% less direct than the less direct than the 9 N Crow Flies: 2,430m Crow Flies: 2,430m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the . 5 . direct as the equivalent 2 - a0, 2 - a0,
‘as-the-crow-flies' distance as possible route by the straight line equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic motor traffic journey Deviation Factor: 3.2% Deviation Factor: 3.2%
28 ! journey journe Alignment: Route follows main road Alignment: Route follows main road
(crow-fly) distance, or ! v g g
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or u’:‘;g"?vri:m::;tt'gg?vzy:::y users will need to give way traffic will need to give Proposals reduce the frequency cydlists give way
I;T:'uﬁ::gifgcz :Tri;\?sgetg ()Tfr::?lngﬂj ger;)l;tt(e) shi(:]ulirl])g ive 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often tonrl?;:;);rt;affggfar;;zlsn;?r ;:{] ttz::(ieclllesiferrnso\:lil 0 Cyclists give way at side roads (assumes cyclists 1 but the speed of traffic and limited opportunity to off-
.q p ti i ti i pping t gl frequency than motor traffic will need motor traffic will need to [ le iveywa . are using the shared-use path) set side road crossings suggests futher
or give ways way§ atjunc |ons. or crossings, molorcycle to give way to cycle users . 9 Y improvements could be made
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc along a route [p.160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
(7] ‘ along a route [p.160 p.160
(7))
(<))
=
[T} At signalised junctions the . ) R At signalised junctions
() The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle - Signalised junctions the ey deray for eycle Cyclist can bypass the Cemetery and Groats Road The bypass of the Cemetery and Groats Road
P Time: o N L . o overall delay for cycle . . X ) . jucntions is improved with the two-way cycle track.
— ime: Delay at  be minimised. This includes assessing impact . . users at the junction is g e users at the junction is jucntions by using the share-use path but they share L
. . . . : g 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is 0 b d 2 A separate bypass road (again with a 2-way cycle
'm] junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall less than the overall the road with traffic at the Provost Graham Avenue . d
L . ) equal to the overall delay . ) track) is provided at the Provost Graham Avenue
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic delay for motor traffic junction . :
! for motor traffic [p.174] junction
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyleiz travlel at_speeq g CUELES Gl pres el e always The shared-use path is narrow and the traffic lane The 2-way cycle track ?nd shqn section of widened
slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 0 2 shared-use areas provide cyclists more space to

links

to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists

speed

widths within the on-road section are narrow

maintain their own speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

N

Elevation Max: 135m

Elevation Min: 97m

Max Slope: 6.8% 1
Average Slope: 2.2%

West to East: Steady decline

Elevation Max: 135m
Elevation Min: 97m

Max Slope: 6.8%

Average Slope: 2.2%

West to East: Steady decline
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Factor Design Principle Indicators

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing carriageway through the
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity
of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor

vehicles so that they more closely match that

Reduce/ remove
speed
differences where

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 4

Baseline

Critical
Score

0 (Red)

2 (Green)

85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile

Option 1

Comments Score

Cyclists have a narrow shared-use path on the
northern side of the road. Some cyclists may
therefore use the road which has a part 30 part 40

Option 2

Comments Score

Cyclists have a segregated 2-way cycle track and
short section of widened shared-use path which will

Comments

cyclists are
sharing the
carriageway

of cyclists. This is particularly important at
points where risk of collision is greater, such
as at junctions

are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph t mph speed limit. Between Woodend Crescent and 2 reduce levels of on-road cycling and the risk/
the King's Gate roundabout cyclists are on-road severity of collisions
junction within a 30 mph speed limit
Cyclists have a narrow shared-use path on the
10. Motor traffic speed on : . : northern side of the road. Some cyclists may Cyclists have a segregated 2-way cycle track and
S G ehed 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile 1 therefore use the road which has a part 30 part 40 2 short section of widened shared-use path which will

Bt carriageway, expressed

carriageway

where risk of collision is greater, such as at
junctions

as vehicles per peak hour

HGV 2-5% HGV

road to the west of the King's Gate roundabout.
Score reflects that only a short section is on-road
i.e. no critical fail

. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph mph speed limit. Between Woodend Crescent and reduce levels of on-road cycling and the risk/
carriageway the King's Gate roundabout cyclists are on-road severity of collisions
within a 30 mph speed limit
Cyclists have a narrow shared-use path on the
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the " northern side of the road. Some cyclists may )
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor l:]'s'\élgttiz:‘gaoffﬂshg:éne 10000 AADT. or 5%  5000-10000 AADT and therefore use the road which has a high traffic flow scgggsése;?g:; ;eig;i?:zdh:;:ja_xs?d:":r?ﬁ::; Svill
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points ’ ° 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 0 (16,881 AADT with <2% HGV). Cyclists also on- 2 P

reduce levels of on-road cycling and the risk/
severity of collisions

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such
segregation should reduce the risk of collision
from beside or behind the cyclist

12. Segregation to
reduce risk of collision

Risk of collision

carriageway — nearside

alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor

Cyclists sharing

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users
are expected to mix with ~ are expected to mix with

motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher
higher speed or volume speed or volume

conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3  in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

Cycle users are always
protected from motor

traffic when required by 0
the conditions set in

Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

lane in critical range
between 3.2m and
3.9m wide and traffic

vehicles moving easily
into opposite lane to
pass cyclists.

Cyclists have a narrow shared-use path on the

northern side of the road but there is a short section

of on-road provision to the west of the King's Gate
roundabout. Some cyclists may therefore use the 2
road where they will be in a traffic lane with a critical

width. Score reflects that only a short section is on-

road i.e. no critical fail

Cyclists have a segregated 2-way cycle track and
short section of widened shared-use path which will
reduce levels of on-road cycling and therefore need
to share a traffic lane with a critical width

A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore
need particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across
side roads Major

roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic
through junctions

13. Conflicting
movements at junctions

Side road junctions
infrequent and with
effective entry treatments.
Major junctions, principal
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements
separated

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements not
separated

Side roads closed or
treated to blend in with
footway. Major junctions, 0
all conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic streams separated

Side roads infrequent but untreated. Cyclists on the
share-use path need to give-way

Side roads treated but highway boundary
constraints make it difficult to off-set the cycle track
which reduced the level of protection cylsits have
from turning vehicles

Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good
network design should be self-explanatory and
self-evident to all road users. All users should
understand where they and other road users
should be and what movements they might
make

Avoid complex 14. Legible road

design

markings and road layout

Faded, old, unclear, Generally legible road
complex road markings/  markings and road layout
unclear or unfamiliar road  but some elements could
layout be improved

Clear, understandable,
simple road markings and 1
road layout

There is a lack of shared-use path signage and it is
not clear when this shared-use path start/ ends 2
close to Craigen junction

Clear, understandable, simple road markings to be
provided as part of the proposed road layout

Significant conflict with
kerbside activity (e.g.
nearside cycle lane < 2m

Narrow cycle lanes

Routes should be assessed in terms of all
<1.5m or less

Gl et multi-functional uses of a street including car

15. Conflict with kerbside

reduce risk from . I X . L (including any buffer) . ! .
kerb side activity pérkmg, bus stops, parking, including collision activity alongside parking/ (mcludmg buffer) Ywde
with opened door le=tling alongside kerbside

parking)

Some conflict with kerb
side activity — e.g. less
frequent activity on

No/ very limited conflict
with kerbside activity or

: . . width of cycle lane 1
nearside of cyclists, min . .
. " including buffer exceeds
2m cycle lanes including 3m

buffer

There is potentially some conflict between cyclists
on the shared-use path at bus stops. There are no
waiting and loading restrictions but there is little
demand for kerbside parking

Bus stop bypasses are provided and car parking
removed on the residential road between Woodend
Crescent and the King's Cross roundabout to
accommodate the cycle track

Wherever possible routes should include
“evasion room” (such as grass verges)and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

Reduce severity
of collisions
where they do
occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

16. Evasion room and
unnecessary hazards

The route includes
evasion room and avoids 1
any physical hazards

The number of physical
hazards could be further
reduced

There is little street infrastructure along the link that
would 'pen’ cyclists into areas that would either 2
contribute to or increase the severity of a collsion

The proposals remove the need for cyclists to mix
with traffic and therefore need for "evasion room"




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

Indicators Critical

17. Major and minor

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 4

2 (Green)

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

The condition of the shared-use path looks to be in
good condition (based on google streetview). The

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposed cycle track, shared-use path and new

Comments

" . X any number of major Smooth high grip surface 2 same true for the road surface between Woodend 2 y N N
;)otholes, _poor qulalltly carriageway paint (e.g. defects defects defects Crescent and the King's Gate roundabout where footways will have a smooth high grip surface
Tom previous cycle lane) cyclists are on-road
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N -,
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent v ; ; Cycle route surface is machine laid and smooth, Cycle route surface will be machine laid with a
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, 2 : 2 ) )
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some . with no defects smooth high grip surface
with no defects [p.112]
[p.112] defects [p.112]
19. Desirable minimum 9
widths according to M;r(;elutgzg czzscﬁffrg]v?srig:l\te NI (ER 2525 Eiifs
. . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths The shared-use path does not meet the minimum The 2-way cycle track is proposed to be 3m wide
Effective width : - - . volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . L . P . . ) X . . N
. X without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained 0 widths or buffer separation requirement set out in 1 with a 2m footway meeting the requirements set out
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o .
and off road. ted fi " desirable are no more than 25% throughout whole route CbD in CbD
are separated from motor . below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values.
Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route G (5 el S et i Proposals will include directional signing and route
— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - te signing 1s p aps ¥ signs located at all No route signing identified but linear route with few po ) . gning N
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 . - o - 1 branding. Details to be provided at the next design
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . L decision points and decision points. Limited signing of shared-use path
decision points improved : . stage
junctions
Most of the link is Some sections of the link  The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is The cycle route is adjacent to or within the road Lighting columns to be adjusted to ensure the cycle
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 carriagway which has standard road lighting along 2 track (located at the back of the footway is
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained its extents appropriately lit
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] el T WisTEidy [piEEy [p-68]
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
" maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is L The cycle link is well . . .
likely to be used . are infrequently . . . Some sections of the link are infrequently
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward Some sections of the link are infrequently N
. ; overlooked. Vegetation or . . % . N overlooked. Vegetation would be managed along
22. Isolation Vegetation or other visibility is achieved and 1 overlooked. Vegetation or other obstacles create 1 ) -
other obstacles create . . N the link to ensure good visibility levels are
obstacles create regular " L vegetation is regularly localised breaks in visibility L
e localised breaks in visibility L maintained
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23. Impact on Pedestri isi
Impact on rather than using footways which are not e;iest,: N Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian esh::cr;nbprzvg:zn Most of the link includes a narrow shared-use path Pedestrian comfort levels will improve as the cycle
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling p ! on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . Y eyeing which increases this risk of pedestrians and cyclists track sections of the route segregate cyclists and
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 0 - ) . N 2 A N
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; coming into conflict. There is increase risk around pedestrians and where share-use paths exist these
e . - . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at .
with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly X Level C or below B or above bus stops are widened
. for London (Section 6.1) A
if the shared use path does not meet
recommended widths
24. Signs informative and igni i
L . 9 Large number of signs Moderate amount of Slgillig i eV g . . The cycle track and widened shared-use path will
Minimise street Aerfi A consistent but not " P N purposes only and not There are frequent locations where sign poles ) S . X ) .
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ; " 1 . . 1 require additional signage in a constrained highway
clutter overbearing or . . ¥ causing additional reduce the effective width of the shared-use path
X . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions ; boundary
of inappropriate size obstruction
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 25, e el beyes below the desirable overlooked and/ orionly.  IeRElEE I
Y yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0 No cycle parking identified/ required 0 No cycle parking identified/ required

parking

businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision

[p211]

minimum level of
provision [p211]
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 4
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
> 26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend O’;’Iy stc;’meﬂof.t;le. rt;ute There is limited flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt
#=48 Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once ox a:: e\?ol\f:o’rlgy dao fto X Not Applicable 1 the cycle route infrastructure provision to
E and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] c:a n I.;’ R — P 64] accommodate changing demands
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a 9ing p-
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
ho} potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt cycle
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim inc.rease <l e BT N evqlve or adapt to to exp:nd, gvolve or adapt X Not Applicable 2 parking provjstipnlto alccorr]nmlodate chs\r;ging
demands changing demands once to changing demands dema_nds (within local schools and at Woodend
installed [p211] [p211] Hospital)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 67% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 8 80% 0 0%
o
~ Safety (out of 16) 5 31% 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 75% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 4 40% 6 60% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 17 34% 42 78% 0 0%
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Factor Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

Indicators

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 5

Baseline Option 1

Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cyclists can connect to

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other

Score

Comments

No protection for cyclists turning left or right (to and

Option 2

Comments Score

Junctions are modified to make it easy for cyclist to
enter and exit the cycle tracks on each side of the

Comments

CommizEEE the same route and between different routes in consider left and right other.routes wlthout o.ther rgutes Wm.] mlnlmal rot..|tes prov_lded, w'ﬂ? no ® from the corridor) road. There is no break in the cycle track provision
dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their . Lo )
the network turns journey except to negotiate the Anderson Drive junction
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o wal d .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist abandoned’ at dfa route . n:a & L;pto Cyclists ded with
. installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists YClsts are ‘abandoned a A SRR, (2] YClists are provided wi Continuation of route through junctions is unclear The proposed cycle tracks and road markings
Continuity and . X points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route, . R : . N
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L . . 0 particularly on the approach to the Anderson Drive provide a continuous and dedicated route along the
< | ‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where length of the route o Gl [EIISEHe Gl ety USR] IRy (19 eI e junction. Advisory cycle lanes end abruptl road and through junctions
(o) L § pb ) Y " tJ P 9 to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions ) ’ Ty ey Pty N
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Srale e EyiE 200-800 m between key less than 200 m between
G of outes aeross the ownor iy 3 Densiy of routes greaterthans00m PR e | secondanyroutes. Cye
Density of g’he density of the network is the dista.nce based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and contril;ute. toya netv:ork but sfg;esage ocz:tisr;uoicse There is no wider cycle route network to connect to The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
networ)I/( " distances between secondary routes. Cycle users experience some I T et 0 and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does network but there are opportunities to make
tt o g — bp gtw K primary and secondary users must dismount or T \;then T allowyé - us;s ® Y not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD connections to wider destinations
pg ern. The ullma e aim should be a network e network i i & o el p 9 X7 G ¢
with a mesh width of 250m of a route [p.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
. . o . . . .
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the Cyfle rome.'s more than  IEEE I’Ol'lte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Ler?gth. 1,350m Link Ler?gth. 1,350m
. . . 20% less direct than the less direct than the 9 N Crow Flies: 1,270m Crow Flies: 1,270m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the . 5 . direct as the equivalent 2 - £ o - £ o
‘as-th flies’ dist ibl te by the straight li equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic T Deviation Factor: 5.9% Deviation Factor: 5.9%
as-the-crow-flies” distance as possible :2:_"03 ﬂ);/) d?sstar::)ge o[l_ne journey journey ) Y Alignment: Route is along the main road Alignment: Route is along the man road
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or u:;sn\?vri:mg:;ttlgn?viy:/l: users will need to give way traffic will need to give
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . atog Y to motor traffic on a similar way to cycle users more The only priority junctions are at the King's Gate and R . .
n At roct] - q n 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ; . . There are no priority junctions where cyclists need
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give o number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 0 Anderson Drive roundabouts which are both . NS
. X . i frequency than motor traffic will need . . . : to give-way (excludes Anderson Drive junction)
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle o T Y ) Gl Vs motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor unsuitable for cyclists
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc glong a);outey[p 160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
8 ’ along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle Cycle tracks provide a safe route to junction stop
"= |Time: Delay at  be minimised. This includes assessing impact . . users at the junction is Y for cyck users at the junction is There are no safe routes for cyclists to bypass traffic lines, allowing cyclists to bypass queued traffic and
al . . . : g 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is 0 ¥ . N A .
junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall ] o O el less than the overall queuing at junctions reduce their overall delay. The cycle tracks will
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic operate at the sake time as the main traffic phases
! for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyleiz travlel at_speeq g B CEmsiElly pres el e always Cyclists are m!xed W'.th tr.afﬁc and while the traffic The cycle tracks along this link should be wide
slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 0 lanes are relatively wide it may not be easy to over

links

to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists

speed

take other cyclists or queued/ slow vehicles

enough for cyclists to choose an appropriate speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

N

Elevation Max: 97m
Elevation Min: 64m

Max Slope: 6.5%

Average Slope: 2.5%

West to East: Steady decline

Elevation Max: 97m
Elevation Min: 64m

Max Slope: 6.5%

Average Slope: 2.5%

West to East: Steady decline
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Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red)

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

85th percentile > 85th percentile

85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

2 (Green)

85th percentile

Link 5

Baseline
Score

Comments

Cyclists share the road which has a 30mph speed

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,

Comments

. X ST 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph limit gnificantly reducing Y
Reduce/ remove X ; X . collisions at junctions
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity ~ carriageway through the
speed L . . X X
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor  junction
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
- of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : B
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway as at junctions 10. Motor traffic speed on The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic
- p 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share the road (within advisory cycle lanes) . ‘p P g g Y N g
sections of shared 0 . . 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph which has a 30mph speed limit ..
carriageway collisions along the road
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the 11. Motor traffic volume Cyclists share the carriageway (within advisory
traffic volur_nes carr_|ageway_ W.Ith hlgh volum_es of motor o W— >10000 AADT, or >5% 500010000 AADT and  2500-5000 AADT and <2% cycle lanes) with trafflc flows that are greater than The 'proposals segregate (?ycllsts from tfus traffic,
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points ; o 0-2500 AADT X 10,000 AADT. DfT site number 93006 measured an 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
! . s carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV HGV . o . -
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at g AADT of 16,881 with an HGV component of 0.4% collisions along the link
X X . as vehicles per peak hour
carriageway junctions approx. (2023)
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside | I | I
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range nasr;):: Zi?:;’tgy;; uwsi,tehrs n;:rgf Ceiiee;ytgyni; ﬁﬂs Cycle users are always
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and pected to mix P A protected from motor ’ N . . . N
. . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher . Cyclists share a traffic lane whose width makes it The proposals segregate cyclists from motor traffic
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by X o ) ; 2 L o . N
- . X higher speed or volume speed or volume L ; difficult for drivers to overtake cyclists safely reducing risk of collision alongside or from behind
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor L o the conditions set in
K d off d . Such vehicles moving easil conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chabter 3
tracks and off-road provision. Suc| » € VINg €asly. i, Tohle 3.2in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore i - Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of ide roac junctions infrequent and with Side roads closed or
. frequent and/ or untreated. . L
collision. - Co . effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with .
. . g . 13. Conflicting Maijor junctions, o L L ; . Side roads are frequent but proposals reduce the
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 Side roads are frequent and untreated 2 - -
. S . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor e . risk of collisions
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across traffic movements not conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major —— traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good Faded. old | G lly legibl d
. network design should be self-explanatory and . LRI, @i, TR, enerally legible roa Clear, understandable, Some road markings are worn particularly the . .
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ; ) Road markings for the proposed scheme will show
. self-evident to all road users. All users should . i~ simple road markings and 1 advisory cycle lanes but they generally show a clear 2
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could a clear road layout
understand where they and other road users layout e road layout road layout
should be and what movements they might
make
Narrow cycle lanes Slgliel CeilE Wi e Rl il Leid No/ very limited conflict Waiting and loading restrictions permit on-street
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all 4 kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less X Ty Ar - ing 9 P . . The cycle track proposals will introduce a no waiting
Consider and . . . . . . . <1.5m or less X L with kerbside activity or parking for most of the day (except at junction) e . . L.
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . . ) ) restriction at anytime. Loading provisions to be
reduce risk from . S X L L (including any buffer) § ! . K . . width of cycle lane 1 which requires cyclists to over-take parked cars. 2 ! X
X .. parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; X (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . " . . - confirmed. Bus stop bypasses introduced using
kerb side activity alongside parking/ N . . . including buffer exceeds Level of kerb-side parking activity not known but
with opened door 5 alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including . areas of shared-use
loading . 3m considered low
parking) buffer
Reduce severit Wherever possible routes should include Cyalists at risk of bei
of collisions y “evasion room” (such as grass verges)and 6. BT (e &) i’:;'s Se: bns hosi:alrg The number of physical The route includes Few physical hazards but some lighting columns Proposals will reduce the number of physical
i pped by phy hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 1 Py ghting 2 hazards along the link and ensure sufficient 'evasion

where they do
occur

avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

hazards along more than
half of the route

unnecessary hazards
i reduced

any physical hazards

and all trees located at the front of the footway

space' is provided where necessary
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Surface quality

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Indicators

17. Major and minor
defects

Critical

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional
defects

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 5

Baseline
Score

2 (Green)

Comments

Minor and occasional defects (based on google

Smooth high grip surface 1 streetview)

Option 2

Comments Score

Proposals will repair all defects within the road
carriageway and provide a smooth high grip surface
within the cycle track

Comments

Pavement or carriageway construction
providing smooth and level surface

18. Surface type

Cycle route surface is
unbound or deterioration
has led to frequent defects
[p.112]

Cycle route surface is
hand-laid with frequent
joints, or contains some
defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is
machine laid and smooth, 1

with no defects [p.112] and surface defects

Cycle route surface is machine laid with some joint

Cycle route will be machine laid providing a smooth
continuous surface

Effective width
without conflict

Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle
without risk of conflict with other users both on
and off road.

19. Desirable minimum
widths according to
volume of cyclists and
route type (where cyclists
are separated from motor
vehicles)

More than 25% of the route
includes cycle provision
with widths which are no

more than 25% below
desirable
minimum values

No more than 25% of the
route includes cycle
provision with widths which
are no more than 25%
below desirable minimum

Recommended widths
are maintained 0
throughout whole route

No segregated provision for cyclists which is

required by CbD given the speed and flow of traffic

Proposals introduce cycle tracks which will meet the
recommended widths as set out in CbD

Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate

Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route

Route is well signed with

S seztes atal There is no directional signage only regulatory

Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle

Wayfinding the routes without the need to refer to maps 20. Signing signs missing ?t key signing which could be decision points and 0 repe?ter 5|gnage'for the advisory cycle lanes which tr-ack.' The c-ycle route will be lbntandeq and included
decision points improved TS terminate before junctions directional signage at key decision points
Most of the link is Some sections of the link  The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is L -
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 There is standard highway lighting along the link The cycle tracks are located within t.h © existing road
PR, " ¥ = (not footway) so will be adequately lit
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived [0-68] (Bl T Ty 9 ] [p.68]
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
™ maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is . The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently ) "
infrequently overlooked. Ty . - overlooked. Full forward The cycle link has good levels of natural The cycle link has good levels of natural
22. Isolation Vegetation or other - Veg visibility is achieved and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and surveillance from those in passing vehicles and

other obstacles create
localised breaks in visibility
[p.68]

obstacles create regular
breaks in visibility [p.68]

vegetation is regularly residents of adjacent properties

maintained [p.68]

residents of adjacent properties

Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road

23. Impact on

Pedestrian provision

The provision for cyclists is mainly on road (within
cycle tracks) so no impact on pedestrian comfort

Impact on rather than using footways which are not N . i i i i
P . X 9 Y X X pedestrians, Pedestrian RGN |mpalc = nega.m.v G e |rr.1pfact on pedest.nan enhanced by cycling - . s levels. There is a proposed section of shared-use
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : Existing provision for cyclists is on road so no L N :
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . X provision, or Pedestrian 2 X " path at the Anderson Drive junction but any impact
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; impact on pedestrian comfort levels . . .
ith disabiliti lity of Yot o (il rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide Lol @ @ ollany Y " Comfort Level remains at on pedestrians here will be off set by the improved
with disabiliies (:l:: ! yf? PLOV'S'OT‘ tC:d Of usttars, P? ieuiany  tor London (Section 6.1) A crossing facilities elsewhere along the link. Bus stop
A EEIS use.pa OeSlioUIee bypasses rely on shared-use areas.
recommended widths
24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfinding The route follows a main road so there is a The cycle track and shared-use areas at the

Minimise street
clutter

Signing required to support scheme layout

consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Large number of signs Moderate amount of
needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around
and/ or leading to clutter junctions

purposes only and not
causing additional

obstruction be introduced at the Anderson Drive junction

moderate amount of signage along the link and at
junctions. Additional cycle dismount signage should

Anderson Drive junction will require additional
regulatory and directional signage but this should
not cause obstructions within the footway / cycle
track

Secure cycle
parking

Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure but not
overlooked and/ or only
providing the desirable

minimum level of provision

[p211]

Provision not secure and
below the desirable
minimum level of provision
[p211]

Provision is secure,
overlooked, well-lit and
exceeds the desirable 0
minimum level of
provision [p211]

for cycle parking in this residential area

There is no cycle parking reflecting the low demand

Predominately residential land uses so justification
for cycle parking along the link is low. No cycle
parking is proposed




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 5
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
26. Cycle routes can o) e300 et Only some of_th_e. route There is Iimited‘scope to expand, evolve or adapt
b Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once bES (s 7ex,b'”ty ® X Not Applicable 1 “;]e Cy?le route |nfras_|t_|;10turel to aciomm'c:dat: |
— and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] eXp: anq, S aac changing demgnds. e cycle track widths should
-6 T i arzezeling et prTeisies i e changing demands [p.64] however be suitable to meet future demands
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
o] _potential measgres u_sing more ﬂexib!e ) 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is some flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim N g V-, evqlve or adapt to to expand, gvolve or adapt X Not Applicable 1 cycle parking provision to accommodate changing
changing demands once to changing demands AR X .
demands installed [p211] p211] demands (within Hill of Rubislaw Business Park)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 83% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90% 0 0%
o
- Safety (out of 16) X X 16 100% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 100% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2 50% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 12 24% 46 85% 0 0%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

Indicators

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 6

Baseline Option 1

Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cyclists can connect to

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other

Score

Comments

No protection for cyclists turning left or right (to and

Option 2

Comments Score

Junctions are modified to make it easy for cyclist to
enter and exit the cycle tracks on each side of the

Comments

CommizEEE the same route and between different routes in consider left and right other.routes wlthout o.ther rgutes Wm.] mlnlmal rot..|tes prov_lded, w'ﬂ? no ® from the corridor) road. There is no break in the cycle track provision
dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their . L .
the network turns journey except to negotiate the Anderson Drive junction
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o wal d .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist abandoned’ at dfa route . n:a & L;pto Cyclists ded with
. installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists YClsts are ‘abandoned a A SRR, (2] YClists are provided wi Continuation of route through junctions is unclear The proposed cycle tracks and road markings
Continuity and . X points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route, . R : . N
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L . . 0 particularly on the approach to the Anderson Drive provide a continuous and dedicated route along the
< | ‘abandoned’, particularly at juncti hi length of th t o Gl [EIISEHe Gl ety USR] IRy (19 eI e junction and at the Queen's Cross roundabout road and through junctions
() a ap lone 5 pta) ieu aT y: tjunc 1ons w fere ength of the route to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions L 9N
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Srale e EyiE 200-800 m between key less than 200 m between
G of outes aeross the ownor iy 3 Densiy of routes greaterthans00m PR e | secondanyroutes. Cye
. 9 . X L based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and utes. Ly u secondary routes. Lycle There is no wider cycle route network to connect to The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but = routes are continuous . ) N -
. . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . . 0 and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does network but there are opportunities to make better
network between the routes which make up the grid X X users experience some  and fully joined-up. They . X : . . o
: : primary and secondary users must dismountor . . q not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD connections to wider destinations
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network " ithin th twork are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
with a mesh width of 250m Rl Dl e of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
. . o . . . .
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the O rome.'s more than  IEEE I’Ol'lte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Ler?gth.1 -100m Link Ler?gth.1 -100m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the A (53 Gl e i Dl S direct as the equivalent 2 Crow Flies: 1,100m Crow Flies: 1,100m
‘as-th flies’ dist ibl O htgl' equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic TS %urne Deviation Factor: 0% Deviation Factor: 0%
as-the-crow-flies” distance as possible :2:_"03 ﬂ);/) d?sstar::)ge o[l_ne journey journey ) Y Alignment: Route is along the main road Alignment: Route is along the main road
shortest road alternative
L . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or e pnorl:Tyjun;ttuon§ e usefs wiIP;Led to giveyway terc tm}:iljl need to give A dutch styl dabout desi tthe Q |
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . users wil need o give Way ., o otor traffic on a similar way to cycle users more The only priority junctions are at the Anderson Drive uten style roundabout design at te fueen's
. S L . . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ; , . Cross junction gives cyclists priority through the
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 0 and Queen's Cross roundabouts which are both N ) o .
i t junctions or crossings, motorcycle {FEGIEREY than motor traffic will need -t will need to need to give way to motor unsuitable for cyclists junction. There are no other priority junctions along
or give ways way§ at) ) ’ to give way to cycle users . this link (excludes Anderson Drive junction)
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc along a route [p.160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
8 ’ along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle 9 ! the overall delay for cycle Cycle tracks provide a safe route to junction stop
o L o N L . S overall delay for cycle . . . N : . . )
“— Time: Delay at  be minimised. This includes assessing impact 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is users at the iunction is users at the junction is 0 There are no safe routes for cyclist to bypass traffic lines, allowing cyclists to bypass queued traffic and
'm] junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal : yat] greater than the overall equal to the oi/ erall dela less than the overall queuing at signalised junctions reduce their overall delay. The cycle track will
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic operate with the main traffic phases
9 9 for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyeleis travlel at_speeq g CUELES CEmUsiElly pres el e always Cyclists are m!xed W'.th tr.afﬁc and while the traffic The cycle tracks along this link should be wide
slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 0 lanes are relatively wide it may not be easy to over

links

to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists

speed

take other cyclists or queued/ slow vehicles

enough for cyclists to choose an appropriate speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

N

Elevation Max: 64m
Elevation Min: 42m

Max Slope: 4.8%

Average Slope: 2.2%

West to East: Steady decline

Elevation Max: 64m
Elevation Min: 42m

Max Slope: 4.8%

Average Slope: 2.2%

West to East: Steady decline




Project: A944/ A91

19 Active Travel Corridor

Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor

Indicators

Design Principle

Critical

0 (Red)

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

85th percentile >

85th percentile 85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 6

2 (Green)

85th percentile

Baseline
Score

Comments

Cyclists share the road which has a 30mph speed

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,

Comments

Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph % limit 2 mgr}lﬁcantly 'reducl:lng the risk and severity of
Reduce/ remove X ) . . collisions at junctions
eme the carriageway, the key to reducing severity  carriageway through the
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor  junction
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
- of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : B
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway . ]
as at junctions
10. Motor traffi d i i
. otor tratlic speed on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share the road which has a 30mph speed The 'proposals segregate (?ycllsts from t'rafﬂc,
sections of shared 0 S 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph limit L.
carriageway collisions along the road
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the X . ) ) )

] o 11. Motor traffic volume Cyclists share the carriageway with traffic flows that . . )
raffic volumes - carriageway with high volumes of motor o ions of shared  >10000 AADT, or 6% 5000-10000 AADT and . are greater than 10,000 AADT. DfT site number The proposals segregate cyclists from this traffic,
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points ; o 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT X . 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at CEERRIEY, SPIEEsEt H8Y B Y 967523 measured an AADT of 13,738 with an HGV collisions along the link

; X . ! as vehicles per peak hour component of 0.5% approx. (2019)
carriageway junctions
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside | I | |
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range nasr;):: Zi?:;’tgy;; uwsi,tehrs n;:rgf Ceiiee;ytgyni; ﬁﬂs Cycle users are always
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and pected to mix P A protected from motor ’ N . . . N
. . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher . Cyclists share a traffic lane whose width makes it The proposals segregate cyclists from motor traffic
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by X o ) . 2 L o . N
- . X higher speed or volume speed or volume L ; difficult for drivers to overtake cyclists safely reducing risk of collision alongside or from behind
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor L o the conditions set in
K d off d . Such vehicles moving easil conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chabter 3
tracks and off-road provision. Suc| - € VNG €asly. i, Tohle 3.2in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore i - Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of ide roac junctions infrequent and with Side roads closed or
. frequent and/ or untreated. . L
collision. - Co . effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with .
. . g . 13. Conflicting Maijor junctions, o L L ; . Side roads are frequent but proposals reduce the
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 Side roads are frequent and untreated 1 5 -
. L . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor e L risk of collisions
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across traffic movements not conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major R —— traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good Faded. old. unclear Generally legible road All road markings for the proposed scheme will
. network design should be self-explanatory and . T L . vieg Clear, understandable, ) show a clear road layout.
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ; Some road markings are worn but they generally
. self-evident to all road users. All users should . o simple road markings and 1 - 1 The dutch style (protected track) roundabout at
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could indicate a clear road layout \ J
understand where they and other road users layout e road layout Queen's Cross will introduce a road layout
should be and what movements they might Y unfamiliar to most drivers
make
Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb — " . ) .
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all el e kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less N.°/ very Il!mted con Lt There are parking bays (P&D and Parking Permit) The parking bays are removed to accommodate the
Consider and . X : . . . . <1.5m or less X L with kerbside activity or plus frequently spaces bus stops. There are two .
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . N S cycle track and bus stop bypasses (using shared-
reduce risk from . S X L L (including any buffer) y ! . K . . width of cycle lane X schools and several hotels which will increase the 2 N
. .. parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; X (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . " . . . use areas) provided at some but not all bus stops
kerb side activity alongside parking/ N . . . including buffer exceeds level of kerbside activity particularly at the start and -
with opened door 5 alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including due to space constraints.
loading . 3m the end of the school day
parking) buffer
. Wherever possible routes should include . . . Trees and some lighting columns located at the front
Reduce severity X " . . : . .
L y ‘evasion room” (such as grass verges)and . Oyl el ekl l')elng The number of physical The route includes of the footway. Bollards present to discourage Proposals will reduce the number of physical
of collisions R ) 16. Evasion room and trapped by physical . . N - > . N
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0 parking on the footway and guard railing at junction 2 hazards along the link and reduce the need for an
where they do . X unnecessary hazards hazards along more than . X . ; . R \
— as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the half of the route reduced any physical hazards and signal controlled crossings. On-street parking 'evasion space

severity of a collision should it occur

also reduces the 'evasion room' for cyclists




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

Indicators

17. Major and minor

Critical

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 6

2 (Green)

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

Minor and occasional defects (based on google

Option 2

Comments Score

Proposals will repair all defects within the road

Comments

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (6.g.  defects any number of major defects Smooth high grip surface 1 streetview) 2 cgrr!ageway and provide a smooth high grip surface
K defects within the cycle track
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N -,
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent v ; ; Cycle route surface is machine laid with some joint Cycle route will be machine laid providing a smooth
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, 1 2 N
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some . and surface defects continuous surface
with no defects [p.112]
[p.112] defects [p.112]
19. Desirable minimum 9
widths according to M;r(;elutgzg czzscﬁffrg]v?srig:l\te NI (ER 2525 Eiifs
. ] Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths - . . . . .
Effective width : - - . volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . R . L No segregated provision for cyclists which is Proposals introduce cycle tracks which will meet the
. X without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained 0 ) . 2 X )
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o required by CbD given the speed and flow of traffic recommended widths as set out in CbD
and off road. ted fi " desirable are no more than 25% throughout whole route
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values
Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route RGNS (5 el et i Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle
_— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - te signing 1s p aps § signs located at all There is no dedicated cycle signage only regulatory g 'y signag e P oy
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 . N ) 2 track. The cycle route will be branded and included
the routes without the need to refer to maps L . f decision points and and directional signage for motor traffic o B - .
decision points improved TS directional signage at key decision points
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is - -
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 There is standard highway lighting along the link 2 The cycle tracks are located within t.h e existing road
PR, " ¥ = (not footway) so will be adequately lit
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] el T WsEidy [piEEy [p-68]
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
™ maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is ; The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently ) "
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward The cycle link has good levels of natural The cycle link has good levels of natural
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor " .00 . i . X N i . X .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other other obstacles create visibility is achieved and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and
obstacles create regular " L vegetation is regularly residents of adjacent properties residents of adjacent properties
IO localised breaks in visibility L
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle - o . L
provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23, Impact on Pacestri . :Drovklsmn for gychstf 1 ma:jnlytqn road (:w:thlm C)I'de
Impact on rather than using footways which are not i p' . Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian edestrian prows!on rac S). S0 no impact on p.e estrian comtort levels.
. X . . pedestrians, Pedestrian ) L L . enhanced by cycling - . s . There is a proposed section of shared-use path at
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : Existing provision for cyclists is on road so there is S N .
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 2 N ) 1 the Anderson Drive junction but any impact on
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; no impact on pedestrian comfort levels ) . .
ith disabiliti lity of Yot o (il rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide Lol @ @ ollany Y " Comfort Level remains at pedestrians here will be off set by the improved
with disabriities (:l:: ! yf? p:jovmlon tc:d ° usttars, p? 1euwanY for London (Section 6.1) A crossing facilities elsewhere along the link. Bus
IAUCEEICHCED RSN stop bypasses rely on shared-use areas.
recommended widths
. . : . " The route follows a main road so there is a
24. Signs informative and . Signing for wayfinding . " ) The cycle track and dutch style (protected track)
L . Large number of signs Moderate amount of moderate level of signage along the link (parking) 8 N . o
Minimise street Aerfi A consistent but not " P N purposes only and not . ; - ) . roundabout at Queen's Cross will require additional
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ; L 1 and at junctions. Additional cycle dismount signage 1 S N -
clutter overbearing or . . ¥ causing additional ; regulatory and directional signage but this should
fi o and/ or leading to clutter junctions . should be introduced at the Forest Road and not cause obstructions to the footway/ cycle track
ST RIS S Queen's Cross junctions ey
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
SEeEE ey oy e 25. Evidence of bicycles below the desirable overlooked and/ oronly  overlooked, well-lit and No cycle parking is proposed along the link although
Y yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0 There is no cycle parking along the link 0 there is potential to increase cycle parking provision

parking

businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision

[p211]

minimum level of
provision [p211]

at schools, offices and hotels along the route




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 6
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
- 26. Cycle routes can o) e300 et OI;’Iy stc;’meﬂ of the rt;ute ;I;]here if Iimit;ad‘s;:opte totexp?nd, evolve Zr Tdapt
#=48 Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once as e Iex: iy ® X Not Applicable 1 he cycle route In ras.l.':c urel ° a°i°’“"“§ a: |
— and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] eXp: anq, S aac changing demgnds. e cycle track widths should
-6 T i arzezeling et prTeisies i e changing demands [p.64] however be suitable to meet future demands
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
ho} potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt cycle
< Gl B infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim inc.rease <l e BT evolve or adapt to to expand, evolve or adapt X Not Applicable 2 parking provision to accommodate changing
4 9 d d changing demands once to changing demands PP demands (at schools, offices and hotels along this
Sance installed [p211] [p211] section of Queen's Road)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 83% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90% 0 0%
o
- Safety (out of 16) X X 14 88% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 100% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 12 24% 45 83% 0 0%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 7

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Critical
Score

0 (Red)

Factor Design Principle Indicators 1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Comments Comments Comments

Cyclists have dedicated

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely 1. Ability to join/ leave

Connections

the network

join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right

route safely and easily:

turns

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

No protection for cyclists turning left or right (to and
from the corridor) but ASL provided at signalised 2
cross roads

Junctions are modified to make it easy for cyclist to
enter and exit the cycle tracks on each side of the
road

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the

Cliiflauidy e route continues. Cyclists should not be

2. Provision for cyclists
throughout the whole
length of the route

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with
no clear indication of how
to continue their journey

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly
understand how to
navigate between them,
including through junctions

Cyclists are provided with
a continuous route,
including through
junctions

Continuation of route through junctions is unclear
particularly on the approach to the Queen's Cross 2
roundabout and the Rosemount Viaduct junction

The proposed cycle tracks and road markings
provide a continuous and dedicated route along the
road and through junctions

g RRYEIE ‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where
— provision may be required to ensure safe
8 crossing movements
L
o
(&)
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or
grid) of routes across the town or city.
Density of The density of the network is the distance

network between the routes which make up the grid
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network

with a mesh width of 250m

3. Density of routes
based on mesh width i.e.
distances between
primary and secondary
routes within the network

Cycle network density is
greater than 800 m
between key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
users must dismount or
are ‘abandoned’ at the end
of a route [p.30]

Cycle network density is
200-800 m between key
primary and secondary
routes. Cycle routes
contribute to a network but
users experience some
disruption when connecting
between routes, and
navigation may be difficult
[p.30]

Cycle network density is
less than 200 m between
key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
routes are continuous
and fully joined-up. They
allow cycle users to
maintain consistent
speed, are well-signed
and intuitive [p.30]

There is no wider cycle route network to connect to
and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does 1
not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD

The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
network but there are opportunities to make better
connections to wider destinations

Routes should follow the shortest option

Distance available and be as near to the

‘as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible

4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
calculated by dividing the
actual distance along the
route by the straight line
(crow-fly) distance, or
shortest road alternative

Cycle route is more than

20% less direct than the

equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is up to 20%
less direct than the
equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is at least as
direct as the equivalent
motor traffic journey

Link Length: 1,430m

Crow Flies: 1,400m

Deviation Factor: 2.0%

Alignment: Route is along the main road

Link Length: 1,430m

Crow Flies: 1,400m

Deviation Factor: 2.0%

Alignment: Route is along the main road

Directness

Time: Frequency
of required stops
or give ways

The number of times a cyclist has to stop or
loses right of way on a route should be
minimised. This includes stopping and give
ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc

frequency

5. Stopping and give way

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic more often
than motor traffic will need
to give way to cycle users

along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor

users will need to give way
to motor traffic on a similar
number of occasions as
motor traffic will need to
give way to cycle users
along a route [p.160]

traffic will need to give
way to cycle users more
often than cycle users will
need to give way to motor
traffic along a route
[p.160]

There are no priority junctions where cyclists need
to give-way

There are 4 signalised junctions where cyclists may
need to stop

There are no priority junctions where cyclists need
to give-way

While the 4 signalised junctions will include an 'early
release' for cyclists this does not reduced the
potential stopping frequency

Time: Delay at
junctions

The length of delay caused by junctions should
be minimised. This includes assessing impact
of multiple or single stage crossings, signal
timings, toucan crossings etc

6. Delay at junctions

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
greater than the overall
delay for motor traffic

[p.174]

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is

equal to the overall delay
for motor traffic [p.174]

At signalised junctions
the overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
less than the overall
delay for motor traffic
[p.174]

There are no safe routes for cyclist to bypass traffic
queuing at signalised junctions

Cycle tracks provide a safe route to junction stop
lines, allowing cyclists to bypass queued traffic and
reduce their overall delay. The cycle track will
operate with the main traffic phases

Time: Delay on
links

The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own

to bypass slow moving traffic speed on links

Cyclists travel at speed of
slowest vehicle (including
a cycle) ahead

Cyclists can usually pass
slow traffic and other
cyclists

Cyclists can always
choose an appropriate
speed

Cyclists are mixed with traffic and while the traffic
lanes are relatively wide it may not be easy to over 2
take other cyclists or queued/ slow vehicles

The cycle tracks along this link should be wide
enough for cyclists to choose an appropriate speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where

possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort

and discomfort. Where these are encountered, .
P . ' 8. Gradient

routes should be planned to minimise climbing

gradient and allow users to retain momentum

gained on the descent

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 42m

Elevation Min: 22m

Max Slope: 7.6%

Average Slope: 1.7%

West to East: Steady decline with slope greatest
between Rose Street and Summer Street

Elevation Max: 42m

Elevation Min: 22m

Max Slope: 7.6%

Average Slope: 1.7%

West to East: Steady decline with slope greatest
between Rose Street and Summer Street
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Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical

0 (Red)

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

85th percentile > 85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 7

2 (Green)

Baseline

Option 1

Option 2

85th percentile 85th percentile

Score

Comments

Cyclists share the road which has a 30mph speed

Score

Comments Score

The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,
significantly reducing the risk and severity of

Comments

. 0 S 2 - -
Reduce/ remove Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing o 'Shanng tT: h th S1men (SGker) eomer 2ompiSgmen weomen m I:c:glscl)c;r:i?;l:rc:ggse‘ at signalised junctions
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity EIMERSRER Ul WD P Y 9 )
speed - . n junction
- of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
differences where X
: vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . o . X
. of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X X T
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway K :
as at junctions . . ’
. Motor traffi i i
. otor tratlic speed on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share the road which has a 30mph speed T.he ‘proposals segregate (?yCIIStS from tnrafﬂc,
sections of shared 0 ST 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph limit ..
carriageway collisions along the road
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the "
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor 0. DI (o Welie The proposals segregate cyclists from this traffic
. o . ) . 8
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points on gectlons SirShEEE SESEY RO, G 265 100? DD e 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 1 Traff_nc flows lower than Link 6 and no local bus 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
! . T carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV services L -
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at g collisions along the link
: X . as vehicles per peak hour
carriageway junctions
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside | I | |
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range nasr;):: Zi?eegitgyrﬁii uwsi,tehrs n;:rg: Ceﬁee;ytgyn:; ﬁ?s Cycle users are always
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and pected to mix P A protected from motor Cyclists share a traffic lane whose width makes it . "
. . " q - Rf N motor traffic in significantly ~ motor traffic in higher . o . ) The proposals segregate cyclists from motor traffic
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by X difficult for drivers to overtake cyclists safely 2 L o . N
- . X higher speed or volume speed or volume L ; L . . reducing risk of collision alongside or from behind
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor L o the conditions set in On-street parking increases the risk to cyclists
K d off d . Such vehicles moving easil conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chabter 3
tracks and off-road provision. Suc| » € VINg €asly. i, T5hle 3.2in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore i - Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of ide roac junctions infrequent and with Side roads closed or
. frequent and/ or untreated. . L
collision. . o . effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with . . . .
. . g . 13. Conflicting Major junctions, o L L Side roads and driveway accesses are frequent and Side roads and driveway accesses are frequent but
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 1 N o
. L . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor D L untreated proposals reduce the risk of collisions
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across traffic movements not conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major R —— traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good X
. network design should be self-explanatory and . [Ptz el uncle? o Ger.1erally D ek Clear, understandable, . - . .
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ; Some road markings are worn but they generally The proposals will include new road marking which
. self-evident to all road users. All users should . i simple road markings and 1 - 2 .
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could indicate a clear road layout will make the road layout clear and understandable
understand where they and other road users layout e road layout
should be and what movements they might
make
Mmmarh s Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb Nt vy it eaitst
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all 4 kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less y Ty L
Consider and . X : R . . . <1.5m or less . s with kerbside activity or . . .
. multi-functional uses of a street including car  15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . There are frequent parking bays (P&D and Parking The parking bays are removed to accommodate the
reduce risk from . S X L L (including any buffer) y ! . K . . width of cycle lane 1 . . 2
X .. parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; X (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . " Permit). No bus stops c.f. link 6 cycle tracks
kerb side activity alongside parking/ > . . " including buffer exceeds
with opened door . alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including
loading . 3m
parking) buffer
. Wherever possible routes should include . . . Trees and some lighting columns located at the front
Reduce severity X " . . : . .
L y ‘evasion room” (such as grass verges)and . Oyl el ekl l}elng The number of physical The route includes of the footway. Bollards present to discourage Proposals will reduce the number of physical
of collisions R X 16. Evasion room and trapped by physical . . N N
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0 parking on the footway 2 hazards along the link and reduce the need for an
where they do . X unnecessary hazards hazards along more than . . . . , . R \
— as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the half of the route reduced any physical hazards On-street parking also reduces the 'evasion room 'evasion space

severity of a collision should it occur

for cyclists
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

Indicators Critical

17. Major and minor

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 7

2 (Green)

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

Minor and occasional defects (based on google

Option 2

Comments Score

Proposals will repair all defects within the road

Comments

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (6.g.  defects any number of major defects Smooth high grip surface 1 streetview) 2 cgrr!ageway and provide a smooth high grip surface
K defects within the cycle track
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N -,
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent v ; ; Cycle route surface is machine laid with some joint Cycle route will be machine laid providing a smooth
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, 1 2 N
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some . and surface defects continuous surface
with no defects [p.112]
[p.112] defects [p.112]
19. Desirable minimum 9
widths according to M;r(;elutgzg czzscﬁffrg]v?srig:l\te NI (ER 2525 Eiifs
. ] Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths - . . . . .
Effective width : - - . volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . R . L No segregated provision for cyclists which is Proposals introduce cycle tracks which will meet the
. X without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained 0 ) . 2 X )
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o required by CbD given the speed and flow of traffic recommended widths as set out in CbD
and off road. ted fi " desirable are no more than 25% throughout whole route
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values
Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route RGNS (5 el et i Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle
_— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - te signing 1s p aps § signs located at all There is no dedicated cycle signage only regulatory g 'y signag e P oy
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 . N ) 2 track. The cycle route will be branded and included
the routes without the need to refer to maps L . f decision points and and directional signage for motor traffic. o B - .
decision points improved TS directional signage at key decision points
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is - -
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 There is standard highway lighting along the link 2 The cycle tracks are located within t.h e existing road
PR, " ¥ = (not footway) so will be adequately lit
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] el T WsEidy [piEEy [p-68]
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
™ maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is ; The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently ) "
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward The cycle link has good levels of natural The cycle link has good levels of natural
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor " .00 . i . X N i . X .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other other obstacles create visibility is achieved and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and
obstacles create regular " L vegetation is regularly residents of adjacent properties residents of adjacent properties
o localised breaks in visibility L
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23, Impact on Pacestri . Provision f lists i inl o withi |
Impact on rather than using footways which are not i p' . Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian edestrian prows!on rovision for :?yc Ists Is mainly qn road (within oycle
. X . . pedestrians, Pedestrian ) L L . enhanced by cycling - . s . tracks) so no impact on pedestrian comfort levels
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : Existing provision for cyclists is on road so there is X N . L
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 2 N ) 2 There are improved pedestrian crossing facilities at
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; no impact on pedestrian comfort levels . T .
ith disabiliti lity of Yot o (il rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide Lol @ @ ollany Y " Comfort Level remains at all side roads and signalised junctions (particularly
with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly ¢ = " (Section 6.1) A at the Rosemount Viaduct junction)
if the shared use path does not meet
recommended widths
24. Signs informative and . Signing for wayfinding The route follows a main road so there is a The cycle track and modified junction with
L . Large number of signs Moderate amount of . R . - . . "
Minimise street Aerfi A consistent but not " P N purposes only and not moderate level of signage along the link (parking) Rosemount Viaduct will require additional regulatory
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ; " 1 . : - ) . 1 L . ;
clutter overbearing or . . ¥ causing additional and at junctions. Additional cycle dismount signage and directional signage but this should not cause
X . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions ; . 8 X . X
of inappropriate size obstruction should be introduced at the Queen's Cross junctions obstructions to the footway/ cycle track
Provision not secure and PSSR (5 SEBD (Bl PSS 5 SRS No cycle parking is proposed along the link although
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 25, B el beyes below the desirable overlooked and/ orionly.  IeRElEE I thereyis gtentia? to iF:'ucr‘«)ease c ::Ieg arkin rovisign
v yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0 There is no cycle parking along the link 1 p ycle p; 9p

parking

businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision

[p211]

minimum level of
provision [p211]

at eastern end of Skene Street where the street
frontage becomes more retail plus church
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 7
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
26. Cycle routes can o) e300 et Only some of_th_e. route There is no ‘scope to expand, evolve or adapt the_
b Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once hESHID ARy X Not Applicable 0 cycle route infrasiructure to .accommOdate changing
a— 1 I 65 @D CEREEE CERsE d d installed [0.64] expand, evolve or adapt to demands. The cycle track widths should however be
E Meeting the precg i) St princip?es' ina Siancs p- changing demands [p.64] suitable to meet future demands
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
o] potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is some flexibility to expand, evolve or adapt
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim S V-, evqlve or adapt to to expand, gvolve or adapt X Not Applicable 1 cycle parking provision to accommodate changing
demands CHERE/RE CLIREIED Gt o GG S demands (at eastern end of Skene Street)
installed [p211] [p211]
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 83% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 7 70% 0 0%
o
- Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 100% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 7 70% 8 80% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 1 25% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 13 26% 44 81% 0 0%
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Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 8

Baseline Option 1

Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber)

2 (Green)

Option 2

Connections

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in
the network

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:
consider left and right
turns

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

Comments

No protection for cyclists turning left or right (to and
from the corridor)

Comments Score

There are good connections between the cycle track
and side roads to the north of King's Gate. Access
from sides roads to the south could be improved

Comments

Continuity and

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the
route continues. Cyclists should not be

2. Provision for cyclists
throughout the whole
length of the route

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with
no clear indication of how
to continue their journey

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly
understand how to
navigate between them,
including through junctions

Cyclists are provided with
a continuous route,
including through
junctions

There is no dedicated cycle route so cyclists are on-
road relying on standard road signs

The proposed cycle track provides a continuous and
dedicated route along the road and through
junctions. The Toucan crossing near Summerhill
Road provides a good connection to the mixed
traffic section

3. Density of routes
based on mesh width i.e.
distances between
primary and secondary
routes within the network

Cycle network density is
greater than 800 m
between key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
users must dismount or
are ‘abandoned’ at the end
of a route [p.30]

Cycle network density is
200-800 m between key
primary and secondary
routes. Cycle routes
contribute to a network but
users experience some
disruption when connecting
between routes, and
navigation may be difficult
[p.30]

Cycle network density is
less than 200 m between
key primary and
secondary routes. Cycle
routes are continuous
and fully joined-up. They
allow cycle users to
maintain consistent
speed, are well-signed
and intuitive [p.30]

There is no wider cycle route network to connect to
and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does
not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD

The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
network but there are opportunities to make
connections to wider destinations

4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is
calculated by dividing the
actual distance along the
route by the straight line
(crow-fly) distance, or
shortest road alternative

Cycle route is more than

20% less direct than the

equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is up to 20%
less direct than the
equivalent motor traffic
journey

Cycle route is at least as
direct as the equivalent
motor traffic journey

Link Length: 992m

Crow Flies: 860m

Deviation Factor: 13%

Alignment: Route is close to the main road

Link Length: 992m

Crow Flies: 860m

Deviation Factor: 13%

Alignment: Route is close to the main road

5. Stopping and give way
frequency

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic more often
than motor traffic will need
to give way to cycle users

along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions cycle
users will need to give way
to motor traffic on a similar

number of occasions as

motor traffic will need to
give way to cycle users
along a route [p.160]

At priority junctions motor
traffic will need to give
way to cycle users more
often than cycle users will
need to give way to motor
traffic along a route
[p.160]

There are no priority junctions along the link
(assumes cyclists are on-road)

The cycle track crosses several priority side roads
by the proposals maintain cycle priority at these
locations

g RRYEIIE ‘abandoned’, particularly at junctions where
— provision may be required to ensure safe
8 crossing movements
L
o
(&)
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or
grid) of routes across the town or city.
Density of The density of the network is the distance
network between the routes which make up the grid
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network
with a mesh width of 250m
Routes should follow the shortest option
Distance available and be as near to the
‘as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc
(7))
(7))
(<))
=
°
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should
"= Time: Delayat  be minimised. This includes assessing impact
'm| junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal

timings, toucan crossings etc

6. Delay at junctions

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
greater than the overall
delay for motor traffic

[p.174]

At signalised junctions the
overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is

equal to the overall delay
for motor traffic [p.174]

At signalised junctions
the overall delay for cycle
users at the junction is
less than the overall
delay for motor traffic
[p.174]

There are no safe routes for cyclist to bypass traffic
queuing at signalised junctions

The cycle track provides a safe and clear route to
signalised junctions but the cycle crossing will
operate as part of the pedestrian phases so the
journey time benefit will be reduced

Time: Delay on
links

The length of delay caused by not being able
to bypass slow moving traffic

7. Ability to maintain own
speed on links

Cyclists travel at speed of
slowest vehicle (including
a cycle) ahead

Cyclists can usually pass
slow traffic and other
cyclists

Cyclists can always
choose an appropriate
speed

Cyclists are mixed with traffic and while the traffic
lanes are relatively wide it may not be easy to over
take other cyclists or queued/ slow vehicles

The cycle tracks along this link is wide enough for
cyclists to choose and appropriate speed. This will
be the same for the mixed traffic street section

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 97m
Elevation Min: 83m

Max Slope: 6.6%

Average Slope: 2.4%

West to East: Slight decline

Elevation Max: 97m
Elevation Min: 83m

Max Slope: 6.6%

Average Slope: 2.4%

West to East: Slight decline
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Factor Indicators Critical

Design Principle

0 (Red)

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile >

85th percentile 85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 8

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

2 (Green)

Comments

85th percentile Cyclists share the road with motor traffic which has

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,
significantly reducing the risk and severity of

Comments

. . . are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph ® a 30mph speed limit 2 collisions at junctions. The mixed traffic section is
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing . s
Reduce/ remove X - X carriageway through the within a 20mph zone
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity . X
speed - ) . junction
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
: of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : T
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway as at junctions
. ) . ) . The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,
e Motor L Sl 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share thg r.oad with motor traff ic which has significantly reducing the risk and severity of
sections of shared X a 30mph speed limit but 85th percentile speeds are 2 . X . L
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph ’ . collisions along the road. The mixed traffic section is
carriageway likely to be higher within a 20mph zone
ﬁ;’?f:g C;?Sn:r;c:m ggﬁ::;;z;u\:ztzc:i:: \:z?uurlr::(sj :; rsnh;:?r e 11. Motor traffic volume The proposals segregate cyclists from this traffic,
. S S50 . N . g L " : N
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points on sections of shared 10000 AADT, or >5%  5000-10000 AADT and 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 1 Traffic flows estimated to have an AADT 2,500-5000 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of

carriageway, expressed HGV

D S 2 as vehicles per peak hour

carriageway

where risk of collision is greater, such as at
junctions

2-5% HGV

with the proportion of HGV likely to be <2%

collisions along the link. The mixed traffic section
has and AADT of less than 2,500

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such
segregation should reduce the risk of collision
from beside or behind the cyclist

Cyclists sharing
carriageway — nearside
lane in critical range
12. Segregation to between 3.2m and
reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic
alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor
vehicles moving easily
into opposite lane to
pass cyclists.

Risk of collision

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in significantly

higher speed or volume
conditions that are set out

in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in higher
speed or volume
conditions that are set out
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

Cycle users are always
protected from motor

traffic when required by X
the conditions set in

Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

Cyclists share a traffic lane whose width makes it

difficult for drivers to overtake cyclists safely i.e. in

the critical range 2
On King's Cross Road cyclists can safely adopt a

primary riding position

The proposals segregate cyclists from motor traffic
reducing risk of collision alongside or from behind.
The mixed traffic section has narrow traffic lanes

A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore
need particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across
side roads Major

roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic
through junctions

13. Conflicting
movements at junctions

Side road junctions
infrequent and with
effective entry treatments.
Major junctions, principal
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements
separated

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements not
separated

Side roads closed or
treated to blend in with
footway. Major junctions, 0
all conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic streams separated

Side roads are frequent and untreated 2

Side roads are frequent but proposals reduce the
risk of collisions

Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good

network design should be self-explanatory and

Avoid complex 14. Legible road

Faded, old, unclear,
complex road markings/

Generally legible road
markings and road layout

(G, (S R, Some road markings are worn but they generally

Road markings for the proposed scheme will show

. self-evident to all road users. All users should . i simple road markings and 1 - 2 .

design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could indicate a clear road layout simple and clear road layout

understand where they and other road users layout e road layout

should be and what movements they might

make

Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb - 5 . . .
i Fanies Al be sesmssss in s 6f [ Narrow cycle lanes et Y (., S Y — G [ Np/ very Ilrnlted (?opﬂlct Thz‘e'road has amix of kerbmdg restrictions (n.o )
Consider and . . . . . . . <1.5m or less X L with kerbside activity or waiting at anytime and unrestricted). The residential - .
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . ) The cycle track will isolate cyclists from any on-
reduce risk from ) S X o L (including any buffer) . ! . : . . width of cycle lane 2 frontages and service road suggests on-street 2 ) L
X .. parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity ; X (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min . " N . e street parking provision

kerb side activity alongside parking/ N . . . including buffer exceeds parking demand is low. The King's Cross Road

with opened door 5 alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including : !

loading . 3m section has some on-street parking
parking) buffer
Reducs seventy Wherever possible routes should include Cvallsts at risk of bel
L “evasion room” (such as grass verges)and . yelists at risk of being The number of physical The route includes Few physical hazards although some lighting The cycle track will need to bypass mobile phone

of collisions . . 16. Evasion room and trapped by physical . . o ) )

avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0 columns and all trees located at the front of the 2 masts and utility cabinets and road signs relocated
where they do - X unnecessary hazards hazards along more than . .
— as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the half of the route reduced any physical hazards footway to reduce the number of physical hazards

severity of a collision should it occur
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly

ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

Indicators Critical

17. Major and minor

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 8

2 (Green)

Baseline
Score

Comments

The road surface looks well maintained (based on

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals will provide a surface along the cycle

Comments

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any nu;";:;; deeicy defects el lEh Gilp SwiEes 2 google streetview) 2 route which is free from defects
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
. q SiEbiaLs surf:ace ° Syl rgutg SUEEDIE Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface (within the traffic lane) is . . . }
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent ; ; . ! L . - The proposals will provide a smooth, high grip level
. 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, 2 machine laid providing a smooth, high grip and level 2
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some . surface along the cycle track.
with no defects [p.112] surface
[p.112] defects [p.112]
19. Desirable minimum 9
widths according to M;r(;elutgzg czzscﬁffrg]v?srig:l\te NI (ER 2525 Eiifs
. . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths There is no segregated provision for cyclists which . . .
Effective width : . . X volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . L . P . N . Proposals introduce a 2-way cycle track which will
. X without risk of conflict with other users both on . provision with widths which are maintained 0 is required by CbD given the speed and flow of 2 ) .
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o ) L meet the recommended widths as set out in CbD
and off road ted fi " . are no more than 25% throughout whole route traffic along King's Gate
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values
Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route G (5 el et i Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle
— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - te signing 1s p aps ¥ signs located at all With no dedicated cycle route, cyclists rely on g Ty signag e P oy
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 o . 2 track. The cycle route will be branded and include
the routes without the need to refer to maps L . " decision points and regulatory and directional signage for motor traffic s . . X
decision points improved [ directional signage at key decision points
: Most of the link is i Some s.ectlons of th§ link  The cycle I|nk.|s. V\.I‘ell |.It. The cycle track is located between the footway and
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is : L
P ¥ . . . . A . road carriageway. The lighting columns are located
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 There is standard highway lighting along the link 2 SR
PR, " ¥ = at the back of the footway. Existing lighting levels
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
L should therefore be adequate for the cycle track
A q [p.68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68]
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
™ maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is 3 The cycle link is well
likely to be used ) are infrequently ' '
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward The cycle link has good levels of natural The cycle link has good levels of natural
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor " = .0 . i . X N i . X .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other other obstacles create visibility is achieved and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and 2 surveillance from those in passing vehicles and
obstacles create regular " L vegetation is regularly residents of adjacent properties residents of adjacent properties
IO localised breaks in visibility L
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle .
provision can enable people to cycle on-road 23. Impact on Pedestri isi o 2"{Vay nyttiz'lle t"af;k ariage o YI'T‘:—ge ?“d y
Impact on rather than using footways which are not L - Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian o narrowing of the road carriageway. fhere is no
. X . . pedestrians, Pedestrian . L L . enhanced by cycling - . s impact on the existing footway which will be
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : The existing provision for cyclists is on road so there . .
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 2 . ! N 2 widened at locations that are currently less than 2m.
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; is no impact on pedestrian comfort levels X ) - N B
ith disabiliti lity of Yot o [t rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide Lol @ @ ollany Y —" Comfort Level remains at Pedestrian crossing facilities will be improved at
with disabiliues 2“: ! yf? PLOV'S'OT‘ C:d (G CEES, PEICLEN) a0 omern (Section 6.1) A Stronsay Road and a new Toucan crossing
if the share: use.pat oes not meet introduced to the west of the Summerhill Road
recommended widths
24. Signs informative and . Signing for wayfinding The cycle route follows a main road with few The cycle track will require additional regulatory and
L . Large number of signs Moderate amount of . ) ) - . s . .
Minimise street Aerfi A consistent but not " P N purposes only and not junctions and a residential frontage so there is a directional signage but this should not obstruct the
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ; " 1 ) : 1 . .
clutter overbearing or . . ¥ causing additional moderate level of signage along the link and at footway, cycle route or significantly increase street
X . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions ; . )
of inappropriate size obstruction junctions clutter
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
. ... 25. Evidence of bicycles X overlooked and/ oronly  overlooked, well-lit and . . L . - . .
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within BT o et Rumiiare below the desirable AT i G exceeds the desirable 0 There is no cycle parking within the highway 0 No cycle parking is proposed within the highway due

parking

businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision

[p211]

minimum level of
provision [p211]

boundary reflecting low demand in residential areas

to surrounding land uses likely to remain unchanged
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 8
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
> 26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend O';’Iy s;’meﬂof_t;ﬁ rt;ute There is limited scope to expand, evolve or adapt
#=48 Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once ox a:: e\?ol\f:o’rlgy dao fto X Not Applicable 1 the cycle track but the cycle track widths should be
E and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] clfa n I,;’ R — P 64] sufficient to accommodate future demand
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a 9ing p-
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
© _poften?al ;‘neasglrles U?':‘S moretﬂex;tr)]!e ) 27. Cycle parking can be Hasecglj:c:ﬁea:joaeﬁ:"d’ t::f( ‘Z%”g"/’fjgeﬂ:ffgzy . Established residential land uses and few
< Cycle Parking Infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim increased to meet future i —y demangs - to‘é han’ Pt — dsp X Not Applicable 1 destinations suggests the justification for increasing
demands ging 9ing cycle parking in future is low
installed [p211] [p211]
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout (2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 67% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 70% 0 0%
(o]
~ Safety (out of 16) X X 16 100% 0 0%
2
(3 Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 100% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 7 70% 7 70% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2 50% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 15 30% 44 81% 0 0%
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Cohesion

Directness

Factor

Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

Indicators Critical

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Cyclists cannot connectto  Cyclists can connect to

Link 9

2 (Green)

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other

Baseline
Score

Comments

Cyclists can connect with other routes with

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals improve the safety of junctions

Comments

The proposals improve the safety of junctions

Connections R . . other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 1 minimal disruption to their journey via standard along the route making it easier and safer for 2 along the route making it easier and safer for
the same route and between different routes  consider left and right di . " ) L . . ) o . .
X ismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their priority junctions cyclists to connect to other routes cyclists to connect to other routes
in the network turns ;
journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cralist abandoned at TT rou:e = rr:_ade ‘;pt"f Cvlist ded with
- installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists yclists are ‘abandoned a I STAIS oL Yclists are provided wi The route uses several residential roads and The proposals include cycle tracks and mixed The proposals include cycle tracks, cycle street
Continuity and . . points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route, . . . ) N ; g ) . ) . . . -
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L f ) ) 0 with no cycle route infrastructure cyclists must traffic sections using residential roads to form a 1 and mixed traffic sections using residential
Weyiilsling ‘aband d’ rticularly at j ti h | th of th t no clear indication of how: RECIIRSHICERSIEER el GTeyEfy relying on standard road signs dedicated cycle route roads to form a dedicated cycle route
paroal"]s'g:iqa‘ p§e Ig;al_'ri: tjougr?slo:‘:sv;feere CiEL E i Reltis to continue their journey between them, including junctions ying 9 4 4
MIED y o = through junctions
crossing movements ol
Cycle network density is Gl ki dlrshy
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or Cycle network density is 2;1?[;2?3 ;:est;:eoir:j:g less than 200 m between
. . 3. Density of routes i
grid) of routes across the town or city. Y q A Ry than_800 m routes. Cycle routes ey ity et There is no wider cycle route network to The proposals do not improve the wider cycle The proposals do not improve the wider cycle
. . . . based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and y secondary routes. Cycle - .
Density of The density of the network is the distance ) contribute to a network but ) connect to and where cycle infrastructure is route network but the route does create route network but the route does create
X . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . routes are continuous and 0 . . o " . ; 1 " . ;
network between the routes which make up the grid X d d O MR RGP a0 users experience some fully ioined-up. They allow provided it does not meet the minimum opportunities to make connections to wider opportunities to make connections to wider
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network primary e.m. SIS EI . X disruption when connecting V] P- y . requirements set out in CbD destinations destinations
, X routes within the network abandoned’ at the end of a between routes. and cycle users to maintain
with a mesh width of 250m route [p.30] e e consistent speed, are well-
navigation may be difficult MV
signed and intuitive [p.30]
[p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Pactor is Cycl te i thi Cycl te i to 20% Link Length: 1,730 Link Length: 1,730 Link Length: 1,730
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the yce route Is more than ycle route Is Up fo £4v Cycle route is at least as ik Length: 1,/59m in Lengih: 1,759m in Lengih: 1,759m
. . ) 20% less direct than the less direct than the 9 ) Crow Flies: 1,420m Crow Flies: 1,420m Crow Flies: 1,420m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the ; ) . direct as the equivalent 0 - X - X 0 - X
‘as-th flies’ dist ibl te by the straight li equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic T R D T Deviation Factor: 18% Deviation Factor: 18% Deviation Factor: 18%
RIS ERRAIES CREES &S ([Jeslls Eg:loe ﬂy) d?s?afége O;ne journey journey ] Y Alignment: Route is not along the main road Alignment: Route is not along the main road Alignment: Route is not along the main road
w-fly) di b
shortest road alternative
L ) At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor . . " . N . " .
. . At priority junctions cycle . . ; . At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or § . users will need to give way traffic will need to give ) L h ) L h
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . tees vl ”e‘?d DYDTEY to motor traffic on a similar =~ way to cycle users more At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor traffic on a.s'".‘"a’ number of_occasmns as traffic on a.s'".‘"a’ number of_occasmns as
. S . R . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ; ) . : motor traffic give way to cyclists. The motor traffic give way to cyclists. The
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give - number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 1 traffic on a similar number of occasions as . 1 .
i t junctions or crossings, motorcycle frequency than motor traffic will need motor traffic will need o [NeAItOIINE WAy tolmotor motor traffic give way to cyclists Desswood Place cycle track give-ways are Desswood Place cycle track give-ways are
or give ways way§ at] : | ? to give way to cycle users ive way to cycle users traffic along a route compensated by the Parallel crossing on compensated by the Parallel crossing on
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc along a route [p.160] 9 Y Y 9 Forest Road and Carden Place Forest Road and Carden Place
along a route [p.160] [p.160]
At signalised junctions the . . . . . . . .
The length of delay caused by junctions el Gl i eyl At signalised junctions the At signalised junctions the
A Ao AN . . S overall delay for cycle overall delay for cycle
Time: Delay at ~ should be minimised. This includes assessing ) ) users at the junction is A A L ’ L ’ L '
‘unction impact of multile or single st rossin 6. Delay at junctions e g p—— users at the junction is users at the junction is 2 There are no signalised junctions along the link There are no signalised junctions along the link 2 There are no signalised junctions along the link
ILECIODS X pacl t'o X = ’t)e orsingle s age (t; Wtlne)sh gdela for motor traffic equal to the overall delay less than the overall delay
gkl WIS, Ueie=h) EResElngs Gis Y [0.174] for motor traffic [p.174] for motor traffic [p.174]
Time: Delayon  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyclists trayel aF spegd of  Cyclists car.1 usually pass Cyclists can alwa.ys Cydlists are mixed with traffic on residential The cycle tracks and_ mixed traffic street are The cycle trgcks, cycle street qnd mixed traffic
link . low moving traffi d on link slowest vehicle (including a slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 1 streets which are relativiey wide wide enough for cyclists to choose an 2 street are wide enough for cyclists to choose
S WLREESED Ul SDSCCL0 S cycle) ahead cyclists speed v appropriate speed an appropriate speed
Routes should avoid steep gradients where Some sections of route . . .
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort exceed 3% gradient due to ) Elevat!on ng. 85m Elevat!on ng. 85m Elevat!on ng. 85m
e Glemitiant, Ve (e 20 Much of the route exceeds  local topogranhy. but the There are no sections of Elevation Min: 41m Elevation Min: 41m Elevation Min: 41m
Gradients " 8. Gradient pograpny, route steeper than 3% 0 Max Slope: 7.7% Max Slope: 7.7% 0 Max Slope: 7.7%

encountered, routes should be planned to
minimise climbing gradient and allow users to
retain momentum gained on the descent

3% gradient [p.60] route is designed to
minimise the length of

these sections [p.60]

gradient [p.60]

Average Slope: 2.9%
West to East: Steady decline

Average Slope: 2.9%
West to East: Steady decline

Average Slope: 2.9%
West to East: Steady decline
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Factor

speed
differences
where

cyclists are
sharing the
carriageway

Design Principle

Reduce/ remove Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing

the carriageway, the key to reducing severity
of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
vehicles so that they more closely match that
of cyclists. This is particularly important at
points where risk of collision is greater, such
as at junctions

Indicators

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists
are sharing the
carriageway through the
junction

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 9

Critical

2 (Green)

0 (Red)

85th percentile >
37mph (60kph)

85th percentile
>30mph

85th percentile
20mph-30mph

85th percentile
<20mph

Baseline
Score

Comments

Cyclists share residential roads which have a
30mph speed limit except for Albert Lane which
is part of a 20mph zone

Comments

Although the proposals segregate cyclists from
motor traffic they are located within a 2-way
cycle track on one side of the road. Drivers
turning to and from side roads may not realise
cycle flows are 2-way leading to a potential
increase in collisions. The increased risk of
collision compared to the existing layout is
considered low given the low number of side
roads

Comments

The proposals introduce traffic calming
measures to reduce the 85th percentile speed
to < 20mph and so reduce the risk and severity
of collisions at junctions. Cyclists are also able
to take up a primary riding position improving
their visibility at junctions

10. Motor traffic speed
on sections of shared
carriageway

85th percentile >
37mph (60kph)

85th percentile
>30mph

85th percentile
20mph-30mph

85th percentile
<20mph

Cyclists share residential roads which have a
30mph speed limit except for Albert Lane which
is part of a 20mph zone

The proposals segregate cyclists from motor
traffic and so reduce the risk and severity of
collisions along the carriageway

The proposals introduce traffic calming
measures to reduce the 85th percentile speed
to < 20mph and so reduce the risk and severity
of collisions along the carriageway

Avoid high motor
traffic volumes
where cyclists
are sharing the
carriageway

Cyclists should not be required to share the
carriageway with high volumes of motor
vehicles. This is particularly important at
points where risk of collision is greater, such
as at junctions

11. Motor traffic volume
on sections of shared
carriageway, expressed
as vehicles per peak
hour

>10000 AADT, or >5%  5000-10000 AADT and

v 0,
HGV 2.5% HGV 2500-5000 and <2% HGV

0-2500 AADT

Most roads are residential and so likely to have
a AADT of <2,500. The only exceptions are
Forest Road and Fountainhall Road where the
AADT is likely to be between 2,500 and 5,000

Most roads are residential and likely to have a
AADT of <2,500. The only exceptions are
Forest Road and Fountainhall Road where the
AADT is likely to be between 2,500 and 5,000
but where segregated cycle route infrastructure
is proposed

Most roads are residential and likely to have a
AADT of <2,500. The only exceptions are
Forest Road and Fountainhall Road where the
AADT is likely to be between 2,500 and 5,000
but where segregated cycle route infrastructure
is proposed

Risk of collision

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such

segregation should reduce the risk of collision

from beside or behind the cyclist

12. Segregation to
reduce risk of collision

alongside or from behind = volumes prevent motor

Cyclists sharing
carriageway — nearside
lane in critical range
between 3.2m and
3.9m wide and traffic

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users
are expected to mix with are expected to mix with

motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher
higher speed or volume  speed or volume conditions
conditions that are set out that are set out in Table 3.2
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 in Chapter 3

Cycle users are always
protected from motor
traffic when required by
the conditions set in Table
vehicles moving easily 3.2 in Chapter 3
into opposite lane to

pass cyclists.

Some cases include Forest Road and
Fountainhall Road

Segregated cycle route infrastructure is
proposed along Rubislaw Den North, Forest
Road, Fountainhall Road and Blenheim Place.
On Desswood Lane and Albert Lane traffic
flows are below those needing segregated
route infrastructure so overall the provision is in
line with a high level of service stated within
CbD (Table 3.2)

Traffic calming measures are introduced to
remove the need for segregated cycle route
infrastructure however cyclists will still be
required to share a relatively busy but short
section of Forest Road. Segregated cycle route
infrastructure is provided along Fountainhall
Road as in Option so overall the provision is in
line with a high level of service stated within
CbD (Table 3.2)

A high proportion of collisions involving

cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore

need particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

13. Conflicting

Side road junctions
infrequent and with
effective entry treatments.

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,

Side roads closed or
treated to blend in with

Side roads (which are infrequent) are untreated
and busy priority junctions at Forest Road and

Side road junctions (which are infrequent) are
treated and busier priority junctions on Forest
Road and Fountainhall Road include measures

Side road junctions (which are infrequent) are
treated and busier priority junctions on
Fountainhall Road include measures to protect
cyclists from motor traffic turning movements.

where they do
occur

as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

unnecessary hazards

hazards along more than

half of the route reduced

any physical hazards

footways (Albert Lane, Desswood Lane),
lighting columns (front of footway), sign posts
and utility cabinets

the link. There is no perceived difference
compared to Option 2

Junctllp ? trt.aat.;nentz /lnclude: der;or/?de LD movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor “gij:f:ijcltlir:mzn;’ell)?;'gfl afﬁit‘:naﬂ}l/ctll\:l\ ajc;r JcLIIthr:?:tz‘r & Fountainhall Road offer no protection to cyclists to protect cyclists from motor traffic turning Cyclists are slightly less well protected at the
—.gyc E dpnlc\)/ln y SN OISPECCHCCHCIONOEICSS traffic movements not traffic gwozements traffic strea%syse arated from motor traffic turning movements movements. Cyclists are less protected at the junctions on Forest Road where they are mixed
Sl ek aJor X separated P Fountainhall Road j/w Albert Lane with traffic and at the Fountainhall Road j/w
roads — separation of cyclists from motor separated Albert Lane
traffic through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good Faded. old I G Iiv legibl d Th tinuati f the 2 d1 |
Avoi network design should be self-explanatory . EIRJElsh @) BT, eljnera v legible roa Clear, understandable, . .  continuation o the 2-way and 1-way cycle The mixed traffic street provision creates a less
void complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/ ~ markings and road layout . . Road markings are worn but generally indicate track/s along these residential roads creates a
. and self-evident to all road users. All users X " simple road markings and 1 ) . complex street layout compared to the 2-way
design o) Ui e (e ) el e markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road  but some elements could road layout a clear road layout slightly more complex design compared to the cycle track in Option 1
Sile Yy layout be improved mixed traffic street layout of Option 2
users should be and what movements they
might make
It is unclear how much on-street parking Segregated cycle route will remove on-street
L activity occurs along Rubislaw Den North. . . parking along Fountainhall Road and Blenheim
. S Some conflict with kerb - . . o . Segregated cycle route infrastructure will h . R
. Significant conflict with X . No/ very limited conflict Parking activity is higher on Fountainhall Road ) Place. Loading to be retained on Fountainhall
Consi Routes should be assessed in terms of all Narrow cycle lanes : - side activity — e.g. less ) . " h . ) i remove on-street parking along Moray Place, ’ :
onsider and . . . 5 5 . o § " kerbside activity (e.g. - with kerbside activity or given the retail frontages (loading requirement) X . Road which may require the cycle track to be
. multi-functional uses of a street including car  15. Conflict with kerbside <1.5m or less (including ) frequent activity on ) Rubislaw Den North, Fountainhall Road and ) .
reduce risk from . X . . .. . ¥ nearside cycle lane < 2m : . . width of cycle lane 1 and as part of the local bus network (bus . . . suspended over a short section. Under this
: ... parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity any buffer) alongside ) ) ) nearside of cyclists, min . ) ) Blenheim Place. Loading to be retained on A : . .
kerb side activity . N (including buffer) wide X . including buffer exceeds stops). There are P&D/ Ticket bays along X X R option some on-street parking will be retained
with opened door parking/ loading . . X 2m cycle lanes including . L . Fountainhall Road which may require the cycle X
alongside kerbside parking) buffer 3m Blenheim Place. There is limited parking along track to be suspended over a short section on Moray Place and Rubislaw Den North cf
Desswood Lane due to the narrow width of the P Option 1 but the additional risk from kerbside
road activity this generates is likely to be small
There are physical hazards that reduce the
.. Wherever possible routes should include . . ’ evasion space. They include parked cars L . L .
Reduce severity ) » . . o -
L. Y evasion room” (such as grass verges)and . Cilelts i sk @i pelng The number of physical The route includes footway bollards/ guard railing (Fountainhall The proposals will m|n|m||se the physncall The proposals will m|n|m||se the physncall
of collisions K . 16. Evasion room and trapped by physical . . N hazards that reduce the 'evasion space' along hazards that reduce the 'evasion space' along
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0 Road), boundary walls on road without

the link. There is no perceived difference
compared to Option 1
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Factor

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

Surface quality

Indicators Critical

17. Major and minor

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 9

2 (Green)

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Baseline
Score

Comments

The road surface has numerous minor and
several major defects along Rubislaw Den

Option 2
Comments Score

Proposals will repair all defects within the road
carriageway and provide a smooth high grip

Comments

Proposals will repair all defects within the road
carriageway and provide a smooth high grip

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any number of major defects S UIEI D g North and Albert Lane (based on google 2 surface along the cycle route. Full resurfacing 2 surface along the cycle route. Full re§uﬁacmg
K defects . proposed along Albert Lane and Rubislaw Den
from previous cycle lane) streetview) proposed along Albert Lane North
o . Gl et surfface !s C){cle .’°”‘e surfac_e _|s T Cycle route surface is . . . . The proposals will repair the road to provide a The proposals will repair the road to provide a
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration  laid with frequent joints, or . ) Cycle route surface is machine laid but with
18. Surface type machine laid and smooth, 0 2 smooth level surface along the cycle route 2 smooth level surface along the cycle route

providing smooth and level surface

has led to frequent defects ~ contains some defects

with no defects [p.112]

frequent defects

without defects

without defects

Comfort

[p.112] [p.112]
19. Desirable minimum 9
widths according to M;ﬁ:g:: §5C/Ioeofrglveis:conr:te No more than 25% of the The route uses residential roads that are wide
. . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths are but where the effective width is reduced by on- The proposals introduce cycle tracks and The proposals introduce cycle tracks, cycle
Effective width : X . X volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . oo . L X . . K Y o . ! L
without conflict without risk of conflict with other users both on route t (where cyclists more than 25% below  Provision with widths which  maintained throughout 1 street parking. Other roads without parking are 2 mixed traffic streets with widths that comply 2 streets and mixed traffic streets with widths
out contlic and off road. ype ere cyclis ? are no more than 25% whole route narrow. In all locations cyclists are comfortably with CbD that comply with CbD

are separated from
motor vehicles)

desirable

- below desirable minimum
minimum values

able to adopt a primary riding position

Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate

Route is well signed with

Route signing is poor with |

Gaps identified in route

With no dedicated cycle route, cyclist rely on

Regulatory signage will be provided for the
cycle track and mixed traffic streets. The cycle

Regulatory signage will be provided for the
cycle track, cycle street and mixed traffic

indi . . Signi signs missing at ke igning which I . X 0 regulatory and directional signage for motor 2 . . S 2 streets. The cycle route will be branded and
Wayfinding the routes without the need to refer to maps 20. Signing (TS TSIy EELY S e could be decision points and guiatory gnag route will be branded and include directional ) he cyc'e s
decision points improved . ; traffic . . ) include directional signage at key decision
junctions signage at key decision points points
Most of the link is Some sections of the link IR EIE C el R eI . . o The. eIX|st|ng highway lighting should provide The. eIX|st|ng highway lighting should provide
. . . R . L There is standard highway lighting along the sufficient levels for most of cycle route but a sufficient levels for most of cycle route but a
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is . . - -
AR . . . link although the provision along Albert Lane lighting assessment should be undertaken to lighting assessment should be undertaken to
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 1 . 2 X . g 2 X . g
PN, " ; = may result in areas where levels are not confirm this focusing on Desswood Lane and confirm this focusing on Desswood Lane and
regular breaks in visibility — obstacles create localised s regularly maintained - . f . . f .
L sufficient Albert Lane. The proposal will deliver suitable Albert Lane. The proposal will deliver suitable
. n [p.68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68] A o
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived lighting levels lighting levels
Social safety and
) as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
" maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
— routes are more attractive and therefore more
likely to be used Most of the link is Some se'ct|ons of the link Tiite @t i el Thelhnk includes rgads where pedestrians and . ) . )
. are infrequently cyclists may have increased personal safety While the proposals will ensure good street While the proposals will ensure good street
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward . N —— X ) i . )
o : overlooked. Vegetationor " .0 X concerns (particularly at night) due to the lack lighting the route surroundings will not change. lighting the route surroundings will not change.
22. Isolation Vegetation or other visibility is achieved and 0 . 0 . ! 0 B !
obstacles create reqular other obstacles create vegetation is reqularl of natural surveillance. For example along Removal of on-street parking on Rubislaw Den Removal of on-street parking on Rubislaw Den
PR 9 localised breaks in visibility 9 L gularly Rubislaw Den North, Desswood Place Lane North will improve the visibility for pedestrians North will improve the visibility for pedestrians
breaks in visibility [p.68] maintained [p.68]
[p.68] and Albert Lane
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle . .
provision can enable people to cycle on-road  23. Impact on o : » " o on s § The Pljopobsalshmake chsnghes to. t.he pedestlnan The Pljopobsalshmake changelzls todthe p.e?destnan
Impact on rather than using footways which are not pedestrians, Pedestrian Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian edestrian prows'lon e e?qstlng provision for cycl|sts is on road so pI’OVISIO!‘] ut t. ese are both positive/ negative. prows.lon ut t esg are s.,ma and positive/
X . . X . L e § enhanced by cycling there is no impact on pedestrian comfort levels. Pedestrians will need to cross the cycle track negative. Pedestrians will need to cross the
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling Comfort Level based on on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian

including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the

Attractiveness

Pedestrian Comfort

Pedestrian Comfort is at Comfort Level remains at B [PROUTETE, @l (REREEHilen t

The existing provision of pedestrians along the 0

(Rubislaw Den North) while new and upgraded 1

cycle track (Fountainhall Road) while new and

Minimise street

clutter Signing required to support scheme layout

and consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Moderate amount of
signing particularly around
junctions

Large number of signs
needed, difficult to follow
and/ or leading to clutter

purposes only and not
causing additional
obstruction

where existing signage is minimal. There are
greater levels of signage (and street furniture)
along Fountainhall Road.

is required given the number of roads used.
With the footways being relatively narrow this
may create additional obstructions but the
impact is likely to be minor

X N . - . . Comfort Level remains at Desswood Lane and Albert Lane is poor due to crossings are provided (Forest Road, upgraded crossings are provided (Forest
with disabilities guallty of provision for both users, particularly gmde_ for London Lowl @ erltew er efieie A a lack of footways Fountainhall Road) and enhancements made to Road, Fountainhall Road). The cycle street will
if the shared use path does not meet (Section 6.1) all side road crossings. make it easier to cross Rubislaw Den North
recommended widths
The proposed cycle route will require additional The proposed cycle route will require additional
24. Signs informative Signing for wayfinding The cycle route uses several residential roads signage. A greater level of directional signage signage. A greater level of directional signage

is required given the number of roads used.
With the footways being relatively narrow this
may create additional obstructions but the
impact is likely to be minor

Secure cycle
parking

Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure but not
overlooked and/ or only
providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 1

minimum level of provision minimum level of

[p211] provision [p211]

Provision is secure,

Provision not secure and ¥
overlooked, well-lit and

below the desirable
minimum level of provision
[p211]

There is some cycle parking located on
Fountainhall Road (outside the Co-op) which is 2
in a prominent position and well overlooked

There are opportunities to improve the cycle
parking provision along Fountainhall Road to
support local businesses and those visiting the
church

There are opportunities to improve the cycle
parking provision along Fountainhall Road to
support local businesses and those visiting the
church
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Factor Design Principle Indicators

26. Cycle routes can
Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future
and improve as cycle demands change. demands
Meeting the preceding design principles in a
way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
changing user needs will form a critical
component of cycle networks. Trialling of
potential measures using more flexible
infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim

Cycle Routes

27. Cycle parking can be
increased to meet future
demands

Adaptability

Cycle Parking

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 9

Baseline

Critical
" Score Comments

0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

o Searee it e @i Only some of the route has

infrastructure once tie sl (o CxFeEmel X Not Applicable
installed [p.64] evolve or adapt to
p- changing demands [p.64]
Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility
evolve or adapt to to expand, evolve or adapt X Not Applicable

changing demands once
installed [p211]

to changing demands
[p211]

Existing Road Layout

@ Stantec

Option 1 Option 2
Score Comments Score Comments
There is limited scope to increase capacity of The cycle sireet has greater op;_)ortunlty to
accommodate a large increase in cycle
the proposed cycle route but the proposals ;
1 s 2 demand than the cycle tracks whose widths are
meet recommended widths so should be . .
. constrained by the highway boundary and need
sufficient to accommodate future demand .
to maintain a 2-way road
Albert Lane provides access to private Albert Lane provides access to private
2 business car parking which could be used to 2 business car parking which could be used to
increase cycle parking provision along the increase cycle parking provision along the
route route

Proposed Road Layout

Proposed Road Layout (1) o ,1icjaw Den North - Cycle

Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 4 67% 4 67%

Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 5 50% 5 50%

Safety (out of 16) 6 38% 12 75% 14 88%

Comfort (out of 8) 1 13% 100% 8 100%

Activeness (out of 10) 4 40% 5 50% 6 60%

Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 75% 4 100%

Audit Score Total (out of 54) 16 32% 37 69% 41 76%




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor

Connections

Design Principle

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of
the same route and between different routes in
the network

Indicators

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:
consider left and right
turns

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 10

Baseline

Critical

0 (Red)

Cyclists cannot connect to
other routes without
dismounting

1 (Amber)

Cyclists can connect to
other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey

2 (Green)

Cyclists have dedicated
connections to other
routes provided, with no
interruption to their
journey

Option 1

Comments Score

The dual carriageway creates a severance to cycle
crossing movements with no suitable and few 1
convenient crossing facilities

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals provide a compliant cycle route along
the eastern side of Anderson Drive with a new
Toucan crossing at the northern extent (at King's
Cross Road). There are no improvements proposed
at the southern extent (at Hill of Rubislaw)

Comments

Continuity and

Routes should be complete with no gaps in
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the
route continues. Cyclists should not be

2. Provision for cyclists
throughout the whole

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at
points along the route with

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but
cyclists can clearly

Cyclists are provided with
a continuous route,

There is no suitable cycle route due to the speed
and volume of motor traffic on Anderson Drive.

The proposals provide a continuous cycle track
although give-ways are likely at the side road

L= Wayfinding s it 61 e feuiie no clear indication of how understand how to including through Cyclists are therefore more likely to use the footway crossing (Rubislaw Den Gardens) due to a lack of
O L X pb . Y " tJ p 9 to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions which are continuous but too narrow for shared-use highway land to off-set a crossing
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or . Cyclelnetworkidensitylls 2?—2;18300 ;giﬁiﬁzzey o It(f;an fi(r):am l:]t(\jNeen
rid) of routes across the town or city. ShR IR B e C0 pro ter:, Cycle rof tesry ng - r ?l Cycl
Density of g’he density of the network is the dista.nce based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and contril;ute. toya netv:ork but sfg;esage ocz:tisr;uoicse There is no wider cycle route network and where The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
networ)I/( " distances between secondary routes. Cycle users experience some I T et cycle infrastructure is provided it does not meet the 1 network but the route does create opportunities to
tt o g — bp gtw K primary and secondary users must dismount or T \;then T allowyé - us;s ® Y minimum requirements set out in CbD make connections to wider destinations
pg ern. The ul|ma e aim should be a network e network i i & o el p 9 X7 G ¢
with a mesh width of 250m of a route [p.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p.30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route Note: This includes Link 11 to make it comparable Note: This includes Link 11 to make it comparable
Deviation Factor is with Link 9 with Link 9
. . o
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the O route_|s more than  IEEE I’Ol'lte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Length: 1,660m Link Length: 1,660m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the A (53 Gl e i Dl S direct as the equivalent Crow Flies: 1,420m 0 Crow Flies: 1,420m
. s . X g. equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic q L o L o
as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible route by the straight line . . motor traffic journey Deviation Factor: 14.5% Deviation Factor: 14.5%
- journey journey ) X . . ) X . .
(crow-fly) distance, or Alignment: Route is not close to main road Alignment: Route is not close to main road
shortest road alternative
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or uz;gi\?vri:mtgddtigg?viy:/l:y u/:te:: I\?vz::{lgj:&jc ttlg r;siv(;y‘t,:vlzy A:rz;lgltxiljlu:gzgr:: ;\?«taor A give way is proposed within cycle track at the
I;T::uﬁ::gifgcz :Tri;\?sgetg ()Tfr::?lngﬂj ger;)l;tt(e) shi(:]ulirl])g ive 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often tonrl?;:;);rt;affggfar;;zlsn;?r ;:{] ttz::(ieclllesiferrnso\:lil There are no priority junctions along the link 2 Rubislaw Den Gardens junctions due to the lack of
.q p ti i ti i pping t gl frequency than motor traffic will need motor traffic will need to [ le iveywa . (assumes cyclists are on road) highway land to off-set a crossing. As this is a minor
or give ways way§ atjunc |ons. or crossings, molorcycle to give way to cycle users . 9 Y access the score remains unaffected
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc along a route [p.160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
8 ’ along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle Given the speed and flow of traffic on Anderson
"= |Time: Delay at  be minimised. This includes assessing impact 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is users at theYunctign s users at the junction is Drive combined with the traffic lane widths, cyclists 0 The proposed cycle track bypasses the Hill of
'm] junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal : yat] greater than the overall equal to the oi/ erall dela less than the overall have no safe route to bypass traffic on the approach Rubislaw junction
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic to the Hill of Rubislaw junction
! for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
. . . Given the speed and flow of traffic on Anderson . . .
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyeleis travlel at_speeq g CUELES CEmUsiElly pres el e always Drive combined with the traffic lane widths, cyclists The progosgd cycle track gives CyC.IIStS a dedicated
slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 2 route which is wide enough for cyclists to choose an

links

to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists

speed

have no safe route to bypass slow moving or
queued traffic

appropriate speed

Gradients

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 85m

Elevation Min: 82m

Max Slope: 4.5% 2
Average Slope: 1.6%

West to East: Level

Elevation Max: 85m
Elevation Min: 82m
Max Slope: 4.5%
Average Slope: 1.6%
West to East: Level
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Factor Indicators Critical

Design Principle

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile >

0 (Red)

85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 10

Baseline Option 1

2 (Green)

Option 2

Score Comments Score

85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share the road with motor traffic which has

Comments Score

The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,

Comments

. X - 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
R SR Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph a 40mph speed limit ccﬂlisions a);junctioni Y
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity ~ carriageway through the
speed L . . e
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor ~ junction
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
- of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : B
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway . ]
as at junctions
o Motor (Eiits el @ 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile Cyclists share the road with motor traffic which has The vproposals segregate (?ycllsts from t'rafﬂc,
sections of shared 1 . 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph a 40mph speed limit L.
carriageway collisions along the road
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the ) Cyclists share the carriageway with traffic flows that
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor 0. DI (o Welie are greater than 10,000 AADT. The proposals segregate cyclists from traffic,
i ageway with nigf ‘ . onsections of shared  >10000 AADT, or >5%  5000-10000 AADT and 5 DFT site number 91161 (SB) = 24,927/ 4.2% HGV he prop: gregate cy raic,
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points ; o 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT X 2 significantly reducing the risk and severity of
i h sk of collision i t h t carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV (2023) collisions along the road
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as a 5 bR (2 el T DIT site number 50863 (NB) = 31,871 AADT/ 4.2% g
carriageway junctions HGV (2018)

Where speed differences and high motor
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists
should be separated from traffic — see LTN
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2).

This separation can be achieved at varying
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid
tracks and off-road provision. Such
segregation should reduce the risk of collision
from beside or behind the cyclist

Cyclists sharing
carriageway — nearside
lane in critical range
12. Segregation to between 3.2m and
reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic
alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor
vehicles moving easily
into opposite lane to
pass cyclists.

Risk of collision

In some cases, cycle users In some cases, cycle users

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in significantly

higher speed or volume
conditions that are set out

in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

Cycle users are always
protected from motor

traffic when required by X
the conditions set in

Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

are expected to mix with
motor traffic in higher
speed or volume
conditions that are set out
in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3

Cyclists share a traffic lane whose width makes it
difficult for drivers to overtake cyclists safely i.e. in 2
the critical range

The proposals segregate cyclists from motor traffic,
significantly reducing the risk and severity of
collisions alongside or from behind

A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore
need particular attention to reduce the risk of
collision.

Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across
side roads Major

roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic
through junctions

13. Conflicting
movements at junctions

Side road junctions
frequent and/ or untreated.
Major junctions,
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements not
separated

Side road junctions
infrequent and with
effective entry treatments.
Major junctions, principal
conflicting cycle/ motor
traffic movements
separated

e e clos_ed qr The only side road (Rubislaw Den Gardens) is
treated to blend in with L ) .
untreated. This is a minor access so the risk of a

footway. Major junctions, 0 L . N X 1
L collision from a vehicle turning movement is
all conflicting cycle/ motor

traffic streams separated refatively low

Cycle track give-ways are introduced to reduce the
risk of a collision from vehicles turning into and out
of Rubislaw Den Gardens. The highway boundary
does not allow the cycle track to be off-set which
would remove the need for the give-ways

Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good
network design should be self-explanatory and
self-evident to all road users. All users should
understand where they and other road users
should be and what movements they might
make

Avoid complex
design

14. Legible road
markings and road layout

Faded, old, unclear,
complex road markings/
unclear or unfamiliar road
layout

Generally legible road
markings and road layout
but some elements could

be improved

Clear, understandable,
simple road markings and 2
road layout

The road markings are in good condition and
indicate a clear road layout (google streetview)

The proposals add a cycle track on the eastern side
of Anderson Drive which requires the removal of the
central reservation and realignment of the road
carriageway. The cycle track and new road
alignment will have road marking which set out a
clear and understandable road layout

Narrow cycle lanes

Routes should be assessed in terms of all
<1.5m or less

Clisler e multi-functional uses of a street including car

15. Conflict with kerbside

FEGINED T i arking, bus stops, parking, including collision activit (¥ gy By
kerb side activity p. 9, 155 9. 9 Y alongside parking/
with opened door loading

Significant conflict with
kerbside activity (e.g.
nearside cycle lane < 2m
(including buffer) wide
alongside kerbside
parking)

Some conflict with kerb
side activity — e.g. less
frequent activity on

No/ very limited conflict

with kerbside activity or Anderson Road is a strategic dual carriageway road

K . . width of cycle lane 2 with a 40mph speed limit so kerbside activity will be 2
nearside of cyclists, min . " L
. . including buffer exceeds very limited (urban clearway?)
2m cycle lanes including 3m

buffer

No change is proposed to the classification of the
road and so kerbside activity is expected to remain
the same

Wherever possible routes should include

Reduce severity N »
‘evasion room” (such as grass verges)and

of collisions . - 16. Evasion room and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such

where they do - ¥ unnecessary hazards

oceur as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the

severity of a collision should it occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

There is a grass verge between the road
carriageway and the footway and although lighting
columns and trees are located within it they are
located far enough back from the kerb line to ensure
they do not present physical hazards or reduce the
evasion space

The route includes
evasion room and avoids 2
any physical hazards

The number of physical
hazards could be further
reduced

The cycle track provides a route segregated from
motor traffic. This cycle track will be close to the
trees and the buffer will be a minimum width but this
should not significantly impact the safety of the cycle
route
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Surface quality

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Indicators Critical

17. Major and minor
defects

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 10

0 (Red) 2 (Green)

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional

defects Smooth high grip surface 2

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

The road surface looks well maintained (based on
google streetview)

Option 2

Comments Score

The proposals will introduce a surface along the
cycle route free from defects

Comments

Pavement or carriageway construction
providing smooth and level surface

18. Surface type

Cycle route surface is
unbound or deterioration
has led to frequent defects
[p.112]

Cycle route surface is
hand-laid with frequent
joints, or contains some
defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is
machine laid and smooth, 1
with no defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is machine laid and smooth with

few joint or surface defects. The cycle route

however uses a section of cobbled paving which 1
reduces the smoothness and grip of the cycle route

surfacing

The proposals will introduce a cycle track with a
smooth high grip surface. The proposed cycle route
however uses a section of cobbled paving which
reduces the smoothness and grip of the cycle route
surfacing

Effective width
without conflict

Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle
without risk of conflict with other users both on
and off road.

19. Desirable minimum
widths according to
volume of cyclists and
route type (where cyclists
are separated from motor

More than 25% of the route
includes cycle provision
with widths which are no

more than 25% below
desirable

No more than 25% of the
route includes cycle
provision with widths which
are no more than 25%
below desirable minimum

Recommended widths
are maintained 0
throughout whole route

There is no segregated provision for cyclists which
is required by CbD given the speed and flow of 1
traffic along Anderson Drive

The proposals introduce a cycle track which will
meet the minimum widths as set out in CbD [The
width of the cycle track is constrained by trees and
minimum traffic lane requirements along Anderson
Lane

vehicles) minimum values
A q Route signing is poor with  Gaps identified in route ReiD 5 el gt i Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle
— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - N o L ¥ signs located at all With no dedicated cycle route, cyclists rely on ; .
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 L . 2 track. The cycle route will be branded and include
the routes without the need to refer to maps L . " decision points and regulatory and directional signage for motor traffic s . . .
decision points improved TS directional signage at key decision points
. MOty t.h O3 0 e s.ectlons o th.e link - I|nk.|s. v‘.’?" I.It' The cycle track will be located between the lighting
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is .
o X . . . . A . columns (located within the verge) and the road
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2 There is standard highway lighting along the link 2 X e
PR, " ¥ e carriageway. Existing lighting levels should therefore
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained
PR be adequate for the cycle track
A q [p.68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68]
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
™ maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link o
user . Most of the link is 3 The cycle link is well
likely to be used ; are infrequently . . . .
infrequently overlooked. Ly . - overlooked. Full forward The cycle link has some level of natural surveillance The cycle link has some level of natural surveillance
22. Isolation Vegetation or other - Ved visibility is achieved and 1 from those in passing vehicles and residents of 1 from those in passing vehicles and residents of

other obstacles create
localised breaks in visibility
[p.68]

obstacles create regular
breaks in visibility [p.68]

vegetation is regularly
maintained [p.68]

adjacent properties

adjacent properties

Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road

23. Impact on

Pedestrian provision

The existing provision for cyclists is on road so in
theory there should be no impact on pedestrian

The 2-way cycle track requires the verge and a

Impact on rather than using footways which are not N . i i i i
P . X 9 Y X X pedestrians, Pedestrian RGN |mpalc = nega.m.v QA e |rr.1pfact on pedest.nan enhanced by cycling comfort levels. The speed and flow of traffic narrowing of the road carriageway. There is no
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : N ; . s . ¥
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . X provision, or Pedestrian 0 however makes on-road cycle unattractive so it can 2 impact on the existing footway but which will be
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ; " ) )
ith disabiliti lity of Yot o (et rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide Lol @ @ ollany Y —" Comfort Level remains at be assumed most cycling occurs on the narrow widened at locations that are currently less than 2m
with disabiiities gua 'ty of provision lfor both users, particuiarly for London (Section 6.1) A footways which will have an impact on pedestrian (where achievable)
if the shared use path does not meet
X comfort levels
recommended widths
24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfinding The cycle route follows a main road with few The cycle track will require additional regulatory and

Minimise street
clutter

Signing required to support scheme layout

consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Moderate amount of
signing particularly around
junctions

Large number of signs
needed, difficult to follow
and/ or leading to clutter

purposes only and not
causing additional
obstruction

junctions. There is a low level of signage along
Anderson Drive and on the approach to the Hill of
Rubislaw junction

directional signage but given space constraints this
may limit the opportunity to introduce signage to
support the cycle route

Secure cycle
parking

Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure,
overlooked, well-lit and

Provision is secure but not
overlooked and/ or only
providing the desirable

minimum level of provision

[p211]

Provision not secure and
below the desirable
minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of

provision [p211]

exceeds the desirable 0

There is no cycle parking within the highway
boundary reflecting the lack of destinations 0
accessed directly off this section of Anderson Road

No cycle parking is proposed within the highway due
to surrounding land uses likely to remain unchanged
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment

@ Stantec

Client: Aberdeen City Council Link 10
. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
26. Cycle routes can o) e300 et Only some of the route There is limited scope to increase capacity of the
b Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once hESHID ARy X Not Applicable 1 pro ;?osed cyc!e route.l The cycle tracK only "?eets
a— 1 I 65 @D CEREEE CERsE d d installed [0.64] expand, evolve or adapt to minimum desirable widths so may be insufficient to
E Meeting the precgding design principslles' ina cmanes g chancnokemencs 2] accommodate future demand
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
o] potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility There is flexibility to expand, evalve or adapt cycle
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim N g V-, evqlve or adapt to to expand, gvolve or adapt X Not Applicable 2 parking provision to accommodate changing
changing demands once to changing demands PR . .
demands installed [p211] p211] demands (within Hill of Rubislaw Business Park)
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 67% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 60% 0 0%
o
- Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 3 38% 75% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 4 40% 6 60% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 0 0%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 11 22% 40 74% 0 0%
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Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 11

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Critical
Score

Factor Design Principle Indicators

0 (Red) 2 (Green)

Comments Comments Comments

Cyclists have dedicated
Cyclists cannot connectto  Cyclists can connect to connections to other
other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 1
dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their
journey

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely 1. Ability to join/ leave
join and navigate along different sections of route safely and easily:
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right
the network turns

Cyclists can connect with other routes with minimal
disruption to their journey via standard priority 2
junctions

The proposals improve the safety of junctions along
the route making it easier and safer for cyclists to 2
connect to other routes

The proposals improve the safety of junctions along
the route making it easier and safer for cyclists to
connect to other routes

Connections

Routes should be complete with no gaps in

provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be
installed — cyclists should be shown how the

2. Provision for cyclists

Cyclists are ‘abandoned’ at

The route is made up of
discrete sections, but  Cyclists are provided with

The route uses several residential roads and with no

The proposals include cycle tracks and mixed traffic

The proposals include cycle tracks, cycle street and

c \C,:V(;n;;ir;]l:jlitzgand route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole F:]?)'r:; ::cizgi(t:';?i;zu;fer:g \t: E{g:t:t::g ;Le;;lz ai:;:::l?:;;j:r;z:t:’ 0 cycle route infrastructure cyclists must relying on sections using residential roads to form a dedicated mixed traffic sections using residential roads to
o) abapdoned s pgrtlcularly :tt junctions wrflere length of the route to continue their jouney  [inavigatelbatwesnitham) junctions standard road signs cycle route form a dedicated cycle route
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
3
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Srale e EyiE 200-800 m between key less than 200 m between
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or . primary and secondary key primary and
grid) of routes across the town or city. A rOUtPTS . ezl than.800 m routes. Cycle routes secondary routes. Cycle . . . . ) .
. R . R based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and . . There is no wider cycle route network to connect to The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route The proposals do not improve the wider cycle route
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but = routes are continuous . ) N - -
— " distances between secondary routes. Cycle users experience some I T et 0 and where cycle infrastructure is provided it does network but the route does create opportunities to network but the route does create opportunities to
: : 2 Y primary and secondary users must dismountor . o q v B Y not meet the minimum requirements set out in CbD make connections to wider destinations make connections to wider destinations
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network " ithin th twork are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
with a mesh width of 250m Rl Dl e of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p-30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route N.ct);el:_"l'rllizincludes Link 10 to make it comparable N.ct);el:_"l'rllizincludes Link 10 to make it comparable N.ct);el:_"l'rllizincludes Link 10 to make it comparable
Deviation Factor is with Lin with Lin with Lin
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the Cyfle rome.'s more than  IEEE rogte B P DATL Cycle route is at least as Link Ler?gth. 1,660m Link Ler?gth. 1,660m Link Ler?gth. 1,660m
. . . 20% less direct than the less direct than the 9 N Crow Flies: 1,420m Crow Flies: 1,420m Crow Flies: 1,420m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the . 5 ) direct as the equivalent 1 - X o - X o - X o
‘as-th flies’ dist ibl te by the straight li equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic T Deviation Factor: 14.5% Deviation Factor: 14.5% Deviation Factor: 14.5%
as-the-crow-flies” distance as possible :2:_103 ﬂ);) d?sstar::)ge o[l_ne journey journey ) Y Alignment: Route is close to the main road Alignment: Route is close to the main road Alignment: Route is close to the main road
shortest road alternative
At priority junctions cycle (PRI VRGNS Qe At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or usefs wiIIyn]e od to iveywa users will need to give way trzfﬁc wiIJI need to give At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor traffic At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor traffic
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . atog Y to motor traffic on a similar g At priority junctions cyclists give way to motor traffic on a similar number of occasions as motor traffic on a similar number of occasions as motor traffic
. s L . . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . way to cycle users more L . . . . .
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as ; 1 on a similar number of occasions as motor traffic give way to cyclists. give way to cyclists.
. X . E frequency than motor traffic will need - often than cycle users will . . N . , N .
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle . motor traffic will need to . give way to cyclists There is a cycle only contra-flow section on Queen's There is a cycle only contra-flow section on
A > to give way to cycle users N need to give way to motor ,
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc [0.160] give way to cycle users traffic [p.160] Lane North Queen's Lane North
(7] ‘ [p.160] :
(7))
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovgerall del ajy o the overall delay for cycle
= ?I'lme.. DeEyek B3 mln!mlsed. Thls TiEliEls assessing et 6. Delay at junctions TE )M En [ users at the junction is WSS LD AR 2 There are no signalised junctions along the link There are no signalised junctions along the link There are no signalised junctions along the link
'm] junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall equal to the overall dela less than the overall
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic
for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyclists travlel at.speeq of Cyclists can usually pass Cyclists can always Cycllsts are mixed vylth traffic and W|.th lane/ road The cycle tracks and mixed traffic street are wide The cycle trgcks, cycle street alnd mixed traffic
. X X . slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 1 widths that are relatively narrow cyclists should be ) - street are wide enough for cyclists to choose an
links to bypass slow moving traffic speed on links ) X enough for cyclists to choose an appropriate speed .
a cycle) ahead cyclists speed able to pass slow traffic and other cyclists appropriate speed
Routes should avoid steep gradients where Some sections of route . . . . : .
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort exceed 3% gradient due to : Elevat!on M'a>f. 82m Elevat!on M'a>f. 82m Elevat!on M'a>f. 82m
and discomfort. Where these are encountered Much of the route exceeds  local topography, but the ERDERD D SEEHES € Elevation Min: 41m Elevation Min: 41m Elevation Min: 41m
Gradients § ’ 8. Gradient | route steeper than 3% 0 Max Slope: 7.2% Max Slope: 7.2% Max Slope: 7.2%

routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

3% gradient [p.60]

route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

gradient [p.60]

Average Slope: 3.2%
West to East: Steady decline

Average Slope: 3.2%
West to East: Steady decline

Average Slope: 3.2%
West to East: Steady decline
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Critical 0 (Red)

Factor Design Principle Indicators

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

are sharing the
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing carriageway through the

the carriageway, the key to reducing severity junction
of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
vehicles so that they more closely match that

85th percentile
20mph-30mph

85th percentile >
37mph (60kph)

85th percentile
>30mph
Reduce/ remove
speed
differences where
cyclists are

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 11

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

2 (Green)

Comments

Cyclists share residential roads which have a
1 30mph speed limit except for Queen's Lane North 1
and Albert Lane which are part of a 20mph zone

85th percentile
<20mph

Comments

Although the proposals segregate cyclists from
motor traffic they are located within a 2-way cycle
track on one side of the road. Drivers turning to and
from side roads may not realise cycle flows are 2-
way leading to a potential increase in collisions. The
increased risk of collision compared to the existing
layout is considered low given the low number of
side roads

Comments

The proposals either segregate cyclists from motor
traffic or where they remain shared propose traffic
calming measures to reduce the 85th percentile
speed to < 20mph and so reduce the risk and
severity of collisions at junctions

of cyclists. This is particularly important at
points where risk of collision is greater, such
as at junctions

sharing the
carriageway

10. Motor traffic speed on

sections of shared 85th percentile

85th percentile > 85th percentile

Cyclists share residential roads which have a

i IEeEALE 1 30mph speed limit except for Queen's Lane North 2

The proposals either segregate cyclists from motor
traffic or where they remain shared, introduce traffic
calming measures to reduce the 85th percentile

The proposals either segregate cyclists from motor
traffic or where they remain shared, introduce traffic
calming measures to reduce the 85th percentile

parking) buffer

narrow width of the road

carriageway SHED (EE) SR AU 2l and Albert Lane which are part of a 20mph zone speed to < 20mph and so reduce the risk and speed to < 20mph and so reduce the risk and
severity of collisions along the carriageway severity of collisions along the carriageway
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the X identi i identi i
! g Y U } et q 11. Motor traffic volume Most roads are residential and so likely to have a Most roads are residential and Ilkgly t'o have a Most roads are residential and Ilkgly t'o have a
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor X L AADT of <2,500. The only exception is Forest Road AADT of <2,500. The only exception is Forest Road
. X L . X . on sections of shared >10000 AADT, or >5%  5000-10000 AADT and o AADT of <2,500. The only exceptions is along a - -
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points . o 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 1 . . 2 where the AADT is likely to be between 2,500 and where the AADT is likely to be between 2,500 and
! . L carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV short section of Forest Road where the AADT is
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at hicl K h likely o be between 2.500 and 5.000 5,000 but where segregated cycle route 5,000 but where segregated cycle route
carriageway junctions as vehicles per peak hour Y ’ ’ infrastructure is proposed infrastructure is proposed
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing On most roads (Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway —nearside || s n Some cases. ovcle Lsers Segregated cycle route infrastructure is proposed North, Albert Lane) traffic calming measures are
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in crifical range " " S ’toymix with [T — Ytoymix with Cvcle users are always along Rubislaw Den South, Forest Road and introduced to remove the need for segregated cycle
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and pected fo mix P o protected from motor Blenheim Place. On Queen's Lane North and Albert route infrastructure. Segregated cycle route
K . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher . ) ) . . ) .
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by 1 Forest Road 2 Lane traffic flows are below those needing infrastructure is provided on busier roads (Forest
A . N higher speed or volume speed or volume o ) X . A
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor o - the conditions set in segregated route infrastructure so overall the Road, Blenheim Place) so overall the provision is in
- . . . conditions that are set out ~conditions that are set out . SR . ¥ . ) . . . L
tracks and off-road provision. Such vehicles moving easily X . . Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 provision is in line with a high level of service stated line with a high level of service stated within CbD
i . . N ; in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3  in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 e
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to within CbD (Table 3.2) (Table 3.2)
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore X . . Side road junctions
: : : Side road junctions ; ; . . . . . . . . . . .
need particular attention to reduce the risk of infrequent and with Side roads closed or . . . Side road junctions (which are infrequent) are Side road junctions (which are infrequent) are
o frequent and/ or untreated. " P Side roads (which are infrequent) are untreated and S . S .
collision. R L . effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with S ) treated and busy priority junctions on Forest Road treated and busy priority junctions on Forest Road
. . g . 13. Conflicting Major junctions, Co . L busy priority junctions at Forest Road and . ) . )
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Maijor junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 ) . . 1 include measures to protect cyclists from motor include measures to protect cyclists from motor
h . , movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor Son fe Fountainhall Road offer no protection to cyclists ) - - ) - -
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor ) ) traffic turning movements. The Fountainhall Road traffic turning movements. The Fountainhall Road
K : traffic movements not from motor traffic turning movements N X . N X .
side roads Major separated traffic movements traffic streams separated junction remains untreated junction remains untreated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good Faded. old | G lly legibl d Th tinuati fthe 2 e track al
. network design should be self-explanatory and . GRS @t TIEETR, enerally legible roa Clear, understandable, . © continuation of the 2-way cycle track along The mixed traffic street provision creates a less
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . . Road markings are worn but generally do not these residential roads creates a slightly more
. self-evident to all road users. All users should X o simple road markings and 0 L 1 N ; N complex street layout compared to the 2-way cycle
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could indicate a clear road layout complex design compared to the mixed traffic street . )
understand where they and other road users . road layout . track in Option 1
X layout be improved layout of Option 2
should be and what movements they might
make
Narrow cycle lanes Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb Nof very limited conflict There is some on-street parking demand along
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all 4 kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less y i - Rubislaw Den South but it unclear how much . . ) On-street parking will be removed from Blenheim
Consider and . X : . . . . <1.5m or less X L with kerbside activity or - . . R On-street parking will be removed from Blenheim )
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on . activity occurs given the residential frontages. There . X Place to implement the proposed cycle tracks.
reduce risk from . S X L . (including any buffer) y . . : " . width of cycle lane 2 ) . 2 Place and the northern side of Rubislaw Den South ) . .
e S Sy parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity alongside parking/ (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min including buffer exceeds are P&D/ Ticket bays along Blenheim Place. There o implement the proposed cycle tracks Some parking along Rubislaw Den South will be
with opened door le=tlig alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including 3m is no parking along Queen's Lane North due to the retained as part of the cycle street proposals

Wherever possible routes should include
“evasion room” (such as grass verges)and
avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

Reduce severity
of collisions
where they do
occur

Cyclists at risk of being
trapped by physical
hazards along more than
half of the route

The number of physical
hazards could be further
reduced

16. Evasion room and
unnecessary hazards

There are physical hazards that reduce the evasion
space. They include parked cars, footway bollards/
guard railing (Fountainhall Road), boundary walls on
road without footways (Albert Lane, Desswood
Access Road), lighting columns (front of footway),
sign posts and utility cabinets

The route includes
evasion room and avoids 0
any physical hazards

The proposals will minimise the physical hazards
that reduce the 'evasion space' along the link.
There is no perceived difference compared to
Option 2

The proposals will minimise the physical hazards
that reduce the 'evasion space' along the link.
There is no perceived difference compared to
Option 1
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Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor

Surface quality

Design Principle

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Indicators

17. Major and minor
defects

Critical

Cycle Level of Service Assessment

Link 11

2 (Green)

0 (Red)

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional

defects Smooth high grip surface 0

Baseline
Score

Option 1

Comments Score

The road surface has numerous minor and major
defects along Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane 2
North and Albert Lane (based on google streetview)

Option 2

Comments Score

Proposals will repair all defects within the road

carriageway and provide a smooth high grip surface

along the cycle route. Full resurfacing proposed 2
along Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane North and

Albert Lane

Comments

Proposals will repair all defects within the road
carriageway and provide a smooth high grip surface
along the cycle route. Full resurfacing proposed
along Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane North
and Albert Lane

Pavement or carriageway construction
providing smooth and level surface

18. Surface type

Cycle route surface is
unbound or deterioration
has led to frequent defects
[p.112]

Cycle route surface is
hand-laid with frequent
joints, or contains some
defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is
machine laid and smooth, 0
with no defects [p.112]

Cycle route surface is machine laid but with frequent
defects

The proposals will repair the road to provide a
smooth level surface along the cycle route without 2
defects

The proposals will repair the road to provide a
smooth level surface along the cycle route without
defects

Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle

19. Desirable minimum
widths according to

More than 25% of the route

y - No more than 25% of the
includes cycle provision

route includes cycle Recommended widths

The route uses residential roads that are wide but
where the effective width is reduced by on-street

The proposals introduce cycle tracks, cycle streets

Effectwe Wld.t X without risk of conflict with other users both on VEIE @ Gl and‘ U WD Al S0 i provision with widths which are maintained 1 parking. Other roads without parking are narrow. In 2 Thelproposals |r.|trodulce cycle tracks and_ mixed 2 and mixed traffic streets using widths that comply
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o . I traffic streets using widths that comply with CbD .
and off road. ted fi " . are no more than 25% throughout whole route all locations cyclists are comfortably able to adopt a with CbD
are separated from motor - below desirable minimum primary riding position
vehicles) minimum values
Lo . T Route is well signed with Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle Regulatory signage will be provided for the cycle
_— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate - Rou't € signing I poor iy G.ap.s |dent!ﬁed 0 (e signs located at all With no dedicated cycle route, cyclist rely on track and mixed traffic streets. The cycle route will track, cycle street and mixed traffic streets. The
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 o N 2 ) - ) 2 N ) -
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . ! decision points and regulatory and directional signage for motor traffic be branded and include directional signage at key cycle route will be branded and include directional
decision points improved : " - . ? - .
junctions decision points signage at key decision points
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit. There is standard highway lighting along the link but The- gmstmg highway lighting should provide _— The- gmstmg highway lighting should provide _—
. N . . " L . 8 sufficient levels for most of cycle route but a lighting sufficient levels for most of cycle route but a lighting
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is the provision along Queen's Lane North and Albert N . N .
A X . . ; assessment should be undertaken to confirm this assessment should be undertaken to confirm this
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 0 Lane could result in areas where levels are not 2 R . , 2 R N |
L " ¥ . . focusing on Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane focusing on Rubislaw Den South, Queen's Lane
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised is regularly maintained sufficient. Tree coverage could do the same along . . . .
PR . North and Albert Lane. The proposal will deliver North and Albert Lane. The proposal will deliver
A q [p.68] breaks in visibility [p.68] [p.68] Rubislaw Den South N - N -
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived suitable lighting levels suitable lighting levels
Social safety and
X as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived S .
VUinerabilityler maintained, lit, overlooked
routes are more attractive and therefore more
user .
likely to be used s G i i
Most of the link is ome Se.c 1ons of the fin The cycle link is well The link includes roads where pedestrians and . . - . . -
. are infrequently . . While the proposals will ensure good street lighting While the proposals will ensure good street lighting
MEEEiEly eueilseieel overlooked. Vegetation or el (Ul SRR cyclists may have increased personal safety the route surroundings will not change. Removal of the route surroundings will not change. Removal of
22. Isolation Vegetation or other - Veg visibility is achieved and 0 concerns (particularly at night) due to the lack of 0 9 ge. 0 9 ge-

other obstacles create
localised breaks in visibility
[p.68]

obstacles create regular
breaks in visibility [p.68]

vegetation is regularly
maintained [p.68]

natural surveillance. For example along Rubislaw
Den South, Queen's Lane North and Albert Lane

on-street parking on Rubislaw Den South will
improve the visibility for pedestrians

on-street parking on Rubislaw Den South will
improve the visibility for pedestrians

Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road

23. Impact on

Pedestrian provision

The existing provision for cyclists is on road so there

The proposals make changes to the pedestrian
provision but these are both positive/ negative.

Impact on rather than using footways which are not N . i i i i
P - X 9 Y . . pedestrians, Pedestrian R |mpaf: = nega'\tl.v oy "’?”."C‘ on pedestl"lan enhanced by cycling is no impact on pedestrian comfort levels. The Pedestrians will need to cross the cycle track The proposals make no change to the pedestrian
pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . : o o ) , - : ; X
. . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 0 existing provision of pedestrians along the Queen's 0 (Rubislaw Den South) while new and upgraded 1 environment except on Rubislaw Den South where
including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X h Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at . N ) A - . X .
ith disabiliti lity of Aofarn G [oafil rticularl Pedestrian Comfort guide el © o brlla Y Comfort Level remains at Lane North and Albert Lane is poor due to a lack of crossings are provided (Forest Road, Fountainhall the cycle street will make it easier to cross the road

i IS gua g7 @ [FIEUETN LS (il L=, [ERIEtER for London (Section 6.1) A footways Road) and enhancements made to all side road

if the shared use path does not meet crossings

recommended widths

24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfinding The cycle route uses several residential roads The proposed cycle route will require additional The proposed cycle route will require additional

Minimise street
clutter

Signing required to support scheme layout

consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Moderate amount of
signing particularly around
junctions

Large number of signs
needed, difficult to follow
and/ or leading to clutter

purposes only and not
causing additional
obstruction

where existing signage is minimal. There are
greater levels of signage on Queen's Lane North to
support the one-way working and no entry restriction

signage. A greater level of directional signage is

required given the number of roads used but this 1
should not lead to levels of signage that would be

considered 'street clutter'

signage. A greater level of directional signage is
required given the number of roads used but this
should not lead to levels of signage that would be
considered 'street clutter'

Secure cycle
parking

Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure,
overlooked, well-lit and

Provision is secure but not

Provision not secure and
overlooked and/ or only

below the desirable

- . providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 1
minimum level of provision " - L
p211] minimum level of provision minimum level of
p p211] provision [p211]

No cycle parking was identified along the link

although there is some cycle parking located on

Fountainhall Road (outside the Co-op). This 2
provision is in a prominent position and well

overlooked

There are opportunities to improve the cycle parking
provision along Fountainhall Road to support local 2
businesses and those visiting the church

There are opportunities to improve the cycle
parking provision along Fountainhall Road to
support local businesses and those visiting the
church




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Link 11

@ Stantec

. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
b Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once EB (o0 (Bl [ X Not Applicable 1 proposed cycle route but the proposals mee 2 than the cycle tracks whose widths are constrained
a— . " expand, evolve or adapt to recommended widths so should be sufficient to . I
— and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] N by the highway boundary and need to maintain a 2-
'_6 Meeting the preceding design principles in a ChaponolcemandSied accommodate future demand way road
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
© _potential measgres u§ing more Tlexiblle . 27. Cycle parking can be Hasinoiscopeito expand, ISR SRER Y Albert Lane and Queen's Lane North provides Albert Lane and Queen's Lane North provides
< Cycle Parking e il 2ess in rmeeig i el increased to meet future chaiv%ve doern?gsg.; tgnce g g’; ZZZ’ ;VOZ:,:;:::’J L X Not Applicable 2 access to private business car parking which could 2 access to private business car parking which could
demands iistgalle d [p211] ?pz% 1] be used to increase cycle parking along the route be used to increase cycle parking along the route
. Proposed Road Layout
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1) .
(Rubislaw Den South Cycle
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 83% 5 83%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 5 50% 5 50% 5 50%
o
- Safety (out of 16) 6 38% 12 75% 14 88%
2
5; Comfort (out of 8) 1 13% 100% 8 100%
Activeness (out of 10) 2 20% 5 50% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 4 100%
Audit Score Total (out of 54) 15 30% 38 70% 42 78%



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 5 and 6

Option 1
Score

Baseline

Critical
Score

0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

2 S Comments

Comments

Option 2
Score

Comments

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cyclists have dedicated

Cyclists can connect to connections to other

Connections . . . . other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 2
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right ) ) ) ) L ) . )
r——— — dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their
journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o wal d .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist abandoned’ at dfa route . n'tla & L:)pto Cyclists ded with
. installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists yelsts are ‘abandoned a I SR, L yclsts are provided wh
Continuity and . X points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route,
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L . . 2
L= Wayfinding ‘abandoned’. particularly at iuncti h length of th t no clear indication of how understand how to including through
() a ap lone 5 pta) ieu aT y: tjunc 1ons w fere ength of the route to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions
"7, z:gzlssi:](;ngo?/);meeﬁgu"e D GRS including through junctions
(<))
L
o
(&)
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
- 200-800 m between key less than 200 m between
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or 3. Density of routes Cyc::;::"‘;;;ieor:g s primary and secondary key primary and
grid) of routes across the town or city. ) o 9 ) routes. Cycle routes secondary routes. Cycle
. . . . based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and ) .
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but  routes are continuous
. . distances between secondary routes. Cycle . . 1
network between the routes which make up the grid X X users experience some  and fully joined-up. They
. . primary and secondary users must dismountor . . .
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network " ithin the network are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
with a mesh width of 250m eSS ETUATAIUATS (NS of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p-30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is Cvcle route is more than | Cycle route is up to 20% Link Length: 2,450m Link Length: 2,450m
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the Y ; 4 X p ° Cycle route is at least as Crow Flies: 2,270m Crow Flies: 2,270m
. E . 20% less direct than the less direct than the 7 " - o - o
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the . ) direct as the equivalent Deviation Factor: 7.3% 2 Deviation Factor: 7.3%
. s . X . equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic . ) X . . ) X . .
as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible route by the straight line iourne ‘ourne motor traffic journey Alignment: Route is along the main road. Compare Alignment: Route is along the main road. Compare
(crow-fly) distance, or journey journey DF for PRA (16.8%) and PRB (15.0%) DF for PRA (16.8%) and PRB (15.0%)
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or u)::efsn\?vri:mt]:gttlgn?vzy\fvl: users will need to give way traffic will need to give
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . atog Y to motor traffic on a similar way to cycle users more
. s L . . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ;
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 2
H . - A frequency than motor traffic will need ; .
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle o T Y ) Gl Vs motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc glong a);outey[p 160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
3 ’ along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
"6 At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle
"= Time: Delayat  be minimised. This includes assessing impact . . users at the junction is Y for cyck users at the junction is
. . X . . g 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is 2
'm| junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall equal to the overall dela less than the overall
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic
for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyeleis travlel at_speed_ g B Rl pres el e always
slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 2

links to bypass slow moving traffic

speed on links

a cycle) ahead

cyclists speed

Routes should avoid steep gradients where
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort
and discomfort. Where these are encountered,
routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

Gradients

8. Gradient

Much of the route exceeds
3% gradient [p.60]

Some sections of route
exceed 3% gradient due to
local topography, but the
route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

There are no sections of
route steeper than 3%
gradient [p.60]

Elevation Max: 97m

Elevation Min: 43m

Max Slope: 6.2% 1
Average Slope: 2.4%

West to East: Decline

Elevation Max: 97m
Elevation Min: 43m
Max Slope: 6.2%
Average Slope: 2.4%
West to East: Decline




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 5 and 6

Baseline

2 (Green) Score Comments

Option 1
Score

Comments

Option 2
Score

Comments

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile >

85th percentile

85th percentile

85th percentile

. X 2
R I am— Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing @ §harlng the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
speed the carriageway, the key to reducing severity ~ ¢@rmageway through the
P of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor junction
differences where X
: vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . o . X
. of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway . :
as at junctions
;géx’ ?]:’;r::;::eed on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile 0 2
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
carriageway
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the 11. Motor traffic volume
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor . X o
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points 2;;?13:: Ofeih?:ge d LT Aﬁg\j nCF L 5000_12(_)230:2\? T e 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT X 2
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at g Y, exp! :
Carageway inctions as vehicles per peak hour
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range D eee cafez’tcyd.e us.tehrs DSBS Ca?e:’tcyd.e us.:s Cycle users are always
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and are expected to mix wi are expected to mix wi protected from motor
K . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher .
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic higher speed or volume speed or volume traffic when required by X 2
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor cor?ditionsthat are set out condit‘i)ons that are set out the conditions set in
tracks and off-road provision. Such » REHCESIEV IS i Table 3.2in Chapter 3 [NiniTable 3:2iniChapter 3 TR
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
> from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
L = Risk of collision
()
© A high proportion of collisions involving
(/)] cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore . L Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of fre ﬁledni :::3 J(::‘n::t?;]:te " infrequent and with Side roads closed or
collision. 13. Conflictin q Maior iunctions " effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads mc;vements a? TS conﬂiciin Jc el m})tor Maijor junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 1.5
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across ] traffic mgve{nents not conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major S traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good ¥
. network design should be self-explanatory and . IR, Gl uncleg % Geperally IEgLlDiEee Clear, understandable,
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ;
design ecliFeviilent D ell nese) rEere: Al (Ee el markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could S (] MELATIES et i e
9 understand where they and other road users 9 4 [ O road layout
should be and what movements they might
make
Ny e ab S Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb N vy it i) eaitist
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all 4 kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less y Ty L
Consider and . X K R . . . <1.5m or less . - with kerbside activity or
reduce risk from multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside (including any buffer) nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on T En B X 2
kerb side activit parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity alon sige );rkin / (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min includin buf)fler exceeds
Y with opened door gloa dig Y alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including 9 3m
9 parking) buffer
. Wherever possible routes should include
Reduce severi “ X B i i i i i
of collisions ty ‘evasion room” (such as grass verges)and 16. Evasion room and Ci’g'sigtb"s'(ho;?:a'rg The number of physical The route includes
where they do avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such unl"lecessa hazards hazarzz alory pmsére than hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0.5 2
oceur Y as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the i half of thge — reduced any physical hazards

severity of a collision should it occur




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 5 and 6

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

Option 2

Critical
Score

Factor Indicators

0 (Red)

Design Principle 1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Comments Comments Comments

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,
potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g.
from previous cycle lane)

Surface quality

17. Major and minor
defects

Numerous minor defects or
any number of major
defects

Minor and occasional

defects Smooth high grip surface 1

Pavement or carriageway construction

18. Surface type

Cycle route surface is
unbound or deterioration

Cycle route surface is

hand-laid with frequent Gl ELDUEED

machine laid and smooth, 1

v providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects  joints, or contains some with no defects [p.112]
o) [p.112] defects [p.112]
(™=
E 19. Desirable minimum 9
3 widths according to M;‘z:z:: (2;5cﬁofrt(:1v?5rig::te No more than 25% of the
(&) . . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths
Effective width : - - X volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . L . P
: : without risk of conflict with other users both on " o provision with widths which are maintained 0
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o
and off road. X are no more than 25% throughout whole route
are separated from motor desirable o e w g———
vehicles) minimum values.
I . T Route is well signed with
- Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate e ROUF © signing 1S poor il G.ap.s |dent!ﬁed O[S signs located at all
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be . X 0
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . f decision points and
decision points improved : .
junctions
Most of the link is Some sections of the link  The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently it. Full forward visibility is
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 2
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
Social safety and Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] reelss (i WAy (Thistl [p-68]
—— Y as safe and usable. Well used, well
5u|nerabi|ity of maintained, lit, overlooked
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link L
user ; Most of the link is . The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor ", .00 .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other visibility is achieved and 2
other obstacles create L
obstacles create regular lseslies et i vty vegetation is regularly
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
3 Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road . -
] X 23.1 ct
g Impact on rather than using footways which are not 9 mp.a on . Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian IFelesiiftm prows!on
. X . X pedestrians, Pedestrian ) L L . enhanced by cycling
) pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . :
; . Comfort Level based on 8 . . provision, or Pedestrian 2
»|including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ;
— o T T T n o . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
==1 with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly X Level C or below B or above
o n for London (Section 6.1) A
if the shared use path does not meet
E recommended widths
<
24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfinding

Minimise street

clutter Signing required to support scheme layout

consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Moderate amount of
signing particularly around
junctions

Large number of signs
needed, difficult to follow
and/ or leading to clutter

purposes only and not
causing additional
obstruction

Secure cycle
parking

Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure but not
overlooked and/ or only
providing the desirable

minimum level of provision

[p211]

Provision is secure,
overlooked, well-lit and
exceeds the desirable 0
minimum level of
provision [p211]

Provision not secure and
below the desirable
minimum level of provision
[p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 5 and 6

. o . (0 Baseline Option 1 Option 2
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green) P P
Score Comments Score Comments Score Comments
> 26. Cycle routes can No scope to amend Ozg/sstc;zeﬂ:;iz;;tyn;gte
#=48 Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve evolve to meet future cycling infrastructure once expand. evolve or adapt to X Not Applicable 1
E and improve as cycle demands change. demands installed [p.64] clfa n I,;’ R — P 64]
o) Meeting the preceding design principles in a 9ing p-
(1] way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
"6_ changing user needs will form a critical
© component of cycle networks. Trialling of
o] potential measures using more flexible 27. Cycle parking can be Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility
< Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim e Chaiv%vedz;r n?g:g); tgnce to «t"-,‘ox;;gz, ;volt\;e nt:r ::apt X Not Applicable 15
demands ging ging demanas
installed [p211] [p211]
Summary Existing Road Layout Proposed Road Layout (1)
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 83% 0 0%
(72
"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90% 0 0%
o
~ Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94% 0 0%
2
(g Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 100% 0 0%
Activeness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60% 0 0%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 25 63% 0 0%
12 24% 46 84% 0 0%

Audit Score Total (out of 54)



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8 and 9 (PR-A)
Option 1

Baseline Option 2

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Critical

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Score

Comments Score

Comments

Score Comments

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cyclists have dedicated

Cyclists can connect to connections to other

Connections . . . . other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 0.5 1.5 1.5
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right . . " N L ; . .
th twork turns dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their
e networl urn journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o wal d .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist abandoned’ at dfa route . n:a & L:)pto Cyclists ded with
L installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists yelsts are ‘abandoned a I SR, L yclsts are provided wh
Continuity and . X points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route,
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L . . 0 1.5 1.5
L= Wayfinding ‘abandoned’. particularly at junctions where length of the route no clear indication of how understand how to including through
() . 5 pb ; Y d tJ f 9 to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions
‘7, provision may be required to ensure safe including through junctions
o crossing movements
L
o
(&)
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or Gyl metiwais ey @ 2?'21-1200 ;gest;,:;i?\r;:ey o It(r;an fi(r)r?am ’:gleen
rid) of routes across the town or city 3 (Dl @ Eniss gieenhanienoy ° try Cycl t . g . rty Cycl
. 9 . . o based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and routes. L.ycle routes secondary routes. Lycle
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but  routes are continuous
network between the routes which make up the grid GISEEES LR SCETRRETY (RUES: Gl users experience some  and fully joined-up. The € g g
etwo . . P 9 primary and secondary users must dismountor . > exp . V) P- Y
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network t ithin th P are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
with a mesh width of 250m eSS AT UATS (ST of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p-30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route Link Length: 2,740 Link Length: 2,740 Link Length: 2,740
Deviation Factor is Cycle route | than  Cycle route is up to 20% Crow Plis: 2,280m Crow Plis: 2,280m Crow Flis: 2,280m
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the ycle route Is more than ycle route Is up to £0% Cycle route is at least as row Fies: £,20um row Fies: £,20um row Fies: £,250m
. K . 20% less direct than the less direct than the ' . Deviation Factor: 16.8% Deviation Factor: 16.8% Deviation Factor: 16.8%
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the . . direct as the equivalent 0 - X . . 0 - X . . 0 - X . .
‘as-the-crow-flies' distance as possible route by the straight line equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic motor traffic journey Alignment: Route is not along the main road. Alignment: Route is not along the main road. Alignment: Route is not along the main road.
as (EranHiy) elsEnEs, @ journey journey Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRB (15.0%) Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRB (15.0%) Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRB (15.0%)
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or u’:‘;g"?vri:m::gtt'gg?v‘;y;l:y users will need to give way traffic will need to give
Time: Erequency Io§§s I.‘Ight of v_vay on a route sh_ould be ) 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often to motor traffic on a similar - way to cycle users more
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 1.5 1.5 1.5
H . - E frequency than motor traffic will need B .
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle o T Y ) Gl Vs motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc glong a{outey[p 160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
(7] ‘ along a route [p.160 p.160
(7))
(<))
=
[T) At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle
"= Time: Delayat  be minimised. This includes assessing impact . . users at the junction is Y for cyck users at the junction is
. . . . . g 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is 1 1.5 1.5
'm| junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal greater than the overall equal to the overall dela less than the overall
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic q Y delay for motor traffic
for motor traffic [p.174]
[p.174] [p.174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyeleis travlel at_speed_ g CUELES CEmsiElly pres el e always
Jinks o bypass slow moving traffic speed on links slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 0.5 2 2
a cycle) ahead cyclists speed
Routes should avoid steep gradients where Some sections of route E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort exceed 3% gradient due to . cvation Min: 4 1m cvation Min: 4 Tm cvation Min: 4 1m
X There are no sections of Max Slope: 7.2% Max Slope: 7.2% Max Slope: 7.2%
. and discomfort. Where these are encountered, . Much of the route exceeds  local topography, but the
Gradients s el o s (o e @l 8. Gradient 3% gradient [p.60] route is desianed to route steeper than 3% 0 Average Slope: 2.7% 0 Average Slope: 2.7% 0 Average Slope: 2.7%
p 9 °9 - 9 gradient [p.60] West to East: Level along King's Gate and Carnegie West to East: Level along King's Gate and Carnegie West to East: Level along King's Gate and

gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

Place followed by decline along RDN to Fountainhall
Road

Place followed by decline along RDN to Fountainhall
Road

Carnegie Place followed by decline along RDN to
Fountainhall Road




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Indicators Critical 0 (Red)

Factor Design Principle

1 (Amber)

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8 and 9 (PR-A)

Baseline

2 (Green) Score Comments

Option 1
Score

Comments

Option 2
Score

Comments

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through
junctions where cyclists

85th percentile > 85th percentile

85th percentile

85th percentile

0.5 1.5 2
i 7mph (60kph > h 20mph- h <20mph
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are §har|ng fite S (O Sore Dipli-Lois i
Reduce/ remove X - X carriageway through the
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity . X
speed - ) . junction
differences where of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor
cvclists are vehicles so that they more closely match that
sﬁarin the of cyclists. This is particularly important at
carria gewa points where risk of collision is greater, such
9 Y as at junctions
;gc':t'?f) (r)]t:;r::;:geed on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile X 2 2
SETEEEEY 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the "
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor 17, st Uiits Velldine
. o .
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points on gectlons i Slielee ST ANDT, G =357 Iy 100? AAADIT e 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT 1 2 2
! . L carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at g
X X . as vehicles per peak hour
carriageway junctions
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside
should be separated from traffic — see LTN lane in critical range Inasr;):: Zifeegit;yrﬁlii uwsi,;rs In;:rg: Ceac‘;ee:tgyn:l; uwsigs Cycle users are always
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and motor terfic in significantl mom’: traffic in higher protected from motor
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic higher speed orgvolumey speed or volurr?e traffic when required by X 2 2
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor ij? ditions that are set out | con ditFi’ons that are set out the conditions set in
(e e GliTee| provikim. Slie WERICIESIDVINEIEES | Tobi 3.2 in Chapter 3 [NinTablei3.2iniChapter 3. TR
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to ' P : >
> from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
=y Risk of collision
()
"'“-, A high proportion of collisions involving
(7] cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore Side road junction Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of © road junctions infrequent and with Side roads closed or
. frequent and/ or untreated. . L
collision. 13. Conflictin e effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads mo'vements a% ‘unctions conﬂiciin Jc oy m'otor Major junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0 1.5 1.5
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across ] traffic mgve}:nents - conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
side roads Major R —— traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good .
Avoid complex ERK G SoT] o SeliFarplEer) e 14. Legible road co'::dleeliyrzlsé ?::i;r' s/ m(a-;ﬁ(ri]: r:"ayr:ggrf:i II-(a)agut (o, (S R,
. p self-evident to all road users. All users should e 9 P i 9 9 Y simple road markings and 1 1.5 2
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could
understand where they and other road users layout e road layout
should be and what movements they might
make
Ny G Eb S Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb Nt vy it i) eatst
Consider and Routes should be assessed in terms of all <1 sz_ less kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less with ke?!l)si d eEy
reduce risk from multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside (inclu d.in any buffer) nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on R En B 15 2 2
kerb side activit parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity alon sige );rkin / (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min includin buf)fler exceeds :
Y with opened door DY Y alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including 9
loading . 3m
parking) buffer
. Wherever possible routes should include i i .
Efe:;ﬁ:ics):;lerlty “evasion room” (such as grass verges)and 6. Brrter) G T C{g'StZ:tbr'SkhOf;::g The number of physical The route includes
where thev do avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such un;lecessa hazards hazarzz alor?, pm}cl:re than hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0 1.5 1.5
oceur Y as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the Y half of th% route reduced any physical hazards

severity of a collision should it occur




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8 and 9 (PR-A)

Baseline Option 1

Critical 0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Option 2
Score

Comments

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

17. Major and minor

Score Comments Score Comments

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any nu;";:;; daicy defects el lEh Gilp SwiEes g 2 2
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N .
Pavement or carriageway construction 18. Surface type unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent maghine o N 1 2 2
': providing smooth and level surface : p has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some . :
with no defects [p.112]
o) [p.112] defects [p.112]
(=4
E 19. Desirable minimum 9
3 widths according to M;‘z:z:: (2;5cﬁofrt(:1v?5rig::te No more than 25% of the
(&) . . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths
Effective width : - - X volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . L . P
: : without risk of conflict with other users both on " o provision with widths which are maintained 0.5 2 2
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o
and off road. X are no more than 25% throughout whole route
are separated from motor desirable o e w g———
vehicles) minimum values
I . TP Route is well signed with
- Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate At RouF © signing 1S poor iy G.ap.s |dent!ﬁed O[S signs located at all
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0 2 2
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . f decision points and
decision points improved ; .
junctions
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 1.5 2 2
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
Social safety and Routes should be appealing and be perceived [P-68] reeLes [ WALy (Thistl [p-68]
—— Y as safe and usable. Well used, well
5u|nerabi|ity of maintained, lit, overlooked
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link L
user ; Most of the link is . The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently
infrequently overlooked. . overlooked. Full forward
. ; overlooked. Vegetationor ", =L .
22. Isolation Vegetation or other visibility is achieved and 1 1 1
other obstacles create L
obstacles create regular lseslies restie i vty vegetation is regularly
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
3 Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road . -
] X 23.1 ct
g Impact on rather than using footways which are not 9 mp.a on . Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian IFelesiiftm prows!on
. X . X pedestrians, Pedestrian ) L L . enhanced by cycling
) pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling c on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . :
; " omfort Level based on : ’ ) provision, or Pedestrian 15 1 1.5
»|including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ;
— o T T T n o . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
==1 with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly X Level C or below B or above
o n for London (Section 6.1) A
if the shared use path does not meet
E recommended widths
g
24. Signs informative and Signing for wayfinding

Minimise street

clutter Signing required to support scheme layout

consistent but not
overbearing or
of inappropriate size

Large number of signs Moderate amount of
needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around
and/ or leading to clutter junctions

purposes only and not
causing additional
obstruction

Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within
parking businesses and on-street

25. Evidence of bicycles
parked to street furniture
or cycle stands

Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
overlooked and/ or only  overlooked, well-lit and
providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0.5 1
minimum level of provision minimum level of
[p211] provision [p211]

Provision not secure and
below the desirable
minimum level of provision
[p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve
and improve as cycle demands change.
Meeting the preceding design principles in a
way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
changing user needs will form a critical
component of cycle networks. Trialling of
potential measures using more flexible
infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim

Adaptability

Cycle Parking

Indicators

26. Cycle routes can
evolve to meet future
demands

27. Cycle parking can be
increased to meet future
demands

Critical

2 (Green)

Only some of the route
has the flexibility to
expand, evolve or adapt to
changing demands [p.64]

No scope to amend
cycling infrastructure once

Has only limited flexibility
to expand, evolve or adapt
to changing demands

Has no scope to expand,

changing demands once

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8 and 9 (PR-A)

Baseline
Score Comments

X Not Applicable

X Not Applicable

Existing Road Layout

Option 1
Score Comments

1.5

Proposed Road Layout (1)

@ Stantec

Option 2
Score Comments

Proposed Road Layout
(Rubislaw Den North - Cycle

Summary

Cohesion (out of 6) 0.5 8% 67% 4 67%

"—g Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 50% 5 50%
|$ Safety (outof 16) X X 14 88% 15 94%
§ Comfort (out of 8) 2.5 31% 100% 8 100%
Activeness (out of 10) 5.5 55% 6 60% 6.5 65%

Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 25 63% 3 75%

12 23% 40 73% 42 77%

Audit Score Total (out of 54)



Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8, 10 and 11 (PR-B)

Option 1
Score

Baseline

Critical
Score

0 (Red)

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Comments

Comments

Option 2

Score Comments

Cyclists should be able to easily and safely
join and navigate along different sections of

1. Ability to join/ leave
route safely and easily:

Cyclists cannot connect to

Cyclists have dedicated

Cyclists can connect to connections to other

Connections . . . . other routes without other routes with minimal  routes provided, with no 0.3 1.3 1.5
the same route and between different routes in consider left and right . . " N L ; . .
r——— turns dismounting disruption to their journey interruption to their
journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in o wal d .
provision. ‘End of route’ signs should not be Cyclist abandoned’ at dfa route B n:a 5 L:)pto Cyclists ded with
L installed — cyclists should be shown how the 2. Provision for cyclists yelsts are ‘abandoned a I SR, L yclsts are provided wh
Continuity and . X points along the route with cyclists can clearly a continuous route,
- route continues. Cyclists should not be throughout the whole L . . 0.0 2.0 2.0
L= Wayfinding ‘abandoned’. particularly at junctions where length of the route no clear indication of how understand how to including through
() . 5 pb ; Y d tJ f 9 to continue their journey ~ navigate between them, junctions
"7, z:gzlssi:](;ngo?/);mi::gu"e D GRS including through junctions
(<))
L
o
(&)
Cycle network density is ~ Cycle network density is
Srale e EyiE 200-800 m between key less than 200 m between
G of outes aeross the ownor iy 3 Densiy of routes greater han 00 m PRV Sl | secondanyroutes, Cyc
. 9 . . o based on mesh width i.e. between key primary and routes. L.ycle routes secondary routes. Lycle
Density of The density of the network is the distance X contribute to a network but  routes are continuous
network between the routes which make up the grid GISEEES BEEE SCETRRETY (RUES: Gl users experience some  and fully joined-up. The e .l e
etwol 0. . p 9 primary and secondary users must dismountor . X P . V) p- Y
pattern. The ultimate aim should be a network " ithin th P are ‘abandoned’ at the end disruption when connecting  allow cycle users to
with a mesh width of 250m eSS ETUATAIUATS (NS of a route [.30] between routes, and maintain consistent
P- navigation may be difficult ~ speed, are well-signed
[p-30] and intuitive [p.30]
4. Deviation of route
Deviation Factor is Cvcle route is more than | Cycle route is up to 20% Link Length: 2,670m Link Length: 2,670m Link Length: 2,670m
Routes should follow the shortest option calculated by dividing the 2();0 o less direct than the yless direct thzn the °  Cycle route is at least as Crow Flies: 2,270m Crow Flies: 2,270m Crow Flies: 2,270m
Distance available and be as near to the actual distance along the ° ) direct as the equivalent 1.0 Deviation Factor: 15.0% 1.0 Deviation Factor: 15.0% 1.0 Deviation Factor: 15.0%
. s . X . equivalent motor traffic equivalent motor traffic . ) X . . ) X . . ) X . .
as-the-crow-flies’ distance as possible route by the straight line iourne ‘ourne motor traffic journey Alignment: Route is not along the main road. Alignment: Route is not along the main road. Alignment: Route is not along the main road.
(crow-fly) distance, or Journey journey Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRA (16.8%) Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRA (16.8%) Compare DF for MR (7.2%) and PRA (16.8%)
shortest road alternative
o . At priority junctions cycle At priority junctions motor
The number of times a cyclist has to stop or u’:‘;g':vri:m::gtt'gn?vzyzz users will need to give way traffic will need to give
Time: Frequency loses right of way on a route should be . . atog Y to motor traffic on a similar way to cycle users more
. s L . . 5. Stopping and give way to motor traffic more often . ;
of required stops minimised. This includes stopping and give B number of occasions as  often than cycle users will 1.7 1.7 1.5
H . - E frequency than motor traffic will need B .
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle to give way to cycle users motor traffic will need to  need to give way to motor
barriers, pedestrian-only zones etc alon a{outey[ 160] give way to cycle users traffic along a route
3 9 p: along a route [p.160] [p.160]
(<))
=
"6 At signalised junctions the At signalised iunctions the At signalised junctions
Q The length of delay caused by junctions should overall delay for cycle ovirall del aj for cycle the overall delay for cycle
"= Time: Delayat  be minimised. This includes assessing impact 6. Delay at junctions users at the junction is users at theYunctign s users at the junction is 07 10 15
'm| junctions of multiple or single stage crossings, signal : yat] greater than the overall equal to the oi/ erall dela less than the overall : : :
timings, toucan crossings etc delay for motor traffic ?or i (e 17 4]y delay for motor traffic
[p-174] . [p-174]
Time: Delay on  The length of delay caused by not being able 7. Ability to maintain own Cyeleis travlel at_speed_ g B Rl pres el e always
Jinks o (e elle et fefite Sl e s slowest vehicle (including slow traffic and other choose an appropriate 0.3 1.7 1.5
0 bypass slo oving peedo a cycle) ahead cyclists speed
Routes should avoid steep gradients where Some sections of route E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m E:eva:ion m?)f:4917m
possible. Uphill sections increase time, effort exceed 3% gradient due to . evation . - N m evation . - N m evation . - N m
and discomfort. Where these are encountered Much of the route exceeds  local topography, but the THES &7 10 SIS 6 Max Slope: 7.0% Max Slope: 7.0% Max Slope: 7.0%
Gradients § ’ 8. Gradient ¥ route steeper than 3% 1.0 Average Slope: 2.7% 1.0 Average Slope: 2.7% 1.0 Average Slope: 2.7%

routes should be planned to minimise climbing
gradient and allow users to retain momentum
gained on the descent

3% gradient [p.60]

route is designed to
minimise the length of
these sections [p.60]

gradient [p.60]

West to East: Level along King's Gate and Carnegie
Place followed by decline along RDS to Fountainhall
Road

West to East: Level along King's Gate and Carnegie
Place followed by decline along RDS to Fountainhall
Road

West to East: Level along King's Gate and
Carnegie Place followed by decline along RDS to
Fountainhall Road




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
Client: Aberdeen City Council

Safety

Factor

Indicators Critical 0 (Red)

1 (Amber)

Design Principle

9. Motor traffic speed on
approach and through

junctions where cyclists 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8, 10 and 11 (PR-B)

2 (Green)

85th percentile

Baseline
Score

Option 1
Score

Comments

Option 2

Comments Score

Comments

. X 1.7 2.0
Reduce/ remove Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing are sharing the 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
the carriageway, the key to reducing severity ~ carriageway through the
speed L . . . .
: of collisions is reducing the speeds of motor ~ junction
differences where .
; vehicles so that they more closely match that
cyclists are . . . X
- of cyclists. This is particularly important at
sharing the X : B
. points where risk of collision is greater, such
carriageway as at junctions 10. Motor traffi d
se(.:tiocr)::)fr:h;es:ee on 85th percentile > 85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile X 20 20
. 37mph (60kph) >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph : :
carriageway
Avoid high motor Cyclists should not be required to share the X
traffic volumes  carriageway with high volumes of motor 7. Dt {fite VeIl
. v o .
where cyclists vehicles. This is particularly important at points on slectlons Sl STCEY AADT, G657 100? DANDIT et 2500-5000 and <2% HGV 0-2500 AADT X 20 20
! . L carriageway, expressed HGV 2-5% HGV
are sharing the  where risk of collision is greater, such as at .
X X . as vehicles per peak hour
carriageway junctions
Where speed differences and high motor Cyclists sharing
vehicle flows cannot be reduced cyclists carriageway — nearside I i I I
1/20 (Figure 4.1) or CbD (Figure 3.2). 12. Segregation to between 3.2m and pected o mi P - protected from motor
K . . . . . N motor traffic in significantly motor traffic in higher .
This separation can be achieved at varying reduce risk of collision 3.9m wide and traffic . traffic when required by X 2.0 2.0
A . N higher speed or volume speed or volume o )
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid  alongside or from behind volumes prevent motor i L the conditions set in
track d off.road ision. Such - —— conditions that are set out =~ conditions that are set out Table 3.2 in Chapter 3
TS EIAe] CliFRE [FREIE. SUE » ¢ VING €8SIY ) Tobje 3.2 in Chapter 3 in Table 3.2 in Chapter 3 : P
segregation should reduce the risk of collision into opposite lane to
from beside or behind the cyclist pass cyclists.
Risk of collision
A high proportion of collisions involving
cyclists occur at junctions. Junctions therefore . L Side road junctions
need particular attention to reduce the risk of RIS G Uil infrequent and with Side roads closed or
L. frequent and/ or untreated. " P
collision. At S effective entry treatments.  treated to blend in with
. . g . 13. Conflicting Maijor junctions, o L L .
Junction treatments include: Minor/side roads . . L Maijor junctions, principal footway. Major junctions, 0.0 1.3 1.5
. - . movements at junctions conflicting cycle/ motor b L
— cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across 4 conflicting cycle/ motor  all conflicting cycle/ motor
. k raffic movements not
side roads Major S traffic movements traffic streams separated
roads — separation of cyclists from motor traffic separated
through junctions
Avoid complex designs which require users to
process large amounts of information. Good ¥
. network design should be self-explanatory and . IR, Gl uncleg % Geperally g LlDiEee Clear, understandable,
Avoid complex . 14. Legible road complex road markings/  markings and road layout . ;
. self-evident to all road users. All users should X i~ simple road markings and 1.0 1.7 2.0
design markings and road layout unclear or unfamiliar road ~ but some elements could
understand where they and other road users . road layout
X layout be improved
should be and what movements they might
make
Narrow cycle lanes Significant conflict with Some conflict with kerb Nof very limited conflict
. Routes should be assessed in terms of all Y kerbside activity (e.g. side activity — e.g. less . Ty -
Consider and . X X . . . . <1.5m or less . s with kerbside activity or
. multi-functional uses of a street including car ~ 15. Conflict with kerbside = . " nearside cycle lane < 2m frequent activity on .
reduce risk from . S X L L (including any buffer) § ! . K . . width of cycle lane 2.0 2.0 2.0
kerb side activit parking, bus stops, parking, including collision activity S - (including buffer) wide nearside of cyclists, min including buffer exceeds
Y with opened door geicep 9 alongside kerbside 2m cycle lanes including 9
loading . 3m
parking) buffer
. Wherever possible routes should include i i .
Efe:;ﬁ:ics):;lerlty “evasion room” (such as grass verges)and 6. Brter) G T C{g'StZ:tbr'SkhOf;::g The number of physical The route includes
i pp Y Phy hazards could be further evasion room and avoids 0.7 1.7 1.5

where they do
occur

avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such
as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the
severity of a collision should it occur

hazards along more than
half of the route

unnecessary hazards
Y reduced

any physical hazards




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
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Factor Design Principle

Indicators

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8, 10 and 11 (PR-B)

Baseline Option 1

1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

Critical 0 (Red)

Option 2

Density of defects including non cycle friendly
ironworks, raised/ sunken covers/ gullies,

17. Major and minor

Score Comments Score Comments

Numerous minor defects or . .
Minor and occasional

Score

Comments

potholes, poor quality carriageway paint (e.g. defects any nu;";:;; daicy defects el lEh Gilp SwiEes 1 2 28
from previous cycle lane)
Surface quality
Cycle route surface is Cycle route surface is N -,
Pavement or carriageway construction unbound or deterioration hand-laid with frequent 4 : :
- 18. Surface type L . machine laid and smooth, 1.0 1.7 2.0
providing smooth and level surface has led to frequent defects ~ joints, or contains some .
‘: with no defects [p.112]
o) [p.112] defects [p.112]
£
19. Desirable minimum 9
3 widths according to M;‘z:z:: (2;5cﬁofrt(:1v?5rig::te No more than 25% of the
(&) . . Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle . cludes cycle p route includes cycle Recommended widths
Effective width : - - X volume of cyclists and with widths which are no . L . P
. . without risk of conflict with other users both on . o provision with widths which are maintained 0.3 1.7 2.0
without conflict route type (where cyclists more than 25% below o
and off road. ted fi " P are no more than 25% throughout whole route
are .separa €d from motor - below desirable minimum
vehicles) minimum values.
I . T Route is well signed with
— Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate P ROUF © signing I poor iy G.ap.s |dent!ﬁed 0 (e signs located at all
Wayfinding . 20. Signing signs missing at key signing which could be L . 0.0 2.0 2.0
the routes without the need to refer to maps - . f decision points and
decision points improved : .
junctions
Most of the link is Some sections of the link ~ The cycle link is well lit.
infrequently lit. Vegetation are infrequently lit. Full forward visibility is
21. Lighting or other obstacles create Vegetation or other achieved and vegetation 1.3 2.0 2.0
regular breaks in visibility ~obstacles create localised  is regularly maintained
. Routes should be appealing and be perceived [p-68] reelss (i WAy (Thistl [p-68]
Social safety and
) as safe and usable. Well used, well
perceived L .
" maintained, lit, overlooked
vulnerability of .
routes are more attractive and therefore more o Some sections of the link s
user ; Most of the link is . The cycle link is well
likely to be used . are infrequently
infrequently overlooked. Ly . - overlooked. Full forward
22. Isolation Vegetation or other - Vea visibility is achieved and 1.0 1.0 1.0
other obstacles create L
obstacles create regular el et i visiihiy vegetation is regularly
breaks in visibility [p.68] [0.68] maintained [p.68]
3 Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle
provision can enable people to cycle on-road . -
. X 23.1 ct
) Impact on rather than using footways which are not 9 mp.a on . Route impacts negatively ~ No impact on pedestrian IFelesiiftm prows!on
c : . . . pedestrians, Pedestrian ) - o ) enhanced by cycling
) pedestrians, suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling on pedestrian provision, provision or Pedestrian . :
; " Comfort Level based on : ’ ) provision, or Pedestrian 0.7 1.3 1.5
»|including people onto well used footpaths may reduce the X . Pedestrian Comfortis at ~ Comfort Level remains at ;
— o e T T n o . Pedestrian Comfort guide Comfort Level remains at
==1 with disabilities  quality of provision for both users, particularly X Level C or below B or above
o n for London (Section 6.1) A
if the shared use path does not meet
E recommended widths
whd
b
L 2 Slgns ISR S Large number of signs Moderate amount of S i g
Minimise street i . consistent but not . o N purposes only and not
Signing required to support scheme layout . needed, difficult to follow  signing particularly around ; " 1.0 1.0 1.0
clutter overbearing or N A causing additional
X . . and/ or leading to clutter junctions .
of inappropriate size obstruction
Provision not secure and Provision is secure but not  Provision is secure,
Secure cycle Ease of access to secure cycle parking within 2, [BRETES Gl bIEyEles below the desirable overiooked and/ or only. RCHEIECiEEC NI
4 yele p 9 parked to street furniture providing the desirable exceeds the desirable 0.3 0.7 1.0

parking businesses and on-street

or cycle stands

minimum level of provision

[p211] minimum level of provision minimum level of

[p211] provision [p211]




Project: A944/ A9119 Active Travel Corridor
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Adaptability

Factor Design Principle

Cycle Routes Cycling infrastructure should be able to evolve
and improve as cycle demands change.
Meeting the preceding design principles in a
way that allows infrastructure to adapt to
changing user needs will form a critical
component of cycle networks. Trialling of
potential measures using more flexible

Cycle Parking infrastructure will assist in meeting this aim

Indicators

26. Cycle routes can
evolve to meet future
demands

27. Cycle parking can be
increased to meet future
demands

Critical

Cycle Level of Service Assessment
Links 8, 10 and 11 (PR-B)

0 (Red) 1 (Amber) 2 (Green)

o) e300 et Only some of the route

L has the flexibility to
cycling infrastructure once
installed [0.64] expand, evolve or adapt to
changing demands [p.64]

Has no scope to expand,  Has only limited flexibility
evolve or adapt to to expand, evolve or adapt
changing demands once to changing demands
installed [p211] [p211]

Baseline
Score Comments

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Existing Road Layout

Option 1
Score

1.0

1.7

Proposed Road Layout (1)

Comments

Option 2
Score

Comments

@ Stantec

Proposed Road Layout

SITEELR] (Rubislaw Den South Cycle
Cohesion (out of 6) 0.3 6% 4.3 72% 45 75%
"—g Directness (out of 10) 4.7 47% 6.3 63% 6.5 65%
|$ Safety (out of 16) X X 14.3 90% 15.0 94%
§ Comfort (out of 8) 2.7 33% 7.3 92% 8.0 100%
Activeness (out of 10) 4.3 43% 6.0 60% 6.5 65%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2.7 67% 3.0 75%
12 24% 41 76% 44 81%

Audit Score Total (out of 54)
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Appendix D: Detailed CLoS Scoring (Description)
Contents

®  Detailed description of the CLoS assessment scoring
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Link 1: Brimmond Drive to Westhill Drive
Overview

Link 1 is part of Straik Road (A944) in Westhill and is located between a footpath from Brimmond Drive to the
roundabout junction with Westhill Drive shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be described (west to east) as:

®  Single carriageway road with 40mph speed limit

= Standard streetlighting on the northern side

= A narrow footway/ shared-use path on the southern side separated from the carriageway by a grass verge
= No formal crossing facilities at side roads

m  Separate shared-use path for access to the Westhill Industrial Estate

= At the Westhill Drive roundabout the only signal controlled crossing facility is a staggered Toucan crossing
on the western arm.

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment, the cycle route within the existing road layout is via the footway/
shared-use path on the southern side of Straik Road.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 1 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5501 and 5502 (Appendix B) and can be
summarised as follows.

®  Toucan crossing to connect the existing Brimmond Drive footpath to the new cycle track and footway

m  Segregated two-way cycle track (3 metre wide) and footway (2 metre wide) on southern side of road with 1
metre wide verge

®  Priority parallel crossings at junction with Enterprise Drive and entrance to the Premier Inn hotel
= Protected cycle transitions on Enterprise Drive to allow users to continue journey south

= Highway boundary constraints adjacent to the Tesco Extra store require a section of shared-use path to
connect to the proposed two-way cycle track with the upgraded Toucan crossing on the Straik Road arm of
the Westhill Drive junction

= Two-stage direct Toucan crossing to link shared-use paths across western arm of roundabout
= Widening of existing shared-use path to 3 metre minimum with 1 metre verge where required

= Toucan crossing on Westhill Drive arm of roundabout to connect to new segregated cycleway and footway
on northern side of A944.

CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 1 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 4.

Table 4: CLoS scoring - Link 1

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 4 67%
Directness (out of 10) 5 50% 9 90%
Safety (out of 16) 13 81% 16 100%
Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 8 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 5 50% 7 70%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 28 56% 47 87%

The existing shared-use path provides an adequate provision for cyclists which is reflected in the overall CLoS
score of 28 (56%).

The proposed two-way cycle track on the southern side of the road and improvements to side road crossings
improves the score to 48 (87%) which represents a high LoS as defined by CbD.
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The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 4. This
indicates that if the proposals can be delivered there is little opportunity to improve the provision.

anns Eniwbiig Flomd Livpsil Coheslon (out of §)

Adaptatility jout of 4) . Directross (out of 10}

Attractivensss [oul of 10] . Salety (out of 18)

Cembort (ouf of 8)

Figure 4: CLoS scoring - Link 1




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

Link 2: Westhill Drive to A90 AWPR roundabout
Overview

Link 2 is part of the A944 between the roundabout junctions at Westhill Drive and the A90 Aberdeen Western
Peripheral Road (AWPR) as shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be described (west to east) as:

= Dual carriageway road with a 40mph speed limit

=  Standard streetlighting along extent

= Shared-use path with verge separation on both sides of carriageway from Westhill Drive roundabout to
A9119 junction

= The A944 jjw A9119 is signal controlled and includes a staggered signal controlled shared-use crossing on
the western arm — no other crossing facilities are provided

= The A944 jiw A9119 has an ASL on the A9119 approach

= The cycle route connections between the A9119 and the A944 are poor

m  There is a residential access road between the A9119 junction and Cormack Park access which has limited
natural surveillance

= The layout of the Cormack Park access junction is subject to change under the Aberdeen Football Club
planning application for a new stadium at Cormack Park

= Shared-use path with no verge separation on north side of the road between the Cormack Park access and
A90 AWPR roundabout

= No formal crossing arrangements at side roads and accesses

= The A90 AWPR junction is a large high-speed roundabout where cyclists use the share-use path along the
northern perimeter of the roundabout. This requires crossing A90 northbound entry and southbound exit
slip roads (both signal controlled) and two priority junctions at Borrowstone Road and Old Borrowstone
Road

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment, the cycle route within the existing road layout uses a shared-use

path and the residential access road to Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage residential properties to

the north of the A944. At the A90 AWPR junction, pedestrians and cyclists are required to cross four roads on

the northern side of the junction. Two of the four crossing are not signal controlled.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 2 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5502, 5503, 5504 and 5505 (Appendix B)

and can be summarised as follows.

m  Segregated two-way cycle track (3 metre wide) and footway (2 metre wide) on northern side of road with 1
metre wide verge

= A section of shared-use path (3 metre wide path with 1 metre wide verge) on the northern side of road
where the Brodiach Burn bridge creates a constraint to the highway boundary

= At the A9119 junction the existing layout is retained but with improved road markings and signage for
wayfinding

= At the A9119 junction the alternative cycle route option (see below) adds a controlled shared-use crossing
on the residential road

= Between the A9119 junction and the Cormack Park access the route uses the residential access road as a
mixed traffic street to the north of the Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage properties

= An alternative route developed in response to uncertainty around the Aberdeen Football Club stadium
access proposals at Cromack Park continues the two-way cycle track (3 metre wide) with 1 metre verge
alongside the A944 to the south of the Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage residential properties

= Narrowing of central reservation on carriageway to provide width for cycle track and requiring closing of
turning gaps

= Minor accesses to be retained with dropped kerbs

®=  Bus lane provision on approach to A90 AWPR roundabout (to be delivered separately)
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®  Priority parallel crossing at access to Cairdhillock Farmhouse

= Atthe A90 AWPR roundabout, two signal controlled parallel crossings are proposed giving pedestrians and
cyclists a more direct route through the junction via the northern verge of the central island.

It should be noted the bus lanes shown on the proposed road layouts form part of a different study. They are
shown here to demonstrate how improvements to bus, cycle, walking and wheeling infrastructure would
integrate to provide a coordinated improvement to travel options along this section of the A944.

CLoS Scoring

A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 2 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 5.

Table 5: CLoS scoring - Link 2

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 2 33% 3 50%
Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 7 70%
Safety (out of 16) 12 75% 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 6 75%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 3 30% 5 50%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 23 46% 39 72%

The existing shared-use path provides an adequate provision for cyclists which is reflected in the overall CLoS
score of 23 (46%). This is a lower score than Link 1 because parts of the shared-use path are narrow (at the
Brodiach Burn bridge) or have no verge separation (Cormack Park to A90 AWPR junction) and part of the route
is more secluded.

The proposed two-way cycle track on the northern side of the road and improvements to side road crossings
improves the score to 39 (72%) which represents a high LoS as defined by CbD. Included in this is the more
direct route through the A90 AWPR junction.

The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 5.
Opportunities to improve the proposals are most achievable in those indicators that define Attractiveness and
relate to providing good street lighting levels, signage and road markings particularly along the along the mixed
traffic section of the route. The proposals show an alternative option which avoids the mixed traffic street
section and continues the cycle track along the northern side the A944 but this has property boundary and so
significant engineering constraints.
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Link 3 — A90 AWPR to Jessiefield roundabout
Overview
Link 3 is part of the A944 between the A90 AWPR and Jessiefield roundabouts shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be described (west to east) as:

= The A90 AWPR junction is a large high-speed roundabout where cyclists use the share-use path along the
northern perimeter of the roundabout. This requires crossing A90 northbound entry and southbound exit
slip roads (both signal controlled) and two priority junctions at Borrowstone Road and Old Borrowstone
Road

= Dual carriageway road with 40 mph speed limit

= Shared-use path with no verge separation on north side between A90 AWPR roundabout and Kingswells
Causeway

m  Off-set shared-use staggered crossing of Kingswells Causeway

= Segregated cycle track and footway between Kingswells Causeway and the Fairley Road roundabout

m  Off-set shared-use staggered crossing on Fairley Road

= Mixed traffic street along Old Skene Road with on-street parking and frequent side roads

= No formal crossing arrangements at side roads or vehicle accesses

= Standard streetlighting along extent.

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment, the cycle route within the existing road layout is along the shared-
use path on the northern side of the A944 with shared-use crossings on Kingswells Causeway and Fairley

Road. Between the Fairley Road and Jessiefield roundabout junctions the cycle route is via Old Skene Road
and a shared use path.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 3 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5505, 5506, 5507, 5508 and 5509
(Appendix B) and can be summarised as follows.

= At the A90 AWPR roundabout the cycle track is aligned along the northern edge of the central island with
new signal controlled parallel crossings on the circulatory lanes and which connect the cycle track to the
northern side of the A944

= A90 AWPR to Kingswells Causeway - segregated two-way (3 metre wide) cycle track and footway (2 metre
wide) on northern side of road with 1 metre wide verge to be provided but which requires a narrowing of the
central reservation. If this is not possible then sections may need to revert to shared-use particularly
adjacent to the petrol filling station and protected woodland. Give-ways may be required at the vehicle entry
and exit to the petrol filling station forecourt due to property boundary constraints

= At the Kingswell Causeway junction the staggered shared-use crossing will be replaced with a separate
pedestrian (staggered) and cycle (straight across) parallel crossings

= Kingswells Causeway to Fairley Road — the segregated two-way cycle track and footway will be improved
through widening of both the track and footway

= At the Fairley Road junction the staggered shared-use crossing will be replaced with a separate pedestrian
(staggered) and cycle (straight-across) parallel crossings

®=  Fairley Road to the Jessiefield roundabout — pedestrians and cyclists will use the existing route along Old
Skene Road but the road layout will be designed around cycle street principles to create a safe mixed
traffic route for cyclists

= An alternative route to using Old Skene Road uses a dedicated cycleway (3 metre wide) with 1 metre verge
separation along the northern edge of the A944 between the Fairley Road and Jessiefield roundabouts

= Fairley Road to the Jessiefield roundabout (alternative route) - pedestrians and cyclists use Old Skene
Road but with significant changes made to the road layout to make it suitable for cycling as mixed traffic
street (road narrowing, rationalisation of the on-street parking)

= West of Jessefield roundabout, the existing shared-use path will join the proposed track and return to a 3
metre wide segregated two-way cycle track and 2 metre wide footway with 1 metre verge separation

= Narrowing of central reservation to provide width for track, requiring closing of turning gaps




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

= Minor accesses to be retained

m  Additional bus priority measures on the eastbound approach to Kingswells Causeway and the east and
westbound approach to the Fairley Road roundabout while the southern bypass lane for Jessefield
roundabout to be repurposed as a bus lane

®  Priority parallel crossing at Ardene House Vet access
m  Parallel crossing on northern arm of Jessefield roundabout to be set back from give way line

Again, the bus lane provision (part of a different study) is shown to demonstrate how improvements to bus,
cycle, walking and wheeling infrastructure would integrate to provide a coordinated improvement to travel
options along this section of the A944.

CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 1 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 6.

Table 6: CLoS scoring - Link 3

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 2 33% 4 67%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 6 60%
Safety (out of 16) 7 44% 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 7 88%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 3 30% 5 50%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 17 34% 40 74%

The existing shared-use path provides an adequate provision for cyclists which is reflected in the overall CLoS
score of 17 (34%). This is lower than Link 2 due to the share-use path being narrow and for much of its length
having no verge separation. Side road and access road crossings either have no protection from turning traffic
or cyclists must share staggered crossing facilities with pedestrians.

The proposed two-way cycle track and improvements to side road crossings between the A90 AWPR and
Fairley Road junctions plus the cycle street proposals for Old Skene Road improves the score to 40 (74%) and
which represents a high LoS as defined by CbD.

The extent to which the CL0oS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 6.
Improvements could be made to Directness and Attractiveness but there is little opportunity to increase the
score for those indicators that define these design principles. For example, the route is relatively straight and
the gradient fixed (Directness) while street lighting levels and signing would not improve above and beyond
those already proposed (Attractiveness).

The alternative route via Old Skene Road that continues the two-way cycle track on the northern side of the
road is only marginally shorter in distance and would be less Coherent given the reduced opportunity to
connect to the residential areas of Kingswells. Although not considered by the CL0oS assessment this option
also has considerable highway engineering constraints.
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Link 4 - Jessiefield roundabout to King’s Gate
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Figure 7: Skene Road where a two-way cycle track and separate footway is proposed on the south (left) side of the road

Overview

Link 4 includes Skene Road and part of Queen’s Road (A9119) between the Jessiefield and King’s Gate
roundabouts shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout

Within the existing road layout, the cycle route is provided by a shared-use path along the northern side of
Skene Road and Queen’s Road. Between the junctions with Woodend Crescent and the King’s Gate
roundabout the cycling provision is assumed to be on-road given the lack of signage and road markings to
suggest otherwise but also the inbound bus lane permitting use by cyclists.

The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:
= Narrow shared-use path with no verge separation on north side between Jessefield roundabout and

Woodend Crescent junction

= On-road cycle route provision between the Woodend Crescent junction and the King’s Gate roundabout
with eastbound cyclists using the bus lane

= Bus lane between Provost Graham Avenue and a 45 metre set back from the King’'s Gate roundabout

= Single carriageway road with 40 mph speed limit between Jessiefield roundabout and Cemetery junction
and 30 mph speed limit between the Cemetery junction and the King’s Gate roundabout

= Shared-use crossings at the Cemetery and Groats Road signal controlled junctions but not at Provost
Graham Avenue

= One Toucan crossings and two Pelican crossings
= No formal crossing arrangements at minor side roads or minor access roads
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=  Standard streetlighting along extent

This link is used by bus services on Routes 4, 5, 6 and 6A with those on Route 11 only using the section
between Hazlehead Gardens and the King’'s Gate roundabout.

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment, the cycle route within the existing road layout uses the shared-use
path on the northern side of Skene Road and Queen’s Road until the Woodend Crescent junction where cycling
is on-road (in both directions) until the King’s Gate roundabout.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 4 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5510, 5512, 5513 and 5514 (Appendix B)
and can be summarised as follows.

= Jessiefield roundabout to Craigden a 3 metre wide segregated two-way cycle track and 2 metre wide
footway is provided on the northern side of road with minimal buffer separation and requiring a narrowing
width of the road carriageway to 6.8 metres

m  Section of shared-use path between Craigden and Woodend Crescent due to mature trees constraining
opportunities to widen the highway boundary

= Woodend Crescent to King’s Gate roundabout a 3 metre wide segregated cycle track is provided along the
southern side of the residential road that runs parallel to Queen’s Road - this section of road becomes one-
way and allows the inbound bus lane to be retained on Queen’s Road between Provost Graham Avenue
and the King’s Gate roundabout

= Cycle track given priority over side road traffic using continuous footways (Den Burn road, Den of
Maidencraig Local Nature Reserve car park access, Queen’s Den) and potentially off-set cycle tracks
(Queen’s Den)

= Cycle track bus stop bypasses

= Improved crossing facilities provided at the Hazlehead Cemetery Access Road, Groats Road and Provost
Graham Avenue to ensure good cycle track connectivity.

CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 1 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 7.

Table 7: CLoS scoring - Link 4

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 4 67%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 8 80%
Safety (out of 16) 5 31% 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 6 75%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 4 40% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 17 34% 42 78%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists based on a shared-use path which is reflected in the overall CLoS
score of 17 (34%). This score is relatively low because the share-use path is narrow and for much of its length,
has no verge separation and is not continuous, relying on untreated and unsigned mixed traffic sections. Side
and access road crossings have no protection from turning traffic with cyclists required to give-way.

The proposed two-way cycle track on the northern side of the road and improvements to side and access road
crossings increases the score to 42 (78%) which represents a high LoS as defined by CbD.

The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 8. The
lowest CLoS scores relate to Directness and Attractiveness but there is little scope for the proposals to improve
on these scores given adjacent land uses (predominantly farmland) and route topography which are fixed/
remain unchanged.
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Link 5 - King’s Gate to Anderson Drive

Overview

Link 5 includes Queen’s Road (A9119) between the King's Gate and Anderson Drive roundabouts shown in
Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

m  Single carriageway road with 30mph speed limit
=  Standard streetlighting along extent
= Advisory cycle lanes between King's Gate and Viewfield Road

= No cycle route provision between Viewfield Road junction and Anderson Drive roundabout although
inbound cyclist are permitted to use the bus lane

=  |nbound bus lane (Monday-Saturday, 7.30-9.30am and 4 — 6pm) between Viewfield Road and a 40 metre
set-back from the Anderson Drive roundabout

= Advance Stop Lines at the Springfield Road and Hill of Rubislaw junctions

= No signal controlled crossings for cyclists along Queen’s Road or at the Anderson Drive junction

= Most side roads do not have a formal crossing provision

= Frequency vehicle cross-overs to access private driveways

= High speed and multi-lane roundabout at the Anderson Drive junction

This link is used by bus services on Routes 4, 5, 6 and 6A with those on Route 11 only using the section
between Hazlehead Gardens and the King’'s Gate roundabout.

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment, the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road, mixed with
traffic and using the advisory cycle lanes where provided.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 5 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5514, 5515 and 5516 (Appendix B) and can
be summarised as follows.

= 1.5 metre wide one-way cycle tracks with 0.2 metre buffers along both sides of the carriageway

= Traffic lane widths reduced (minimum of 3.4 metres) to accommodate cycle tracks — some localised
widening may be required

= The inbound bus lane between Viewfield Road and the Anderson Drive roundabout is removed to
accommodate the cycle tracks

= Anderson Drive roundabout modified to provide signal controlled parallel crossings on all arms

= All residential driveway accesses retained except for the access on the northwest corner of the Anderson
Drive roundabout

= Crossings at all signal controlled junctions modified to accommodate share-use

= Bus stop by-passes using shared-use areas with dropped kerbs to exit and enter the cycle tracks

= Cycle ‘early release’ proposed at the Springfield Road, Hill of Rubislaw and Queen’s Parade junctions
= Continuous footways across all minor side road junctions

CLoS Scoring

A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 5 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 8.

Table 8: CLoS scoring - Link 5

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 5 83%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90%
Safety (out of 16) X X 16 100%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 8 100%
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Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Attractiveness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2 50%
Total 12 24% 46 85%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists based on advisory cycle lanes which is inadequate given the
speed, mix (HGV’s, buses) and flow of traffic. These cycle lanes are not continuous which also leaves cyclists
having no protection from motor traffic within the busiest section of the link (i.e. Viewfield Road and Anderson
Drive) although an eastbound bus lane provides some protection. There is no protection from turning traffic at
side roads. This results in Critical Fail scores?® that define Safety and an overall CLoS score of 15 (30%) which
suggests the existing provision is inadequate even for confident cyclists who are familiar with the route.

The continuous one-way cycle tracks on each side of the road combined with side road treatments provide
cyclists a protected route along the link. Bus stop bypasses allow cyclists a safe route around stopped buses
but rely on shared-use areas which increases the pedestrian collision risk although this is deemed to be small.
The combined impact of these measures is to increase the CLoS score to 46 (85%) which represents a high
LoS as defined by CbD.

The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 9. There
is a substantial improvement in Safety which goes from a Critical Fail score of 16 (100%) and Comfort which
also increases to a maximum score (of 8). The only area where the proposed road layout could be improved is
in Attractiveness (7 out of 10), related to reducing shared-use areas at bus stops and at the Anderson Drive
junction to reduce the impact on pedestrian comfort levels. It should be noted that Attractiveness score gets
worse in the proposed road layout because of the increased in shared-use areas. Highway boundary
constraints however make delivering fully segregated bus stop bypasses unworkable and a signalisation of the
Anderson Drive junction would come at a substantial cost.
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Figure 9: CLoS scoring - Link 5

8 Safety indicators with Critical Fail scores included the speed of traffic through junctions, the volume and mix of traffic (HGV’s/ buses) and
lack of spaces for cyclists to pedal within these high volume/ high speed traffic flows.
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Link 6 — Anderson Drive to Queen’s Cross
Overview
Link 6 includes Queen’s Road between the Anderson Drive and Queen’s Cross roundabouts shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

= Major multi-lane roundabout at Anderson Drive

= Wide single carriageway road with 30mph speed limit

= Relatively wide footways along both sides of the road

= Frequency vehicle cross-overs to access private driveways

m  Streetlighting along extent

= No cycle route provision

= On-street parking restricted to bays

= Frequent bus stops

= Four Puffin and one informal (with traffic islands) crossing

= Multi-lane roundabout at Forest Road junction

= Most side roads and accesses do not have formal crossing provisions

= Major 6-arm multi-lane roundabout at Fountainhall Road junction (Queen’s Cross).

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road and mixed

with traffic as there are no shared-use or cycle lane provision.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 6 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5516 and 5517 (Appendix B) and can be

summarised as follows.

m  Cyclists negotiate the Anderson Drive roundabout using new 4 metre wide shared-use paths before
transitioning to/ from the segregated one-way cycle tracks

m  Upgraded and new 4 metre wide Toucan crossings on eastern and western arms of the Anderson Drive
roundabout and parallel signal controlled crossings on northern and southern arms

= 1.5-2.0 metre wide segregated one-way cycle tracks with 0.2 — 0.5 metre buffers along both sides of the
road requiring a narrowing of the road carriageway

= Continuous footways introduced at minor side road junctions

= On-street parking removed where required

= Signal controlled crossing facility to the east of Bayview Road to replace informal crossing

= Bus stop by-passes using shared-use areas with dropped kerbs to exit and enter the cycle tracks

= Forest Road roundabout to be removed and replaced with a signal controlled cross-roads including ASL’s
and cycle ‘early release’

= At the Queen’s Cross junction, a protected cycle track roundabout layout or ‘Dutch style arrangement’ is
introduced providing a segregated route for cyclists on the perimeter of the roundabout using a combination
of one-way cycle tracks and parallel Zebra crossings

CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 6 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 9.

Table 9: CLoS scoring - Link 6

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 5 83%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90%
Safety (out of 16) X X 14 88%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 8 100%
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Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Attractiveness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 12 24% 45 83%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists is on-road and mixed with traffic which is a poor provision given
the speed and flow of motor traffic. On-street parking bays create a road with a non-uniform width making it
difficult for cyclists to take up a safe position within the traffic lane. Parking activity also increase the risk of
collision from parking bay entry and exit maneuvers and car occupants opening doors with the path of cyclists.
This results in Critical Fail scores for some indicators that define Safety® and an overall CLoS score of 12 (24%)
which suggests the existing provisions is inadequate for confident and existing cyclists.

The continuous one-way cycle tracks on each side of the road combined with side road treatments provide
cyclists a protected route. Bus stop bypasses allow cyclists a safe route around stopped buses although they
rely on shared-use areas which increase the pedestrian collision risk although this is deemed to be small. The
combined impact of these measures is to increase the CLoS score to 45 (83%) which represents a high LoS as
defined by CbD.

The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 10. There
is a substantial improvement in Safety which goes from a Critical Fail score of 14 (88%) and Comfort which
achieves a maximum score (of 8). The only area the proposed road layout could be improved is in
Attractiveness (6 out of 10) and focused on reducing shared-use areas at bus stops or at the Anderson Drive
junction to reduce the impact on pedestrian movements. It should be noted the Attractiveness score gets worse
in the proposed road layout because of the increased in shared-use areas but there may be scope to change
this with the introduction of cycle parking provision within the businesses, hotels and schools along this section
of Queen’s Road.
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Figure 10: CLoS scoring - Link 6

9 Safety indicators with Critical Fail scores included the speed of traffic through junctions, the volume and mix of traffic (HGV’s/ buses) and
lack of spaces for cyclists to pedal within these high volume/ high speed traffic flows.
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Link 7 — Queen’s Cross to Schoolhill

LA T TR
& : o gy
e I. T
i |
"

R

Figure 11: Carden Place where one-way cycle tracks are proposed on each side of the road

Overview

Link 7 includes Carden Place, Skene Street and part of Rosemount Viaduct and is located between the
Queen’s Cross roundabout and the junction of Blackfriars Street with Schoolhill shown in Figure 1.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

Wide single carriageway road with 30mph speed limit
Relatively wide footways along both sides of the road
Trees located at the front of the footway frequently spaced
Frequent vehicle cross-overs to access private driveways
Streetlighting along extent

Four signal controlled junctions at Albert Street, Rose Street, Rosemount Viaduct and Union Terrace of
which two have multi-lane approaches

No cycle provision along section although cycle ASL’s provided at the signal controlled junctions
On-street parking restricted to bays
No bus services operate along this link so there are no bus stops

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road and mixed
with traffic.
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Proposed Road Layout
The proposed road layout for Link 7 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5518, 5519 and 5520 (Appendix B) and can
be summarised as follows.

= At the Queen’s Cross junction, a protected cycle track roundabout layout or ‘Dutch style arrangement’ is
introduced providing a segregated route for cyclists on the perimeter of the roundabout using a combination
of one-way cycle tracks and parallel Zebra crossings

m  Access from the Queen’s Cross roundabout to Albyn Place is restricted for general traffic — a new bus only
access road is provided between Carden Place and Albyn Place to retained existing routes for bus services

m  Segregated one-way cycle lanes are provided on both sides of the road — the width of the cycle track
ranges from 1.5 to 2.0 metres and the segregation buffer from 0.2 to 0.5 metres

= The cycle tracks require the narrowing of the road carriageway to 6.5 metres (approx.), removal of on-street
parking on both sides of the road and some localised footway narrowing

= West of Blenheim Place junction, a parallel crossing with shared footway access will be implemented
providing access to potential Parallel Routes

= Cycle ‘early release’ at Albert Street, Rose Street, Rosemount Viaduct and Union Terrace junctions
= Continuous footways introduced at minor side road junctions

= Rosemount Viaduct junction to be altered to improve safety for cyclists

®m  Taxirank outside His Majesty’s Theatre relocated.

CLoS Scoring

A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 7 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 10.

Table 10: CLoS scoring - Link 7

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 5 83%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 7 70%
Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 8 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 7 70% 8 80%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 1 25%
Total 13 26% 44 81%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists that is on-road and mixed with traffic which is a poor provision
given the speed and flow of motor traffic along Carden Place, Skene Street and Rosemount Viaduct. On-street
parking bays create a road with a non-uniform width making it difficult for cyclists to take up a safe position
within the traffic lane. Parking activity also increase the risk of collision from parking bay entry and exit
maneuvers and car occupants opening doors into the path of cyclists. There are frequent untreated side roads
and driveway accesses with the associated vehicle turning movements increasing the collision risk for cyclists.
This results in a zero score for Cohesion and Critical Fail scores for some indicators that define Safety. The
overall CLoS score of 12 (24%) suggests the existing provision is inadequate even for confident cyclists.

The continuous one-way cycle tracks on each side of the road combined with side road treatments provide
cyclists a protected route that increases the CLoS score to 44 (81%) and represents a high LoS as defined by
CbD.

The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 12. There
is a substantial improvement in Safety which goes from a Critical Fail score to 15 (80%) and Comfort which
achieves a maximum score (of 8). The only area the proposed road layout could be improved is in Directness
which includes indicators that measure delay at junctions. To do this the traffic signal off-set timings between
junctions should be updated to give cyclists (not general traffic) a green wave through junctions.
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Figure 12: CLoS scoring - Link 7
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Link 8 — King’s Gate to Anderson Drive
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Figure 13: Stronsay Drive jiw King's Gate where an upgraded shared-use crossing supports the proposed cycle track

Overview

Link 8 includes King’s Gate (part), King’s Cross Terrace and King’s Cross Road (part) between the Queen’s
Road and Anderson Drive shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

= Wide single carriageway road with the cycle provision within a mixed traffic environment

= Footways are off-set from the road on both sides between Queen’s Road and Stronsay Drive and on the
southern side between Stronsay Drive and Ord Street

= No formal crossing facilities between Queen’s Road and Stronsay Drive although the Stronsay Drive
junction has signal controlled crossings on two of the three arms

= Two informal crossing points (with traffic islands) are located close to the Stronsay Drive and Summerhill
Road junctions

= No crossing facilities at the Summerhill Road junction

= Minor side roads and accesses have poor crossing provisions

= The Stronsay Drive junction has cycle ASL’s on all three approaches

®=  Advisory cycle lanes between Summerhill Road and Anderson Drive junctions but with substandard widths
= There are no bus stops between Queen’s Road and Summerhill Road junctions

m  Streetlighting along extent

®m  King's Cross Terrace and King’s Cross Road are residential streets with on-street parking although most
properties have access to driveways
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For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road and mixed
with traffic along King’s Gate between Queen’s Road and Anderson Drive. The proposed route was developed
to bypass the Anderson Drive roundabout so this junction is excluded from the CLoS assessment of the
existing road layout.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 8 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5521 and 5522 (Appendix B) and can be
summarised as follows.

= A 3 metre wide segregated cycleway, 2 metre wide footway, and 1 metre wide verge on northern side from
King’'s Gate roundabout to King’s Gate/ King’s Cross Terrace junction requiring a narrowing of the road
carriageway

= Continuous footways at side road junctions along the northern side of Kings Gate to emphasis pedestrian
and cycle priority over turning traffic

= |mproved pedestrian crossing facilities at side road junctions along the southern side of King’s Gate
including tightened corner radii to reduce crossing distances and wider dropped kerbs with tractile paving

®m  Shared-use crossing at Stronsay Drive

m  Signal controlled parallel crossing located to the west of the Summerhill Road junction providing a link
between the cycle track and King’s Cross Terrace

= Mixed traffic street along King’s Cross Terrace defined by road markings, signage and junction treatments
(traffic calming features) at each end of the road

= A 3 metre wide segregated cycle track along the southern side of King’s Cross Road between King’s Cross
Terrace and Anderson Drive

= King’'s Cross Road access to Anderson Drive to be closed to accommodate new parallel signal controlled
crossing on Anderson Drive

= Anderson Drive at the junctions with King’s Cross Road and Carnegie Crescent realigned to accommodate
a central island for the parallel signal controlled crossing

= All property accesses to be retained.
CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 8 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 11.

Table 11: CLoS scoring - Link 8

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 4 67%
Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 7 70%
Safety (out of 16) X X 16 100%
Comfort (out of 8) 4 50% 8 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 7 70% 7 70%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2 50%
Total 15 30% 44 81%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists is on-road and mixed with traffic which is a poor provision given
the speed (30 mph limit) and flow of traffic along King’s Gate. Side roads are wide, increasing the risk of ‘left
hook’ collisions, the advisory cycle lanes are too narrow which increases cycling risk and there is no wider cycle
route network to connect to. This results in a zero score for Cohesion and Critical Fail scores for some
indicators that define Safety. The overall CLoS score of 15 (30%) indicating the existing provision is not suitable
for even confident cyclists.

The continuous two-way cycle track on the northern side of the road combined with side road treatments
provide cyclists a protected route that increases the CLoS score to 44 (81%) and represents a high LoS as
defined by CbD.
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The extent to which the CL0oS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 14. There
is a substantial improvement in Safety which goes from a Critical Fail score to a score of 16 (100%) with
Comfort also achieving a maximum score (of 8). The improved score from Cohesion is based on the potential
to improve the wider cycle route network particularly with links to north, connecting to local schools and
employment zones in Mastrick.
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Figure 14: CLoS scoring - Link 8
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Link 9 — Anderson Drive to Carden Place (via Rubislaw Den North)
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Figure 15: Fountainhall Road where cycle tracks are proposed on each side of the road

Overview

Link 9 includes Carnegie Crescent, Moray Place (part), Rubislaw Den North, Forest Road (part), Desswood
Lane, Fountainhall Road (part), Albert Lane (part), Blenheim Place (part) between the King’s Cross Road
junction with Anderson Drive and the Blenheim Place junction with Carden Place shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout
The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

On-road cycling mixed with traffic along extents

Single carriageway residential roads except along Albert Lane which is a narrow lane with frequent vehicle
accesses and no footway

Controlled on-street parking on most roads

Standard footway widths except along Albert Lane

Side roads are untreated (i.e. do not include enhanced safety measures for pedestrians and cyclists)
Bus services operate along Fountainhall Road with associated bus stops

Section on one-way road at the southern end of Blenheim Place

Streetlighting levels are potentially reduced by trees along Rubislaw Den North and Forest Road

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road and mixed
with traffic. Although these are predominantly quite residential roads and ‘Lanes’ the section of Fountainhall
Road is a busy street with a mixed frontage of retail, employment and community buildings.
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Proposed Road Layout (Option 1 — Cycle Track and Option 2 — Cycle Street)

The proposed road layout for Link 9 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5522, 5523, 5524 and 5525 (Appendix B)
but it should be noted that there are two road layout options for Moray Place and Rubislaw Den North. Drawing
Number 5523-CT and 5524- CT shows the cycle route provided using a two-way cycle track on the southern
side of the road (Option 1) while 5523-CS and 5524-CS show the cycle route as a mixed traffic street delivered
using cycle street principles (Option 2).

= Vehicle exit from Carnegie Crescent to Anderson Drive to be closed (entry only)

= Segregated two-way cycle track (3 metre wide) and buffer to replace on-street parking along Carnegie
Crescent

= Segregated two-way cycle track (3 metre wide) and buffer to replace on-street parking along Moray Place
and Rubislaw Den North with (Option 1)

= Mixed traffic route using cycle street principles with some on-street parking retained along Moray Place and
Rubislaw Den North (Option 2)

®m  Parallel crossing on Forest Road and short section of two-way cycle track on Desswood Place (Option 1)

m  Zebra crossing on Forest Road with mixed traffic street on Forest Road and Desswood Place between
Rubislaw Den North and Desswood Lane (Option 2)

®=  Signage and road markings along the Desswood Lane to support the cycle route within a mixed traffic
street

= Segregated one-way cycle tracks (1.5 — 2.0 metre wide) on Fountainhall Road between Desswood Lane
and Albert Lane requiring the removal of on-street parking and modification to the signal controlled crossing

®m  Signage, road markings and resurfacing along Albert Lane to support the cycle route within a mixed traffic
street

= Segregated one-way cycle tracks (1.5 — 2.0 metre wide) on Blenheim Place requiring the removal of on-
street parking — the northbound cycle track is in contra-flow

= Continuous footways at minor side road junctions and all property accesses retained with dropped kerbs.
CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 9 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 12.

Table 12: CLoS scoring - Link 9

Design Principles Existing Road Layout Propos(gc:):?::ql)Layout Propos(g(:,:i?::c;)Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 4 67% 67%
Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 50% 5 50%
Safety (out of 16) 6 38% 12 75% 14 88%
Comfort (out of 8) 1 13% 8 100% 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 4 40% 50% 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 100%
Total 16 32% 37 69% 41 76%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists which is on-road and mixed with traffic. These streets are
predominantly residential with relatively low traffic flows, suggesting the provision should be adequate for
cyclists. The overall CL0S score of 16 (32%) is not much better than other mixed traffic streets with higher
vehicle flows and speeds (i.e. Link 8) but this can be explained by the following:

= Link 8 has a Critical Fail score for Safety whereas Link 9 does not

= Link 9 scores poorly for Comfort given the condition of the road surfacing along Albert Lane

= Link 9 scores poorly for Attractiveness given the more secluded sections of route along Desswood Lane
and Albert Lane

In Option 1 where a continuation of the two-way cycle track is used, the CLoS score increases to 37 (69%)
while for Option 2 that makes greater use of cycle streets the score improves to 41 (76%). Both options provide
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a high LoS as defined by CbD with the scoring suggesting the cycle street layout has a slight advantage over
the cycle track. The reason for this can be explained by Figure 16 which shows the extent to which the CLoS
score changes across the six core design principles with cycle street layout (Option 2) is slightly more
Adaptable and Safer than the cycle track layout (Option 1). It should however be noted that both options have a
mix of cycle tracks and cycle streets, so the assessment is not making a direct comparison between a cycle
street and a cycle track but road layouts that have more of one than the other.

Both options have a reduced score for Attractiveness due to the limited levels of natural surveillance along
Desswood Lane and Albert Lane which contribute to increased personal safety concerns particularly during the
hours of darkness. The improvement in the Attractiveness score from the existing provision is due to the
proposed improved lighting along these ‘Lanes’.
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Figure 16: CLoS scoring - Link 9
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Link 10 — Carnegie Crescent to Rubislaw Den South (via Anderson Drive)
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Figure 17: Anderson Drive j/w King's Cross Road and Carnegie Crescent where a new signal controlled crossing is proposed

Overview

Link 10 includes part of Anderson Drive between its junctions with Carnegie Crescent and Rubislaw Den South
shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

= Dual carriageway road with a 40 mph speed limit and narrow central reservation

= Minimum width footways on both sides of the road with a wide verge separation that included trees
m  Streetlighting along extent with lighting columns located within the verge.

®m  Large signal controlled junction at Hill of Rubislaw with segregated right turn from Anderson Drive
= No crossing facilities along the link which creates a severance to pedestrian movement

= The Hill of Rubislaw junction has signal controlled crossings on two of the three arms

= One northbound bus stop which is located within a layby

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road mixed with
traffic although given the 40 mph speed limit any cycling along Anderson Drive is likely to be on the footways.
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Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for Link 10 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5526 (Appendix B) and can be
summarised as follows:

= 2.5 metre wide two-way cycle track with 0.5 metre wide buffer on eastern side of Anderson Drive

= Removal of section of central reservation on Anderson Drive to realign carriageway and provide room for
cycle track without impacting trees

®  Priority crossing at Rubislaw Den Gardens

= Section on low trafficked on-road route at the western end of Rubislaw Den South which has a cobblestone
paving surfacing

CLoS Scoring

A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 10 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 13.

Table 13: CLoS scoring - Link 10

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 4 67%
Directness (out of 10) 4 40% 6 60%
Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 3 38% 6 75%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 4 40% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75%
Total 11 22% 40 74%

This link has an existing provision for cyclists that is on-road and mixed with traffic along a dual carriageway
road with a 40 mph speed limit and high traffic flows. As such the provision is unsuitable for all cyclists. This is
reflected in the overall CLoS score of 11 (22%) which includes a Critical Fail score for Safety and a zero score
for Comfort and is likely to result in cyclists using the narrow footways on each side of the road.

The continuous two-way cycle track on the eastern side of the road provides cyclists with a level of protection
that increases the CLoS score to 40 (74%) which represents a high LoS as defined by CbD.

The extent to which the CL0oS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in Figure 18. There
is a substantial improvement in Safety which goes from a Critical Fail to a score of 15 (94%). There is little
scope of improving the CLoS score further given the nature of the road (busy dual carriageway), highway
constraints (trees) and the need to retain the cobblestone paving at the western end of Rubislaw Den North.
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Link 11 — Anderson Drive to Carden Place (via Rubislaw Den South)
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Figure 19: Albert Lane which is part of Link 9 and Link 11 and a proposed mixed traffic route requiring road surfacing

Overview

Link 11 includes Rubislaw Den South, Forest Road (part), Queen’s Lane North, Albert Lane (part) and
Blenheim Place (part) between the Anderson Drive junction with Rubislaw Den South and the Blenheim Place
junction with Carden Place shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout can be summarised (west to east) as:

= On-road cycling provision along extent

= The western end of Rubislaw Den South is a dead-end providing access to private driveways and has a
cobblestone paved surface

®  Single carriageway residential roads except along Queen’s Lane North and Albert Lane which are narrow
lanes with frequent vehicle accesses and no footway

=  Section of one-way road at the western end of Queen’s Lane North and southern end of Blenheim Place
= Controlled on-street parking on most roads

= Standard footway widths except along Queen’s Lane North and Albert Lane where there no provision

®m  Side roads are untreated i.e. do not include enhanced safety measures for pedestrians and cyclists

m  Streetlighting levels are potentially reduced by trees along Rubislaw Den South

For the purposes of the CLoS assessment the cycle route within the existing road layout is on-road and mixed
with traffic.
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Proposed Road Layout (Option 1 — Cycle Track and Option 2 — Cycle Street)

The proposed road layout for Link 11 is shown on Drawing Numbers 5526, 5527 and 5528 (Appendix B) but it
should be noted that there are two road layout options for Rubislaw Den South. Drawing Number 5526-CT and
5527- CT shows the cycle route with a two-way cycle track on the northern side of the road (Option 1) while
5526-CS and 5527-CS shows the cycle route on-road and mixed with traffic but delivered using cycle street
principles (Option 2).

= Cobblestone paved lightly trafficked section of on-road cycling at the western end of Rubislaw Den South

= Two-way cycle track (2.8 metres wide with 0.2 metre wide separation buffer) on the northern side of
Rubislaw Den South requiring a narrowing of the road and removal of on-street parking (Option 1)

= Cycle street with narrow traffic lanes (2.5 metre wide), a central cobblestone paved reservation to
discourage motor vehicles overtaking cyclists and off-set parking bays which will result in some loss of
parking capacity (Option 2)

= Short section of 1.5 metre wide one-way cycle lane on each side of Forest Road between Rubislaw Den
South and Queen’s Lane North requiring a limited removal of on-street parking

= Mixed traffic street along Queen’s Lane North with westbound cyclists permitted to use the one-way section

= Queen’s Lane North will be resurfaced where required, street lighting improved, and signage/ road
markings introduced to highlight the road as part of a strategic cycle route

= |mprovements made to the Fountainhall Road junction with Queen’s Lane North and Albert Lane to ensure
cyclists can cross Fountainhall Road safely — consider changing give way priorities or signalising the
junction

= Albert Lane will be resurfaced and measures introduced (signage/ road markings) to improve driver
awareness of cyclists

= 2 metre wide one-way cycle tracks on both sides of Blenheim Place, replacing the on-street parking — the
northbound cycle track will be in contra-flow

= Along the extents of the link all driveway accesses will be retained

= Along the extents of the link all side road crossings will be made fully accessible using a range measures
including wider dropped kerbs, shorter and more direct cross distances or the introduction of continuous
footways

CLoS Scoring
A summary of the CLoS scoring for Link 11 (existing and proposed road layouts) is shown in Table 14.

Table 14: CLoS scoring - Link 11

. L .- Proposed Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
ption ption

Design Principles Existing Road Layout (Option 1) (Option 2)

Cohesion (out of 6) 1 17% 5 83% 5 83%
Directness (out of 10) 5 50% 5 50% 5 50%
Safety (out of 16) 6 38% 12 75% 14 88%
Comfort (out of 8) 1 13% 8 100% 8 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 2 20% 5 50% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 3 75% 4 100%
Total 15 30% 38 70% 42 78%

This link has an existing on-road provision for cyclists mixed with traffic. These streets are predominantly
residential with relatively low traffic flows, suggesting the provision should be adequate for cyclists. The overall
CLoS score of 15 (30%) is not much better than other on-road mixed traffic streets with higher vehicle flows
and speeds (i.e. Link 8) so it should be noted:

®  Link 8 has a critical ‘Fail’ for Safety which Link 11 does not

= Link 11 scores poorly for Comfort given the condition of the road surfacing along Queen’s Lane North and
Albert Lane
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= Link 11 scores poorly for Attractiveness given the more secluded sections of route along Queen’s Lane
North and Albert Lane
In Option 1 that uses a continuation of the two-way cycle track, the CLoS score increases to 38 (70%) while for
Option 2 that makes greater use of cycle street layouts the score improves to 42 (78%). Both options provide a
high LoS with the scoring suggesting the cycle street layout along Rubislaw Den South provides a slight
advantage over the cycle track. The reason for this can be explained by Figure 20 which shows the extent to
which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles. The cycle street layout (Option 2) can be
seen to be slightly more Adaptable and Safer than the cycle track layout (Option 1). It should however be noted
that both options have a mix of cycle tracks and cycle streets, so the assessment is not making a direct
comparison between a cycle street and a cycle track but road layouts that have more of one than the other.

Both options have a reduced score for Attractiveness due to the reduced levels of natural surveillance along
Queen’s Lane North and Albert Lane which increase personal safety concerns particularly during the hours of
darkness. The improvement in the Attractiveness score from the existing provision is due to the proposed
improved lighting along these ‘Lanes’.

Cohesion (owut of &)

idaptability [ouwl of 4) Directness (oat of 10§

Attractiveness (oul of 10) " Sabely (cut of 16)

Cembort (ouf of B)

Figure 20: CLoS scoring - Link 11
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Alternative Route via Queen’s Road (Links 5 and 6)

Overview

This route along Queen’s Road between the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts has two alternative
routes (Parallel Route A and Parallel Route B). The route is defined in this CLoS assessment by combining
Links 5 and 6 as shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout is described above for Links 5 and 6. This section of Queen’s Road can be
summarised as a heavily trafficked road with a 30 mph speed limit that accommodates frequent bus services
and includes major junctions at King’s Gate, Springfield Road, Anderson Drive, Forest Road and Queen’s
Cross.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for this section of Queen’s Road is described above for Links 5 and 6 and shown on
Drawing Numbers 5514, 5515, 5516 and 5517 (Appendix B).

CLoS Scoring

The CLoS score for this section of Main Route has been calculated by averaging the CLoS scores across the
indicators for Link 5 and Link 6'°. A summary of these scores for the existing and proposed road layouts across
the section of the Main Route is shown in Table 15.

Table 15: CLoS scoring — Main Route (Links 5 & 6)

Design Principles Existing Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0 0% 5 83%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 9 90%
Safety (out of 16) X X 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 2 25% 8 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 7 70% 6 60%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 25 63%
Total 12 24% 46 84%

Links 5 and 6 have the same CLoS score (24 percent) reflecting the similar existing road layouts. Both links
have cyclists effectively on-road and mixed with traffic as the advisory cycle lanes on Link 5 offers cyclists little
protection. With cyclists mixed with heavy traffic flows and having to negotiate busy high speed junctions it is
not surprising there were three Critical Fail scores for indicators that define Safety that included the speed of
traffic through junctions; the volume and mix of traffic (HGV’s/ buses); and lack of space for cyclists to pedal
within these high volume/ high speed traffic flows. As such this section of Queen’s Road is unsuitable for
cyclists even confident existing users.

The proposed segregated one-way cycle tracks and major changes to junction improve the CLoS scores
significantly. The extent to which the CLoS score changes across the six core design principles is shown in
Figure 21 but with this overall score increasing to 84 percent the proposed road layout represents a high LoS
as defined by CbD.

10 The only exception to the average score calculation was to the Deviation Factor and Gradient indicators which were re-estimated using
google earth between the start of Link 5 and end of Link 6.
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Figure 21: CLoS scoring - Main Route (Links 5 & 6)
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Parallel Route A (Links 8 and 9)

@ Stantec

This route using King’'s Gate and Rubislaw Den North offers and alternative route to Queen’s Road between
the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts. It is referred to as Parallel Route A and is defined within this
CLoS assessment by combining Links 8 and 9 as shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout is described above in sections for Links 8 and 9. The routes uses King’s Gate,
Anderson Drive/ King’s Cross Terrace, Carnegie Crescent, Moray Place, Rubislaw Den North, Forest Road,
Desswood Place, Desswood Lane, Fountainhall Road, Albert Lane and Blenheim Place which is a combination
of residential quiet streets and busier main roads.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for the above roads is described above for the sections for Links 8 and 9 and shown
on Drawing Numbers 5521, 5522, 5523, 5524 and 5525 (Appendix B). The key proposal that makes this route
viable as a cycle route is the new signal controlled parallel crossing on Anderson Drive that allows cyclists and
pedestrians to bypass the King's Gate/ Anderson Drive roundabout which is a major barrier to active travel.

CLoS Scoring

The CLoS score for Parallel Route A has been calculated by averaging the CLoS scores across the indicators
for Links 8 and 9'1. A summary of these scores for the existing and proposed road layouts is shown in Table
16. With a two-way cycle track (Option 1) or cycle street (Option 2) proposal for Rubislaw Den North two CLoS
scores are given for the proposed road layout.

Table 16: CLoS scoring — Parallel Route A (Links 8 & 9)

Design Principles Existing Road Layout Propos(gc:):?::sll)Layout Propos(g(:,:i?::c;)Layout
Cohesion (out of 6) 0.5 8% 67% 67%
Directness (out of 10) 3 30% 50% 50%
Safety (out of 16) X X 14 88% 15 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 25 31% 100% 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 5.5 55% 6 60% 6.5 65%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 25 63% 3 75%
Total 12 23% 40 73% 42 77%

The existing route requires cyclists to be on-road and mixed with traffic along the roads listed above. Most of
these roads are quiet residential roads but the on-road environment along King’'s Gate and Fountainhall Road
is much less suitable for cycling. The route between King’s Gate and Carnegie Crescent currently requires
cyclists to negotiate the Anderson Drive roundabout which is unsuitable for all cyclists. The combination of on-
road cycling along busy 30 mph roads (King’s Gate and Fountainhall Road) and junctions which are dangerous
to cycle through, results in a CLoS score of 12 (23%). This indicates a low LoS as defined by CbD but with two
Critical Fail scores for Safety this route for cycling cannot be recommended.

The proposed one and two - way cycle tracks, cycle streets, new crossings and junction layout changes provide
a route for cyclists that has an overall CLoS score that ranges between 40 (73%) and 42 (77%) depending on
whether a cycle track or cycle street is introduced on Rubislaw Den North.

Both the cycle track and cycle street provide a high LoS as defined by CbD with the scoring suggesting the
cycle street layout has a slight advantage over the cycle track when considering proposals for Rubislaw Den
North. The reason for this is explained in the description of the Link 9 CLoS Scoring.

1 The only exception to the average score calculation was to the Deviation Factor and Gradient indicators which were re-estimated using
google earth between the start of Link 8 and end of Link 9.
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Figure 22: CLoS scoring - Parallel Route A (Links 8 & 9)
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Parallel Route B (Links 8, 10 & 11)
Overview

This route using King’'s Gate and Rubislaw Den South offers and alternative route to Queen’s Road between
the King’s Gate and Queen’s Cross roundabouts. It is referred to as Parallel Route B and is defined within this
CLoS assessment by combining Links 8, 10 and 11 as shown in Figure 2.

Existing Road Layout

The existing road layout is described above in sections for Links 8, 10 and 11. The routes uses King’'s Gate,
King's Cross Terrace, King’s Cross Road, Anderson Drive, Rubislaw Den South, Forest Road, Queen’s Lane
North, Albert Lane and Blenheim Place which is a combination of residential quiet streets, busier main roads
and distributor roads.

Proposed Road Layout

The proposed road layout for the above roads is described above for the sections for Links 8, 10 and 11 and
shown on Drawing Numbers 5521, 5522, 5526 and 5527 (Appendix B). The key proposal that makes this route
viable as a cycle route is the new signal controlled parallel crossing on Anderson Drive that allows cyclists and
pedestrians to bypass the King's Gate/ Anderson Drive roundabout which is a major barrier to active travel.
Additionally, Anderson Drive between this crossing and Rubislaw Den South is significantly modified to
accommodate a two-way cycle track.

CLoS Scoring

The CLoS score for Parallel Route A has been calculated by averaging the CLoS scores across the indicators
for Links 8, 10 and 11'2. A summary of these scores for the existing and proposed road layouts is shown in
Table 17. With a two-way cycle track (Option 1) or cycle street (Option 2) proposal for Rubislaw Den North two
CLoS scores are given for the proposed road layout.

Table 17: CLoS scoring — Parallel Route B (Links 8, 10 & 11)

. L .- Proposed Road Layout | Proposed Road Layout
Design Principles Existing Road Layout (Option 1) (Option 2)
Cohesion (out of 6) 0.3 6% 4.3 72% 4.5 75%
Directness (out of 10) 4.7 47% 6.3 63% 6.5 65%
Safety (out of 16) X X 14.3 90% 15.0 94%
Comfort (out of 8) 2.7 33% 7.3 92% 8.0 100%
Attractiveness (out of 10) 4.3 43% 6.0 60% 6.5 65%
Adaptability (out of 4) N/A N/A 2.7 67% 3.0 75%
Total 12 24% 41 76% 44 81%

The existing route requires cyclists to be on-road and mixed with traffic along the roads listed above. Most of
these roads are quiet residential roads but the on-road environment along King's Gate and more importantly
Anderson Drive including the Anderson Drive junction with King’s Gate is unsuitable for cycling. The
combination of on-road cycling along busy 30 and 40 mph roads and junctions which are dangerous to cycle
through, results in a CLoS score of 12 (24%). This indicates a low LoS as defined by CbD but with three Critical
Fail scores for Safety this route for cycling cannot be recommended.

The proposed two - way cycle tracks, cycle streets, new crossings and junction layout changes provide a route
for cyclists that has an overall CLoS score that ranges between 41 (76%) and 44 (81%) depending on whether
a cycle track or cycle street is introduced on Rubislaw Den South.

Both the cycle track and cycle street provide a high LoS as defined by CbD with the scoring suggesting the
cycle street layout has a slight advantage over the cycle track when considering proposals for Rubislaw Den
South. The reason for this is explained in the description of the Link 10 CLoS Scoring.

12 The only exception to the average score calculation was to the Deviation Factor and Gradient indicators which were re-estimated using
google earth between the start of Link 8 and end of Link 11.
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Appendix E: Junction Assessment

Contents

The following qualitative assessment has been undertaken at 12 key junctions along the study corridor. It is
based on four core design principles of Safety, Directness, Coherence and Attractiveness using the following
indicators which are described above along with the scoring used.

= Conflicting movements — motor traffic (Safety)*

= Motor Traffic Speed Risk (Safety)*

= Delay (Directness)*

= Ability to join and leave the route (Coherence)

= Conflicting movements — pedestrians (Attractiveness)

Those indicators with an asterisk only consider the movements cyclists need to take to progress along the
study corridor.
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Westhill Drive jiw A944
Description

This medium-sized high-speed priority roundabout has two lane entry and exits on each of the four arms. The
signal controlled crossing is a staggered shared-used facility on the western arm (Straik Road). There are
informal crossings on the northern (Westhill Drive) and southern (Endeavour Drive) but no crossing provision
on the eastern arm (A944). It is unclear whether these narrow footways are shared-use, but blue directional
signage suggests they can be used for cycling. The proposed junction layout is shown in Drawing Number:
5502 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: From the southern footway/ shared-use path cyclists cross Straik Road using
the staggered Toucan crossing and Westhill Drive at an uncontrolled crossing where pedestrians and
cyclists must seek gaps in the flow of traffic to access the northern side of the A944 east of the junction

= Proposed route for cyclists: From the shared-use path on the southern side of Straik Road cyclists cross
at an upgraded Toucan crossing (staggered route removed) to a widened shared-use path on the north-
west corner of the junction. Cyclists cross Westhill Drive to access the two-way cycle track via a new
Toucan crossing.

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
Uncontrolled crossing of Westhill Drive with cyclists at
. Existing  risk of collision with traffic entering and exiting the
Conflicting Movements roundabout on Westhill Drive ® o0

(motor traffic) Controlled straight-across shared-use crossing on
Westhill Drive

Proposed

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to

the junction are high. Cyclists are off-road but must

cross Straik Road (under signal-control) and Westhill

Drive (seeking gaps between traffic)

Motor Traffic Speed Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to ® Y )
Risk* the junction remain high. Cyclists remain off-road and

needing to cross Straik Road (under signal-control)

and Westhill Drive (under signal-control). Traffic

speeds on Westhill Drive likely to reduce slightly with

new signal controlled crossing

Existing

Proposed

Cyclists use an off-set staggered crossing on Straik
Existing Road and must wait for gaps in traffic to cross
. Westhill Drive ® ®
The upgraded crossing on Straik Road removes the
Proposed staggered route and new single stage shared-use
crossing on Westhill Drive provided

Delay

- Crossing facilities at the junctions on the Westhill
Existing

Ability to Join and Drive, A944 and Endeavour Drive are poor P Y
Leave Route Crossing provision on A944 and Endeavour Drive
Proposed X
remain poor
Existing Cyclists share the signal controlled staggered

. crossing of Straik Road and paths at the roundabout
Conflicting Movements . - P P P
: * No change, cyclists continue to use existing and new
(pedestrians) y 7 .
Proposed share-use facilities crossings and paths at the
roundabout
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A9119 jiw A944
Description

This a four-armed signal controlled junction with the northern arm a minor access road associated with the
Mayfield, Cherry Grove and Crommie Cottage residential properties. The only signal controlled crossing is a
staggered shared-use facility on the western side of the junction. The proposed junction layout is shown in
Drawing Number: 5503 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists bypass the junction by using the shared-use path and mixed traffic
route via the residential access road that runs to the north of Crommie Cottage and adjacent residential
properties

= Proposed route for cyclists: The proposals retain the existing route but with improved road markings and
signage for wayfinding. The alternative option introduces a new signal controlled share-use crossing on the
residential access road, but this is not the preferred option

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed

Potential conflict with vehicles entering and exiting the

Existing  residential access road but flows and risk of collision

Conflicting Movements considered low o0 PP
(motor traffic) *

Proposed No change to existing provision

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to
Existing  the junction are high but cyclists are off-road and do
not need to cross traffic lanes at the junction
Motor Traffic Speed o0 o0
Risk* Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to
Proposed the junction remain high and cyclists do not need to
cross traffic lanes

Cyclists must give-way to traffic exiting the junction
Existing  but traffic flows and therefore frequency of give-ways

Delay* considered to be low 000 000

Proposed No change to existing provision

There is a signal controlled shared-use crossing on
the A944 (E) arm but no crossing facilities on the
Existing  A9119 approach although it does have an ASL. Cycle
demand for the A9119 is likely to be low given nearby () ()
land uses

Ability to Join and
Leave Route

Proposed No change to existing provision

- Shared-use paths and crossing widths considered
L Existing .
Conflicting Movements adequate given the low footfall levels

(pedestrians)* No significant change to pedestrian comfort levels
Proposed
forecast
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A90 AWPR j/w A944 (roundabout - signal controlled)
Description

The junction is a grade-separated roundabout which is part signal controlled. There are seven exits and seven
entries to the roundabout of which four of the entries are signal controlled. The proposed junction layout is
shown in Drawing Numbers: 5505 and 5506 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the junction
using two signal controlled and two informal crossing facilities along a shared-use path that runs along the
northern perimeter of the roundabout

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the
junction using a two signal controlled crossing facilities to access a cycle track that runs along the northern
perimeter of the roundabout island

CLoS Scoring

Score

Indicator Layout Analysis

Existing Proposed
Potential conflict with vehicles entering and exiting
Borrowstone Road and Old Borrowstone Road
particularly on the exits to the roundabout when
vehicles speeds are likely to be high o o0
The new signal controlled parallel crossings on the
Proposed circulatory lanes reduce the number of time cyclists
have to cross traffic lanes at the junction
Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit
to the junction are high. Cyclists are off-road but
need to cross at 4 locations (2 signal controlled and

: 2 informal crossin
I\R/Iicgtlgr Traffic Speed 9) PY) PY)

Existing
Conflicting Movements
(motor traffic) *

Existing

No change to vehicle speeds at the junction but
Proposed cyclists only need to cross the road at 2 locations
and both under signal control

Cyclist route crosses four arms to the roundabout
(2 signal controlled and 2 informal crossings)

New signal controlled parallel crossings on the
Delay* circulatory lanes and cycle track along the northern ® o0
Proposed perimeter of the roundabout island provide a more
direct route through the junction for cyclists and
pedestrians

There is limited opportunity to join or leave the
Existing route with the most likely being via Borrowstone

Ability to Join and Road and Old Borrowstone Road 'Y ) 'Y )
Leave Route

Existing

Proposed No change to existing provision

Shared-use paths and crossing widths considered

Existing adequate given the low footfall levels
Conflicting Movements Segregated pedestrian and cycle route on the o0 00
(pedestrians)* Proposed approach, through and exit to the junction. No

significant change to pedestrian comfort levels
forecast
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Kingswells Causeway j/iw A944 (signal controlled)
Description

This is a large, signal controlled T-junction with three approach lanes on the western arm (A944), two on the
northern arm (Kingswells Causeway) and four lanes on the eastern arm (A944). The only signal controlled
crossing is a staggered facility on Kingswells Causeway. The proposed junction layout is shown in Drawing
Number: 5507 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the junction
using a staggered shared-use signal controlled crossing on Kingswells Causeway

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the
junction using a parallel signal controlled single stage crossing of Kingswells Causeway

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed

The conflicting movements when crossing
- Kingswells Causeway are signal controlled
Conflicting Movements e - o0 o0
(motor traffic) * The conflicting movements \_/vhe_n crossing
Proposed Kingswells Causeway remain signal controlled but
cyclists are now able to cross in a single stage
Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit
to the junction are high. Cyclists use an off-road
Existing route to the north of the junction where the only
] interaction with traffic is when crossing Kingswells
Motor Traffic Speed Causeway in two stages under signal control o0 o0

Risk Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit
to the junction remain high. Cyclists remain off-road

Existing

Proposed and cross Kingswell Causeway in a single stage
under signal-control
Existing Cyclists use an off-set staggered shared use signal

controlled crossing of Kingswells Causeway

Delay* Cyclis:ts use an off—sgt para'lle.l signal controlled ) Y
crossing with traffic signal timings and cycle

Proposed detection optimised to minimise the delay crossing
Kingswells Causeway
- Kingswells Causeway has shared-use paths on
Existing

Ability to Join and both sides of the road approaching the junction
Leave Route

Proposed No change to existing provision

Cyclists use a cycle track on the approach and exit
Existing to the junction and a staggered shared-use signal
controlled crossing at the junction
Cyclists use a cycle track on the approach and exit o0 o0
to the junction and a parallel signal controlled
crossing at the junction. No significant change to
pedestrian comfort levels forecast

Conflicting Movements
(pedestrians)*
Proposed
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Fairley Road jiw A944 (roundabout - signal controlled)
Description

The Fairley Road roundabout is a large high speed junction with three lane approaches on each of the four
arms. The only signal controlled crossing is a staggered facility on Fairley Road. The proposed junction layout
is shown in Drawing Number: 5508 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route (north of the A944) on the approach, through
and exit to the junction using a signal controlled staggered shared-use crossing on Fairley Road

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route (north of the A944) on the approach, through
and exit to the junction using a signal controlled parallel single stage crossing of Fairley Road

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis

Existing Proposed
Conflicting movements when crossing Fairley Road

- are signal controlled
Conflicting Movements e . - o0 Y )
(motor traffic) * Conflicting movements when crossing Fairley Road

Proposed remain signal controlled but cyclists are now able to

cross in a single stage

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit

to the junction is high, particularly on Fairley Road

due to the roundabout geometry. Cyclists use an

off-road route to the north of the junction where the

Motor Traffic Speed only interaction with traffic is when crossing Fairley

Risk* Road in two stages under signal-control L L L L

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit
to the junction remain. Cyclists remain off-road and
cross Fairley Road in a single stage under signal-
control

Existing

Existing

Proposed

Cyclists use an off-set staggered shared-use signal
controlled crossing of Fairley Road

Delay* Cyclists use an off-set parallel signal controlled ) 'Y )
crossing with traffic signal timings and cycle

detection optimised to minimise the delay crossing

Fairley Road

Existing

Proposed

» . Existing  There are no safe routes to join and leave the route
Ability to Join and ® ®

Leave Route

Proposed No change to existing provision

Pedestrians and cyclists use narrow shared-use
Conflicting Movements paths ar.1d a staggergd share-use crossing ° °0
(pedestrians)* Pedestrians and cyclists have an enhanced shared-
Proposed use path approach and exit to the junction and use
a parallel crossing on Fairley Road

Existing
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A944 jlw Skene Road or ‘Jessiefield roundabout’ (roundabout - part signal controlled)
Description

The Jessiefield roundabout is a three-arm, part signal controlled junction with a westbound bypass lane
between Skene Road and the A944. Two of the three entry lanes are signal controlled. The only signal
controlled crossing is a staggered facility on northern A944 arm. The proposed junction layout is shown in
Drawing Number: 5510 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

m  Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the junction via a
shared-use staggered signal controlled crossing on the northern arm (Lang Stracht) of the roundabout

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists use an off-road route on the approach, through and exit to the
junction via a signal controlled parallel crossing on the northern arm (Lang Stracht) of the roundabout

CLoS Scoring

Anecdotal evidence from cycle campaign groups and during site visits suggest there is a compliance issue with
the signal controlled crossing on the northern arm (Lang Stracht) of Jessiefield Road roundabout. Drivers have
been observed running the red light which raises significant road safety risks for pedestrians and cyclists using
this crossing.

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed

Conflicting movements when crossing Fairley Road

are signal controlled but anecdotal evidence from

cycle campaign groups and site visits suggests there
Existing is a compliance issue with the signal controlled

crossing on Lang Stracht with drivers observed o C Y ]

running the red light. This raises significant road

safety risks for pedestrians and cyclists

The crossing Lang Stracht is moved away from the
junction to improve driver visibility of the signal heads

Conflicting Movements
(motor traffic) *

Proposed

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to
Existing  the junction is high. This includes Lang Stracht and
the approaches to the crossing

Motor Traffic Speed Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to PY PY
Risk* the junction remain high. While the location of the
Proposed crossing is changed to improve driver visibility of the
signal heads the speed of traffic approaching the
crossing on Lang Stracht also unlikely to change

Cyclists use an off-set staggered shared-use signal

controlled crossing of Lang Stracht

Delay* Cyclists use an off-set parallel signal controlled ® oo
Proposed crossing with traffic signal timings and cycle detection

optimised to minimise the delay crossing Lang Stracht

Existing

There are no safe routes to join and leave the route.
Existing There is an off-line route away from the junction that
Ability to Join and connects Lang Stracht with Skene Road to the east of
Leave Route the junction

Proposed No change to existing provision

Pedestrians and cyclists use narrow shared-use paths
- and narrow staggered share-use crossing
Conflicting Movements - . P P
; * Pedestrians and cyclists have a segregated approach
(pedestrians) : : - : 8
Proposed and exit to the junction and the crossing provides a
parallel crossing on Lang Stracht

Existing
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King's Gate j/w Queen’s Road (roundabout)

Description

The King’s Gate roundabout is four-arm junction with two entry lanes on each approach. The roundabout is a
priority junction, and all crossing facilities are uncontrolled using narrow pedestrian islands. The proposed
junction layout is shown in Drawing Number: 5514 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road route on the approach, through and exit to the junction

= Proposed route for cyclists (Main Route): Cyclists use a shared-use area on the approach, through and
exit to the junction. Crossing King's Gate and Queen's Road is provided parallel Zebra crossings

= Proposed route for cyclists (Parallel Route): Cyclists use a shared-use area on the approach, through

and exit to the roundabout
CLoS Scoring

Indicator Layout

Existing

Analysis

The multi approach and circulatory lanes put cyclists at
high risk of collision from vehicles at the roundabout

Conflicting Movements Proposed

Shared-use path and parallel Zebra crossings allow

Score

Existing Proposed

e : cyclists to bypass the roundabout but there is a residual [ o0
(motor traffic) (Main) ; . . ; .
risk associated with using the parallel Zebra crossings
Proposed Shared-use path allows cyclists to bypass the 000
(Parallel) roundabout removing all conflicting movements
Existing Vehllcle §pe§ds on the approach, through and exit to
thejunctionis Nigh e e
Geometry changes will reduce vehicle speeds on the
Proposed approach, through and exit to the junction. The cycle
. b route is off-road on shared-use paths where the only o0
Motor Traffic Speed  (Main) . . . o .
o interaction with traffic is at the parallel Zebra crossings [
Risk e '
on King's Gate and Queen'sRorad
Roundabout geometry changes will reduce the vehicle
Proposed speeds on the approach, through and exit to the 000
(Parallel) junction. The cycle route is off-road on shared-use
paths removing all interactions with motor traffic
Cyclists can bypass queues on the approach to the
Existin roundabout (via the cycle track and share-use areas)
9 butto cross King's Gate and Queen's Road need to use
the off-set parallel Zebracrossings . . ... ... .
Delay* Proposed Cyclists can bypass traffic on the approach to the o0
(MaFi)n) roundabout (via the cycle track and share-use areas) [
located on the north-west perimeter of the roundabout
Proposed The on-road provision via the roundabout makes it o0
(Parallel) difficult for cyclists leave and join the route
- The on-road provision via the roundabout makes it
Existing  gifficult for cyclists leave and join the route
o . The shared-use paths and crossings make it easierto
Ability to Join and Proposed join and leave the roundabout from King's Gate but not o o0
Leave Route (Main)
Hazlehead Avenue
Proposed There is little improvement to joining the route from ®

(Parallel)

Queen's Road or Hazlehead Avenue
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Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed

Cyclists are on-road so no impact on pedestrian

Existing  comfort levels

Pedestrians share the footway with cyclists and these
shared-use areas only meet minimum standard widths.
Proposed There is a nearby school. The proposals do however P
(Main) widen pedestrian refuge islands on all approaches to 000
the roundabout and include parallel Zebra crossing that
reduce the negative impacts of the proposals
Pedestrians share part of the footway with cyclists and
these shared-use areas (at locations) only meet o
minimum standard widths. There is a nearby school

Conflicting Movements
(pedestrians)*

Proposed
(Parallel)
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Springfield Road j/lw Queen’s Road (T-junction - signal controlled)
Description

This three-armed signal controlled junction has two approach lanes on the western (Queen’s Road) and
southern (Springfield Road) arms. There are signal controlled crossings and ASL’s on each arm of the junction.
The proposed junction layout is shown in Drawing Number: 5514 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road mixed with traffic on the approach, through and exit to the
junction

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road at the junction but where cyclists are in cycle tracks on the
approach and exit to the junction and have advisory cycle lane markings within the junction

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
Cyclists at risk from left-turn hook, heavy opposing
flows (when cyclists turning right) and drivers
seeking gaps when turning right. The ASL's provide
cyclists some protection from conflicting

. movements but only when the approach is on a
Conflicting Movements RED signal Py PY )

(motor traffic) *

Existing

Cycle tracks extend up to junction stop lines and
cyclists provided an 'early release' at the stop line.
Proposed Advisory cycle lane markings extended through
junction to raise driver awareness of cycle
movements
Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit
to the junction is considered high given the size and
location of the junction and with respect to cycling
that is on-road and mixed with traffic
Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit o L 1 J
to the junction is likely to reduce. Traffic lanes are
Proposed narrowed and the space within the junction for
right-turners reduced. Road markings will highlight
the presence of cyclists
Cyclists are on-road on the approach, through and
Existing  exit to the junction experiencing no significant
additional delay compared to motor traffic
Cyclists can use the cycle tracks to bypass traffic LY ) 00
queues on the approaches to the junction while
Proposed cyclists given an 'early release’ at stop lines. Safer
but no significant change to cycle journey times
expected
Cycle access to and from Springfield Road
Existi achievable within existing method of signal control
. . xisting : . e
Ability to Join and with cyclists exposed to the above conflicting P PPY
Leave route movements
New shared-use crossing to make cycle right turns
safer

Existing

Motor Traffic Speed
Risk*

Delay*

Proposed

Cyclists are on-road so no impact on pedestrian
comfort levels

Conflicting Movements Cyclists remain on-road. Shared-use crossing P P
(pedestrians)* introduced to make turning movements safer and
Proposed _ . o . )
widened to mitigate impact on pedestrian comfort
levels

Existing
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Anderson Drive jlw Queen’s Road (Roundabout - priority)
Description

The Anderson Drive roundabout is a large four arm junction with three lane approaches on the western
(Queen’s Road) and southern (Anderson Drive) arms. The only signal controlled crossings are the southern
(Anderson Drive) and eastern (Queens Road) arms and both off-set from the junction. The proposed junction
layout is shown in Drawing Number: 5516 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road but given the high speed/ flow traffic and vehicle movements
at the junction it is expected most cyclists will use the footways

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road using cycle tracks on the approach and exit to the
roundabout. Cyclists are off-road at the junction using shared-use areas and signal controlled parallel
crossings on Anderson Drive

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
The multi- approach and circulatory lanes put cyclists

Existing  at very high risk of collision from vehicles entering and
existing the roundabout
Maijority of conflicting movements removed as cyclists
use an off-road provision via shared-use areas and o [ I )
signal controlled parallel crossings on Anderson
Drive. Given the speed of traffic there remains some
residual risk of conflict at the signal controlled parallel
crossings

Conflicting Movements
(motor traffic) *
Proposed

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to

the junction is high

I\R/Iizt@r Traffic Speed Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to ® 000
the junction remains high but cyclists segregated from

traffic and under signal-control when crossing

Anderson Drive

Existing

Proposed

Cyclists are on-road on the approach, through and
Existing  exit to the junction experiencing no significant
additional delay compared to motor traffic
Cyclists are off-road using a combination of shared- PP PY
use areas and signal controlled parallel crossings to
Proposed cross Anderson Drive. These crossing facilities are
off-set from the junction and cyclists must cross under
signal controls

Delay*

There are no suitable cycle routes along Anderson

. . Drive
Ability to Join and . - Py PY
Leave route There remains no suitable cycle routes along

Proposed Anderson Drive but the new crossing facilities provide
an opportunity to develop improved links in future

Existing

Cyclists are on-road so no impact on pedestrian
comfort levels. Given the risk to cyclists at this

Existing . R . ,
junction it is likely most cycling will occur on the
Conflicting Movements narrow footways that surround the roundabout
0 : : o o0
(pedestrians) Cyclists are off-road using areas of shared-use to
access the crossings on Anderson Drive. The
Proposed

footways have been widened to facilitate shared-use
and the crossings have a parallel provision for cyclists




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

Forest Road j/lw Queen’s Road (roundabout) or ‘Forest Road roundabout’
Description

The Forest Road roundabout is a small four arm junction which has single lane approaches and off-set signal
controlled crossings on all arms. The proposed junction layout is shown in Drawing Number: 5517 (Appendix
B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road on the approach, through and exit to the roundabout

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road using cycle tracks on the approach and exit to the signal
controlled junction. Advisory cycle lanes provided within the junction with two-stage right turns.

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
The multi- approach and circulatory lanes put cyclists
Existing  at high risk of collision from vehicles entering and

existing the roundabout
Cycle movements through junction under signal o o0
control although still shared with motor traffic. ASL's
and cycle 'early release' reduce ahead and right-turn
conflicts. Two-stage right-turns proposed

Conflicting Movements
(motor traffic) *
Proposed

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to
the junction is high relative to the size and location of
the junction and with respect to on-road cycling mixed
Motor Traffic Speed with traffic ° PP
Risk* Replacing the roundabout with a signal controlled

cross-roads and introducing cycle tracks on the

Proposed approaches and exits and advisory cycle lanes
through the junction is likely to reduce vehicle speeds

Existing

Cyclists are on-road and mixed with traffic on the
Existing  approach, through and exit to the junction suggesting
no additional delay when compared to motor traffic
Delay* Cyclists can use the cycle tracks to bypass traffic o0 o0
queues on the approaches to the junction while

Proposed ; . . ) X
cyclists given an 'early release' at stop lines. Safer but
no significant change to cycle journey times expected
- The on-road provision at the roundabout makes it
Ability to Join and Existing gifficult for cyclists leave/ join the route ° °0
Leave route The signal controlled junction with integrated cycle
Proposed 50k and lanes on all approaches
Cyclists on-road so no impact on pedestrian comfort
Existing levels at the junction but the risks to cyclists at the

- junction suggest some cycling will be on the narrow
E’E‘)oer:jfggﬂ?agnggvements footways o 000
Cyclists remain on-road but within a segregated
Proposed provision so no impact on pedestrian comfort levels at
the junction




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

Queen’s Road j/w Fountainhall Road, Carden Place & Albyn Place (Roundabout - priority)
Description

The Queen’s Cross roundabout is a five-arm junction with two-lane entries and limit deflection for straight
through traffic. There are signal controlled crossings on each arm. This roundabout poses and significant risk to
cyclists given the speed and volume of traffic using it. The proposed junction layout is shown in Drawing
Number: 5517 (Appendix B) and introduces a protected cycle track roundabout layout or ‘Dutch style
arrangement’. This provides segregated cycle tracks on the perimeter of the roundabout and parallel Zebra
crossings on each arm to provide a segregated route for cyclist and pedestrians. The arrangement requires
changes to the Albyn Place arm that removes general traffic entering Albyn Place from the roundabout

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists assumed to be on-road but with the risks associated with the speed
and movement of traffic at the roundabout it is expected most cyclists will use the narrow footways

= Proposed route for cyclists: Cyclists use the protected track on the perimeter of the roundabout and
parallel Zebra crossings on the roundabout arms

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
The multi- approach and circulatory lanes put cyclists
Existing  at very high risk of collision from vehicles entering and
existing the roundabout
A segregated cycle route on the perimeter of the
Conflicting Movements roundabout with parallel Zebra crossings on all arms P PY )
(motor traffic) * to the junctions reduces the frequency and risk of
Proposed conflicting movements. There remains some potential
for collision at the parallel Zebra crossings but this
should reduce as drivers become more familiar with
the layout and operation of the junction

Vehicle speeds on the approach, through and exit to
Existing the roundabout is high relative to the size of the
junction

Vehicle speeds will be slow due to the reduced space o 000
for general traffic, the Zebra controlled crossings and

Proposed tighter turning radii on the approach, through and on
the exit to the roundabout

Motor Traffic Speed
Risk*

Cyclists are on-road and mixed with traffic on the
Existing approach, through and exit to the junction suggesting
no additional delay when compared to motor traffic
Delay* Cycle track allows cyclists to bypass traffic on the L 1 J 000
approach to the roundabout and the parallel Zebra
crossings give cyclists priority over motor traffic
through the junction

Proposed

L The on-road provision at the roundabout makes it
Ability to Join and Existing gitficult for cyclists leave or join the route

Leave route The protected cycle track roundabout layout makes it
Proposed gasy for cyclists to join and leave the route

Cyclists are on-road but the risks to cyclists at the

junction suggests most cycling will be on the narrow

footways and so will have a negative impact on

Conflicting Movements pedestrian comfort levels PY 000
(pedestrians)* The cycle tracks, footways and parallel Zebra

crossings give cyclists and pedestrians a separate

provision and so will improve pedestrian comfort

levels at the junction

Existing

Proposed




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

Skene Street j/lw Rosemount Viaduct (signal controlled)
Description

This four-arm signal controlled cross-roads has signal controlled crossings and ASL’s on all arms/ approaches.
The western arm (Skene Street) has a separately controlled left turn lane. The proposed junction layout is
shown in Drawing Number: 5520 (Appendix B).

The existing and proposed routes for cyclists at this junction can be summarised as:

= Existing route for cyclists: Cyclists on-road with cyclists travelling inbound needing to turn right from
Skene Street to Rosemount Viaduct and outbound cyclists turning left from Rosemount Viaduct

= Proposed route for cyclists: As existing but with advisory cycle lanes within the junction. Early-release
and two-stage right turns provided.

CLoS Scoring

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed
The inbound right turn from Skene Street is opposed by
traffic in the opposite direction requiring cyclists to wait
within the junction and seek gaps with traffic passing
Existing each side. The outbound left turn has a pinch point on
the exit to the junction (Skene Street) created by a
traffic island and requiring cyclists to maintain a primary
riding position to remain safe [ o0
Inbound cyclists are provided a two-stage right turn and
the traffic island is removed on the Skene Street (W)
eliminating the pinch point. The proposed cycle lanes
on the approach, through and within the junction will
raise driver perceptions of cycle movements at the
junction and so help reduce conflicts
The junction is located on the edge of the city centre 20
mph zone and is signal controlled with pedestrian
crossing facilities on all arms which will moderate
vehicle speeds at the junction. The area of the junction
is however relatively constrained so there are banned
right turns on Rosemount Viaduct (in both directions)
Motor Traffic Speed and Skene Street (E) which will increase traffic speeds
Risk* along Rosemount Viaduct. Overall traffic speeds ® oo
through the junction are considered moderate to high
with respect to on-road cycling that is mixed with traffic
The cycle lane proposals on the approach, through and
on the exit to the junction narrows traffic lanes and so is
Proposed |jikely to reduce vehicle speeds compared to existing
conditions

Conflicting Movements
(motor traffic) *

Proposed

Existing

Cyclists are on-road and mixed with traffic on the
Existing  approach, through and exit to the junction suggesting
no significant additional delay compared to motor traffic
Cyclists can use the cycle tracks to bypass traffic o0 o0
queues on the approaches to the junctions while
cyclists given an 'early release' at stop lines. Safer but
no significant change to cycle journey times expected
Cyclists are banned from making right turns from
Existing Rosemount Viaduct (in both directions) and from Skene
Street (E)
Two-stage right turns are introduced that allow cyclists o o0
to make all turning movements at the junction. It is
proposed to retain the existing banned turns for motor
traffic

*

Delay

Proposed

Ability to Join and
Leave route
Proposed




TECHNICAL NOTE @ Stantec

Score
Indicator Layout Analysis
Existing Proposed

- Cyclists on-road so no impact on pedestrian comfort
Existing  |ovels

Conflicting Movements
(pedestriagns)* Cyclists remain on-road and all pedestrians crossing o0 o0

Proposed facilities retained/ improved so no impact on pedestrian
comfort levels




