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1. Introduction

1.1 Overview

The aspiration is to develop a coherent active travel strategy and proposed infrastructure provision for the York
Street Interchange (YSI) study area, focused on key corridors and aligned with maximising connectivity and
placemaking opportunities. There is a requirement for the active travel strategy to consider the needs of both
cyclists and pedestrians, including those with mobility impairments.

This is the first of a series of technical reports and is focused on summarising the findings of a baseline review
of the existing provision for cyclists and pedestrians the including mobility impaired across the YSI study area.

1.2 Study Area

Nine key corridors have been identified for a baseline review of provision for active modes as shown and listed in
Figure 1 below. As indicated by the key, those routes coloured blue are identified within the Belfast Cycling
Network (launched in June 2021), whilst the routes coloured green are potential new/additional active travel
routes within the wider study area.

Figure 1 — Active Travel Review Corridors
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1.3 Document Structure

This report is structured as follows:

= Chapter 2 summarises the methodology adopted to undertake the active travel baseline review

= Chapters 3-11 provide a summary of the baseline review key findings on all nine of the above corridors
=  Chapter 12 concludes with a summary of key findings and next steps.

Supporting technical appendices are referenced as appropriate.

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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2. Methodology

2.1 Overview

This chapter sets out the methodology adopted to undertake the active travel baseline review based on existing
infrastructure provision for cyclists and pedestrians along the nine study corridors. The baseline assessment
includes a mobility impaired audit to identify existing issues.

Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 launched in summer 2020 sets a measurable quality threshold to achieve when
designing cycle schemes in Northern Ireland and England. The Cycling Level of Service (CLoS) tool and the
Junction Assessment Tool (JAT) are the prescribed mechanisms introduced to set minimum quality criteria. Only
schemes with a minimum score of 70% under the CLoS with no critical fails and no red-scoring turning
movements under the JAT will generally be considered for funding. Where schemes are proposed for funding
that do not meet these minimum criteria, local authorities will be required to justify their design choices. A first
step in the process of developing an active travel strategy for the York Street Interchange study area is to
undertake a baseline CL0oS and JAT of the existing provision along the identified study corridors.

2.2 Cycle Level of Service

Appendix A in LTN 1/20 contains the CLoS framework. This comprises five key requirements (cohesion,
directness, safety, comfort and attractiveness) and a total of 25 sub-criteria. Each sub-criteria is scored 0 (red), 1
(amber) or 2 (green) reflecting the level of provision, resulting in a maximum potential score of 50. Five of the 25
sub-criteria are classed as ‘critical fails’, with all five falling in the safety theme. Critical fails relate to inadequate
width for cycling in mixed traffic lanes, or adjacent to parking/loading; excessive motor traffic volumes for cyclists
to be mixed in with general traffic; and speeds of motor traffic >37mph.

Each of the nine study corridors were sub-divided into route sections reflecting changes in characteristics. A
CLoS assessment was then undertaken for each route section link with scores for the existing provision
summarised against maximum potential scores in both tabular and radar diagram form as exemplified in Figure 2
below. In this example, the total audit score for the existing layout was 46% which is below the 70% threshold.
Because this link section also recorded a critical fail, the overall link was coloured black as also depicted below.

Figure 2 — CL0oS Methodology Summary

CLOS Score Existing 2A
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2.3 Junction Assessment

The Junction Assessment Tool (JAT) considers all potential cycle movements through a junction, represented
graphically by colour-coding each movement red (0), amber (1) or green (2) reflecting the risk of collision for
cyclists. Green is taken to mean suitable for all potential cyclists; red means suitable only for a minority of
cyclists (and, even for them, it may be uncomfortable to make). Each major junction along the respective study

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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corridors has been scored using this methodology and depicted as below. In this example all turning movements
have been categorised as red for cyclists, resulting in an overall red rating for the junction. Cycle movements
that relate to the Belfast Bicycle Network routings are also specifically identified in blue for completeness.

Figure 3 — JAT Methodology Summary
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2.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels

The Pedestrian Comfort Guidance for London (TfL, 2010) provides an assessment framework for acceptable
levels of pedestrian comfort across different urban settings. This assessment is based on effective footway width
and the volume of pedestrians with a combination of flow categorisation, presence of street furniture, and area
type dictating the required footway width. Footway width and pedestrian flow were assessed at ten locations on
each corridor and on footways on both sides of the road. Where >80% of the readings satisfied the required
width for the pedestrian flow, this link was categorised as green. However, it is recognised that width alone does
not capture the overall experience and quality of environment for pedestrians. As such the quantitative
framework described above was supplemented with a qualitative review of the general pedestrian environment in
terms of characteristics/ambience; access/connections; and surface quality/obstructions.

Figure 4 — Pedestrian Comfort Methodology Summary
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2.5 Mobility Impaired Audit

A mobility impaired specialist has been included within the project team to undertake a mobility impaired audit of
each of the nine study corridors, identifying current issues as exemplified in the figure below.

Figure 5 — Mobility Impaired Audit: Example Summary Annotations

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 2 York Street $I AscoM

= Crossing lengihs

Ponding water at
crossing point

Mo of controfied and
uncontrofied
Cr0ssings at
signalised junction
Kert upstands >
6mm at droppers
Farside pedestrian
signals

Mix of controlled and

uncontiolled crossngs al £ N ¥
signalised junclion Condition of 1actiles.

Kerb upstands > Gmm at : 3 e
droppers w P .
Farside pedestrian signals : L \\‘.1# O

MWix of controlled and

. \ 5 uncontrolled crossngs at
K 3 signalised junction
A W . - Ketb upstands > Gmm at

ok T " droppers.
= Kerb upstand at +  Dished channel in
Interaction of access o crossing point X footway
slepsiramps with footway |

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

3. Corridor 1 | North Queen Street

3.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor one begins approximately 100m south of the Carrick Hill / Clifton Street junction, this
short section leading up to the junction is identified as CLoS 1A. The remainder of the route covers the
B126 North Queen Street, between its junction with the B88 Frederick Street and its junction with Brougham
Street to the north; this section is included as CLoS 1B. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 6.

. Characteristics - The Carrick Hill / Clifton Street junction is a busy multilane intersection, connecting the
A12 Westlink (via Clifton Street) to the B88 Frederick Street / A2 Dunbar Link to the east and the B126
North Queen Street to the north.

The majority of the corridor covers the area north of this junction along B126 North Queen Street, which is
characterised with a single lane in either direction, central hatching for right turners, residential frontage and
residential parking alongside carriageway. Towards the north of the corridor, access to North Queen Street
Play Centre and Yorkgate Shopping Centre is provided.

. Footways - Pedestrian footways are typically wide and tree lined on either side; however, cracks, and
drainage channels within the footway result in an uneven surface and uncontrolled parking within the
footway causes obstructions.

One uncontrolled and two controlled mid-block pedestrian crossing facilities are provided along the corridor.
Multistage crossings are also provided at major junctions.

e  Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are high, with approximately 14000 AADT; however, traffic
speeds are moderate and typically have an 85" percentile speed of between 16-25mph.

Figure 6 — Corridor 1, North Queen Street.
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3.2 Cycle Level of Service Baseline Results

3.2.1 Section 1A

Section 1A encompasses a short 100m section of the carriageway leading up to the Carrick Hill / Clifton Street
junction from the southern arm. The route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, with multiple running
lanes in either direction leading to / from a busy intersection, providing no segregated cycle facilities or lead in
lanes towards ASLs at the Carrick Hill / Clifton Street junction.

Section 1A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 44%. The section also features
two critical fails. Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 14000 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and,

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

Figure 1: CLOS Score Existing 1A
Max possible score 50
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score Audit % score _
[106"0’9”“’ Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
1 Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) Yes
1 Mumber of Critical Fails 2
10
4 Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Existing
Attractiveness 5 Directness criteria
4 Existing
: Coherence B i 0 i 0%
Directness 10 -7 70%
\ safety 16 6 38%
Comfort 8 -3 38%
Attractiveness 10 N 60%
Comfort ‘Safety 50

3.2.2 Section 1B

Section 1B covers the B126 North Queen Street, between its junction with the B88 Frederick Street and its
junction with Brougham Street to the north.

This section is characterised with a single lane in either direction, central hatching for right turners and residential
parking bays alongside carriageway.

Section 1B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 44%. The section also features
two critical fails. Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 14000 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and,

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

Figure 3: CLOS Score Existing 1B
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3.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Three existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor one, which are:

. Junction 1.1: B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton St;
. Junction 1.2 - B88 Carrick Hill / B126 N Queen Street; and
. Junction 1.3 - B126 N Queen St / Brougham Street.

In summary, all movements at each of the junctions assessed scored a red rating. This is due to a number of
factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. ASLs are less than 5m deep;

. Several instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor one, with further detailed information provided
at Appendix A.

3.3.1 Junction 1.1

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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3.3.2 Junction 1.2

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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3.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor one are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment %

‘o AZCOM

Corridor 1 - North Queen Street

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TiL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scaring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

88 Footways are typically wide, viell lit and tree lined on either side of the carriageway, with mainly residential frontages;
%+ TheB126 North Queen Street is a heavily trafficked route, a single carriageway cross section creates a less traffic

dominated environment compared with multilane corridors.

Access / Connections:

+  Accessto New Lodge Housing Estate is gained to the west, with connections to North Queen Street Play Centre and
Yorkgate Shopping Centre to the north east of the carridor;

- Oneuncontrolled and two contralled mid-block crossing facilities are provided along the corridor. Multistage crossings
are also provided at major junctions;
Minor side road crossings and entry treatments are inconsistently provided, with many off the desire line.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

- The footway surface is considered poor on either side of the carriageway, with cracks and drainage channels within
the footway, resulting in an uneven surface;
Sections of uncontrolled parking and parking on the footway are likely to cause obstruction.

3.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor one are shown in the figure below.

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 1 North Queen Street & E:",'..," A=COM

Mix of controlled and
uncontrolled crossings at
signalised junction

Farside
pedestrian
signals

Mix of controlled and
uncontrolled crossings at
signalised junction

Kerb upstands = 6mm at
droppers

Farside pedestrian signals
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4. Corridor 2 | York Street

4.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor two covers York Street, from the junction with Donegall Street at its southern extent; to its
priority junction with Yorkgate Station car park to the north. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 7.

. Characteristics - Towards its southern extent, between Donegall Street and Great Patrick Street, York
Street provides access to Ulster University, with a single lane in either direction and central hatching for right
turns.

North of Great Patrick Street, York Street continues one-way northbound as a five-lane carriageway,
providing access to both the A12 Westlink and M3 Motorway via large multilane at-grade junctions.

Beyond this point, York Street provides a dual lane northbound, flaring to four lanes at its junction with Dock
Street; and gives access to Yorkgate Shopping Centre. Southbound in this location, only a single lane is
provided, that leads to the M2 Motorway northbound.

North of its junction with Brougham Street, York Street continues as the A2, providing a dual lane in either
direction and running parallel to the M2 Motorway. No segregated or advisory cycle provision is provided
along the route, with ASLs at junctions intermittently.

. Footways — Footways are typically wide and well lit; fronted by car parks, large retail and residential units.
However, between the A12 and Dock Street junctions, the pedestrian environment is considered isolated
due to limited frontage.

Speed and volume of traffic does not provide a pleasant pedestrian environment along the majority of the
route, with large intersections and multistage crossings facilities at regular intervals.

. Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are extremely high, with AADT'’s between 14000 and
21000; however, traffic speeds are moderate with 85" percentile speeds between 16-25mph.

Figure 7 — Corridor 2, York Street.
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4.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

421 Section 2A

Section 2A covers the southern section of York Street, between Donegall Street and Great Patrick Street. The
route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, with single running lanes in either direction and central
hatching provided for right turns.

This section gives access to both Buoy Park and Ulster University, providing wide footways and a mid-block
crossing; however, no advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided.

Section 2A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 46% with one critical fail. The
critical fail is due to cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m
and 3.9m wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 2A

Max possible score A0
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score Audit 2 zcore
Cohiareiice Faz=iF ail (702 threshold) Fail
16 Ay Critical Fails? (0] ‘ez
14 Mumber of Critical Fails 1
12
10 R
Criteria Maz Score Sub- % score Ezisting

criteria

Attractiveness Ezisting
r

Directness

8

(<3

4 r

5 Coherence [ 1] 14
Directness 1 i ] i 114
Safety 16 7 7 445
Comfart 8 - T 3
Altractiveness 10 i 7 i T

Comfort Safety

422 Section 2B

Section 2B covers York Street between its junction with the B88 Frederick Street /Great Patrick Street and its
junction with the A12 Great Georges Street to the north.

This section is characterised with a high number of vehicular movements continuing ahead in a northbound
direction to access both the M2 / M3 Motorways or turning left to access the A12 Great George Street.

York Street provides a one-way only northbound, five-lane carriageway within this section. No advisory or
segregated cycle facilities are provided northbound or southbound via a contraflow lane.

Section 2B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 44% with two critical fails.
Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 18700 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 2B Mar possible seore 50
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score Audit 32 seare
Fas=iFail [70% threshold) Fail
Coherence " .
16 Any Critical Fails? ['M] N
14 Mumber of Critical Failz 2
12
10 Criteria Maz Score Sub- *% score Proposed
?’ criteria
Attractiveness 5 Directness Ezistina
a4 r r
5 Coherence E 1] 0
Directneszs 0 i B i B0
Safety 15 g 7 B3
Comfart g - B 3an
Attractiveness 10 i E i B0
50
Comfort Safety
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423 Section 2C

Section 2C covers York Street between its junction with the A12 Great Georges Street and A12 Westlink.

This section is characterised with a high number of vehicular movements accessing M2 / M3 Motorways, York
Street provides a six-lane, one-way only northbound carriageway. Four of the vehicular lanes lead to the M2/ M3

motorway slip roads. No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided northbound or southbound via a
contraflow lane.

Section 2C has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 44% with two critical fails.
Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 21271 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 2C
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score
ol Mak possible score 50
oherence .
16 Audit % score _
12 P as=iFail (705 threshold) Fail
12 Any Critical Fails? [0]) Yes
10 Mumber of Critical F ails 2
8
Attractiveness 0 Directness Criteria Maz Score Sub- % score Proposed
3 criteria
2 'E:istinn .
Cioherene E 1] 0
Directness ] i 4 i 403
Safety 16 s 56
Camfor 8 s T 3%
Altractiveness 10 i E i B0
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424 Section 2D

Section 2D covers York Street between its junction with the A12 Westlink and Brougham Street.

York Street provides a dual lane northbound, flaring to four at the junction with Brougham Street (with a single

southbound lane leading to a motorway slip-road only). Access northbound to the Cityside Retail & Leisure Park
northbound.

This section is also characterised with a high number of vehicular movements with no advisory or segregated
cycle facilities provided in either direction.

Section 2D has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 44% and two critical fails.
Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 14258 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 2D
Max possible score a0
= Sub-criteria Existing Max Score it 4 soore _
‘;‘;”e’ ence PassiF ail [70:4 threshald) Fail
1; Any Critical Fails? [k ez
12 Pumbeer of Critical Fails 2
10
8 Criteria Maz Score Sub- % score Proposed
Attractiveness (’ Directness criteria
S  Ezisting
2 Coherence E o 0
Directneszs 10 i 4 i 403
Safety 16 g 503
Camfart 8 a3 3m%
Attractiveness 10 i E i 1
Comfort Safety 50
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425 Section 2E

Section 2E covers York Street between its junction with Brougham Street and Yorkgate Station.

York Street provides a dual lane in either direction, with the southbound lane flaring to four lanes leading towards
the Brougham Street junction. The junction with Yorkgate Station car park is priority controlled, with a right turn
pocket for motor vehicles turning in, but no pedestrian or cycle provision.

This section is also characterised with a high number of vehicular movements with no advisory or segregated
cycle facilities in either direction.

Section 2E has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 44% and two critical fails.
Critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 15427 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 2E

e Sub-criteria Existing = Max Score May possible score 50
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4.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Seven existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor two, which are:

. Junction 2.1 — York Street / Donegall Street;

. Junction 2.2 — York Street / B88 Frederick Street;

. Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street;

. Junction 2.3 — York Street / A12 Great Georges Street;
. Junction 2.4 — York Street / A12 Westlink;

. Junction 2.5 — A2 York Street / Brougham Street; and
. Junction 2.6 — A2 York Street / Yorkgate Station.

In summary, all movements at each of the junctions assessed scored a red rating. This is due to a number of
factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. ASLs are less than 5m deep;

. Several instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.
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The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor two, with further detailed information provided
at Appendix B. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to avoid
duplication of results.
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4.3.3 Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street;
See Section 10.3.1

4.3.4 Junction 2.3 — York Street / A12 Great Georges Street;

4.3.5 Junction 2.4 —York Street / A12 Westlink;

Note: Banned movements are those leading to the M2 / M3 Motorway slip roads.
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4.3.6 Junction 2.5 - A2 York Street / Brougham Street;

£ 7 3 p N o | N l’“‘l II

A

oo '—“'_ ]

Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure

AECOM
19



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

4.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor two are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 2 — York Street/ York Road

|Colour [Lower Limit |

Widdh (m) |_4

Average Width (m) | 4

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on T Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type

M \5.
Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

+  YorkStreet is heavily trafficked corridor. North of its junction with Great Patrick Street, the
carriageway is a northbound only route that provides five running lanes;

+  Footways are typically wide and well lit; fronted by car parks, large retail and residential units.
However, between the A12 and Dock Street junctions, the pedestrian envirenment could be
considered isolated due to limited frontage.

Access / Connections:

+  Access to Ulster University and the City Centre gained towards the southwest, with connections ta
the Cityside Retail & Leisure Park and Yorkgate Train Station towards the northern extent;

§ - Onecontrolled mid-block crossing facility is provided at Ulster University, with all other crossing

movements required to be taken at major junctions.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

+  Footways south of Great Patrick Street are laid with sets, providing a smooth surface. North of this
point, the footway surfaces are poor, with cracks and joints creating an uneven surface;

+  Oceasional lighting columns and trees are located within the centre of the footway. However,
widths are sufficient so that their obstruction is limited

4.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor two are shown in the figure below.

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 2 York Street

Ponding water at
crossing point
Mix of conirolled and
3 unconirolied
Missing tactiles i > \ » P crossings at
Dished channel in ; A - signalised junction
Tootway . Kerb upstands >
£ / 6mm at droppers
Farside pedestrian
2 signals
No parking provision y
for blue-badge - Crossing lengths
F = Gulley'sin
Mix of controlled and u N p>¢ crossing
uncontrolled crossings at £ : "
signalised junction
Kerb upstands > 6mm at
droppers
Farside pedestrian signals

Mix of controlled and
uncontrolled crossings at
signalised junction

Kerb upstands > 6mm at

¢ v droppers
+ Kerbupstand at B2 Dished channel in
Interaction of access . crossing point . footway

steps/ramps with footway

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
20



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

5. Corridor 3 | Fredrick Street / Dunbar Link / Waring Street

51 Overview

. Extents - Corridor three covers the northern section of the ‘Belfast Inner Ring’, encompassing Fredrick
Street, Dunbar Link and Waring Street, between the B88 Frederick Streets / B126 Queen Street junction at
its western extent; to the A2 Waring Street / Donegall Quay priority junction at its eastern extent. The
corridor is shown in Figure 8.

. Characteristics - The corridor is very heavily trafficked and provides multiple vehicle lanes in either
direction. Towards its western extent, the route features a dual lane westbound and three running lanes
eastbound, with a large tree lined central reserve that includes some parking and gaps for uncontrolled
pedestrian crossing. Beyond this point, between its junctions with York Street and Waring Street, up to five
lanes westbound and three eastbound are provided, with a varying width central reserve used only for traffic
signs and multistage pedestrian crossings at junctions.

The route then continues with three lanes of traffic in an eastbound only direction, as the A2 Waring Street /
Albert Square, between its junctions with Victoria Street and Albert Square. This section provides access
both across the River Lagan via a highway bridge, which then links to the M3 Motorway to the east; or,
alternatively southbound via Oxford Street which forms the eastern section of the ‘Inner Ring’. No
segregated or advisory cycle provision is provided along the route, with ASLs provided at only some
junctions.

Footways — The northern footway is considered wide, whereas the southern footway is considered
moderately wide. Pedestrian only crossing facilities are provided at major junctions, with no mid-block
facilities. The speed and volume of traffic does not provide a pleasant pedestrian environment along the
majority of the route, with the road causing a major north / south severance.

Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are extremely high, with between 10752 and 23024
AADT,; however, traffic speeds are moderate with 85™ percentile speeds typically between 10-20mph due to
the frequency of signalised junctions.

Figure 8 — Corridor 3, Fredrick Street / Dunbar Link / Waring Street.
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5.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

5.2.1 Section 3A

Section 3A covers the western extent of the B88 Frederick Street, between North Queen Street and York Street.
The route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring a dual lane westbound and three running
lanes eastbound, with a large tree lined central reserve that includes some parking and gaps for uncontrolled
pedestrian crossing.

This section provides access to the A12 Westlink via Clifton Street westbound and the A2 Great Patrick Street /
York Street eastbound.

The carriageway is fronted by tall office buildings to the south and a multi-storey car park to the north. Multistage
pedestrian only crossings are provided at major junctions.

No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided along this section or lead in lanes for ASLs at the either
the B126 North Queen Street or York Street junctions.

Section 3A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 10752 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 3A

e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score

Coherence May possible scare 50
16 Baudit 3 seore
14 FassiFail (703 threshold) Fail
12 Any Critical Fails? [Y#M) Yes
10 Mumber of Critical Fails z
8
Attractiveness 5 Directness Criteria Maz Score Sub- % score E:isling
4 criteria
2 Ezisting
Coherence [ i} 14
Directness 10 N B i L1154
Safety 1% [ 28
Comfort 8 s T 8%
Attractiveness 10 i 3 3 L1
50

Comfort Safety

5.2.2 Section 3B

Section 3B covers the A2 Great Patrick Street, between its junctions with Nelson Street and York Street. The
route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring a dual lane eastbound, five running lanes
westbound and a central reserve approximately 2m wide.

This section provides access to the A12 Westlink via Clifton Street westbound and the A2 Great Patrick Street /
York Street eastbound.

Wide footways are provided on the northern side of the carriageway, with a moderate width tree lined footway
provided on the southern side of the carriageway, fronted by multi-story office buildings to the south and north.

Multistage pedestrian only crossings are provided at its junctions either side. No advisory or segregated cycle
facilities are provided along this section or lead in lanes towards ASLs at the either the Nelson Street and York
Street junctions.

Section 3B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 22089 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).
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CLOS Score Existing 3B
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5.2.3 Section 3C

Section 3C covers the A2 Dunbar Link, between its junctions with Nelson Street and Corporation Street, running
in a north / south alignment. The route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring three lanes
southbound and a dual lane, flaring to three lanes northbound, with a large a central reserve.

This section provides access to the A12 Westlink via York Street northbound and the A2 Albert Square / Waring
Street and Corporation Street southbound.

Moderate width, tree lined footways are provided on either side of the carriageway, overlooked by a hotel to the
northeast of the section and car parks on either side to the south. Multistage pedestrian only crossings are
provided at both the Nelson Street and Corporation Street junctions.

No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided along this section or lead in lanes for ASLs at the either
the Nelson Street junction. ASLs are not provided at the Corporation Street junction.

Section 3C has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 20453 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 3C
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score
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16 Audit % score
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5.24 Section 3D

Section 3D covers the A2 Dunbar Link, between its junctions with Corporation Street and Waring Street. The
route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring three lanes southbound and a dual lane, flaring to
four lanes northbound; a central reserve is also provided, approximately 2.5m wide.

This section provides access to the A12 Westlink via York Street and Corporation Street northbound and the A2
Albert Square / Waring Street to the east for southbound movements. The A2 Victoria Street that forms the
southern arm provides five running lanes in a northbound only direction.

A moderate width, tree lined footway is provided to the west of the carriageway and a wider paved footway is
provided to the east; both overlooked by office buildings.

Multistage pedestrian only crossings are provided at its junctions either side. No advisory or segregated cycle
facilities are provided along this section or ASLs at the either junction.

Section 3C has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 23024 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 3D
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5.25 Section 3E

Section 3E covers the A2 Waring Street / Albert Square between its junctions with Victoria Street and Albert
Square. The route is heavily trafficked; however, is one-way in an eastbound direction, featuring three lanes of
traffic.

This section provides access southbound across the River Lagan, linking to M3 Motorway to the east, or Oxford
Street / East Bridge Street to the south.

Moderate width footways are provided either side of the carriageway, with a wide grass verge running adjacent to
the southern footway.

This section is overlooked by both office and residential buildings, a multistage pedestrian crossing is provided at
its junction with Victoria Street; whereas, only an uncontrolled crossing of the minor arm is provided at the Albert
Square junction.

No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided along this section in an east / west alignment; however,
NCN 93 runs in a north / south alignment along the eastern footway at the Albert Square junction. No further
connections are provided to alternative routes from NCN 93.
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Section 3E has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 44% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 23024 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 3E
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5.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Six existing junctions have been reviewed along corridor
three, which are:

. Junction 1.2 — B88 Carrick Hill / B126 North Queen Street
. Junction 2.2 — York Street / B88 Frederick Street;

. Junction 3.3 — Great Patrick Street / Nelson Street;

. Junction 5.1 — A1 Dunbar Link / Corporation Street;

. Junction 3.5 — A2 Dunbar Link / Waring Street; and

. Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegal Quay.

In summary, two movements, associated with NCN 93 at the Albert Square / Donegal Quay junction scored a
green rating, due to the existing cycleway been separated physically from motor traffic and also from pedestrians
by a white line marking. All other movements, at all other junctions scored a red rating, this is due to a number of
factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. ASLs are less than 5m deep;

. Instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor three, with further detailed information
provided at Appendix C. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to
avoid duplication of results.

5.3.1 Junction 1.2 — B88 Carrick Hill / B126 North Queen Street
See Section 3.3.2

5.3.2 Junction 2.2 — York Street / B88 Frederick Street
See Section 4.3.2
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5.3.3 Junction 3.3 — Great Patrick Street / Nelson Street

5.3.4 Junction 5.1 — A1 Dunbar Link / Corporation Street
See Section 7.3.1

5.3.5 Junction 3.5 - A2 Dunbar Link / Waring Street

Note: Banned right turn from Dunbar Link Eastbound (left turn only) to minor arm southbound for all traffic.

5.3.6  Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegall Quay

See Section 8.3.1
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54 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor three are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Y ASCOM

Corridor 3 — Frederick Street / Dunbar Link / Waring Street

]
Average Widih ) | 3

T
H
3
71

Corridor 3
(Southern Footway)

I
Average Widih ()
Note:

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scaring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:
Dunbar Link is a very heavily trafficked route, providing multiple lanes in either direction, with up to seven
westbound lanes. This creates a traffic dominated environment that is likely to be unpleasant for pedestrians;
Both footways are well lit and tree lined. The northern footway is considered wide, whereas the southern
footway is considersd moderately wide

Access / Connections:

*  Five main junctions along the corridor provide multistage pedestrian crossing facilities; however, no additional
mid-block crossings are provided;
Access 1o Ulster University is provided at the central section of the corridor. Whereas, access to the City Centre
is gained to the southwest.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

+  The footway surface is variable in quality on either side of the carriageway, providing a mixture of concrete
paving slabs and bituminous surfacing, with some areas requiring resurfacing due to cracks and joints;
Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the footway. However, some trees are located within the
centre of the footway on either side that cause obstruction

5.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor three are shown in the figure below.
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6. Corridor 4 | Brougham Street / Dock Street

6.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor four covers Brougham Street and Dock Street, from the junction with B126 North Queen
Street at its western extent; to its junction priority junction with Princes Dock Street at its eastern extent. The
corridor is shown in Figure 9.

. Characteristics - Brougham Street, between its junctions with North Queen Street and York Street is a
heavily trafficked route, featuring dual lanes in either direction, with no central reserve.

East of its junction with York Street, the route continues to be heavily trafficked, featuring dual lanes that
flare to three in either direction. As the route passes under the M3 motorway the route features a central
reserve containing overpass pier columns protected by VRS.

East of the underpass, the route continues eastbound through two signalised intersections of Nelson Street
and Garmoyle Street. The corridor then ends at Princes Dock Street prior to the Harbour Estate entrance.
No segregated or advisory cycle provision is provided along the corridor, with ASLs provided at only the
B126 North Queen Street and A2 York Street junctions.

However, at its very eastern extent, the NCN Route 93 runs in a north / south alignment between Princes
Dock Street and Garmolye Street, which provides two-way cycle track segregated from traffic.

. Footways - Pedestrian footways are of an adequate width along the corridor, with pedestrian only crossing
facilities provided at major junctions. The speed and volume of traffic does not provide a pleasant
pedestrian or cycle environment, particularly where the route passes under the M3 Motorway, which is
poorly lit, and traffic dominated. Footways provide access to retail units to the north and south that form part
of the Cityside Retail & Leisure Park, with Yorkgate Train Station also accessed via the Dock Street junction.

. Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are extremely high, with between 13791 and 16596
AADT; however, traffic speeds are low with 85" percentile speeds of 10mph due to the number of signalised
junctions.

Figure 9 — Corridor 4, Brougham Street / Dock Street.
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6.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

6.2.1 Section 4A

Section 4A covers Brougham Street, between its junctions with North Queen Street and York Street. The route is
characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring dual lanes in either direction, with no central reserve.

Moderate width, tree lined footways are provided on either side of the carriageway; the route is fronted to the
north by a fence protecting wooded residential back gardens and to the south by the Cityside Retail & Leisure
Park Car Park.

Multistage pedestrian only crossings are provided at junctions. No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are
provided along this section or lead in lanes towards ASLs at the either the B126 North Queen Street or York
Street junctions.

Section 4A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fail is due to:

. An AADT of 13791 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 4A
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y Audit% score| [ EEEEIN
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2 Coherence 6 0 0%
Directness 10 s T 60%
Safety 16 6 38%
Comfort 8 - oa 38%
Aftractiveness 10 s T 60%
Comfort Safety 50

6.2.2 Section 4B

Section 4B covers Dock Street, between its junctions with York Street and Nelson Street. The route is
characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring dual lanes that flare to three lanes in either direction, with a
central reserve and VRS that protects the M3 overpass piers.

This section provides access to the A2 York Street / B126 North Queen Street westbound and Dock Street /
Nelson Street eastbound.

A moderate width footway is provided on either side of the carriageway. However, the underpass is traffic
dominated, noisy and poorly lit, creating an unwelcoming environment from a pedestrian or cycle perspective.

Multistage pedestrian only crossings are provided at junctions. No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are
provided along this section or lead in lanes towards ASLs at the either the York Street junction; ASLs are not
provided at the Nelson Street junction.

Section 4B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 42% with two critical fails. The
critical fail is due to:

. An AADT of 13791 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).
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14 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
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r r
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6.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Five existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor four, which are:

. Junction 1.3 — B126 North Queen Street / Brougham Street;
. Junction 2.5 — A2 York Street / Brougham Street; and

. Junction 4.3 — Dock Street / Nelson Street;

. Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street;

. Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street

In summary, three movements, two at Garmoyle Street / Dock Street and one at both Princes Dock Street / Dock
Street are classed as amber, these movements are associated with NCN 93 and are undertaken using an off-
carriageway cycle track separated from pedestrians by white thermoplastic line. However, not all movements
associated with the NCN 93 route scored an amber, due to insufficient crossing provision of dual-carriageway
Dock Street.

All other junction movements scored a red rating, this is due to a number of factors; however typically due to the
following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. ASLs are less than 5m deep;

. Instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor four, with further detailed information provided
at Appendix D. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to avoid
duplication of results.

6.3.1 Junction 1.3 — B126 North Queen Street / Brougham Street
See Section 3.3.3

6.3.2 Junction 2.5 - A2 York Street / Brougham Street
See Section 4.3.6

6.3.3 Junction 4.3 —Dock Street / Nelson Street

Note: Bus lane southbound does not permit cyclists.
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6.3.4 Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street
See Section 7.3.4

6.3.5 Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street
See Section 8.3.3
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6.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor four are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 4 — Brougham Street/ Dock Street

T
| Avorage Width (m} |32

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TAL Pedestrian
Comfart Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

*  Brougham Street and Dock Street are heavily trafficked routes, providing a dual lane in either direction, that
widens to a three / four lane approach at its junctions with York Street and Nelson Street;
Footways are an adequate width, well lit and tree lined on either side of the carriageway between North
Queen Street and York Street. However, under the M3 Motorway, the pedestrian enviranment is poerly lit,
with poor urban realm and traffic dominated, creating an unwelcoming and unpleasant pedestrian
environment.

Access / Connections:
Footways provide access to retail units to the north and south that form part of the Cityside Retail & Leisure
Park, with Yorkgate Train Station also accessed via the Dock Street junction;
Four main junctions along the corridor provide multistage pedestrian crossing facilities; however, no
additional mid-block crossings are provided.

= Surface Quality / Obstructions:

»  The footway surface is generally adequate; however, some areas are considered poor on either side of the
carriageway, with some cracks and joints creating an uneven surface;
Lighting columns are typically lacated at the back of the footway. However, trees are located within the
centre of the footway on either footway potentially causing obstruction to pedestrians.

6.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor four are shown in the figure below.

Moability Impaired Assessment — Corridor 4 Brougham Street & Dock Street & l':{,m..:::" AZCOM

*  Missing tatciles
= Kerb upstands >

6mm at droppers
i - Uncontrolled crossings

+  No crossings on east
side
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7. Corridor 5| Garmoyle St/ Corporation St

7.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor five covers Garmoyle Street and Corporation Street, from the junction with A2 Dunbar
Link at its southern extent; to its mid-block Toucan crossing at the Whitla Street Subway. The corridor is
shown in Figure 10.

. Characteristics - The southern section of the corridor is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic,
featuring dual lanes in either direction, running in a north / south alignment.

To the south the route connects to the ‘Belfast Inner Ring’. To the north the route connects to Sailortown
Quay for general traffic but continues to Dock Street as a bus / cycle only route. The southern section of
corridor is fronted by several car parks and industrial / office units on either side. The M3 Motorway and
railway line overpass, which creates an isolated and unwelcome pedestrian / cycle environment. The
section north of Dock Street is also characterised with heavy motor vehicle traffic, providing a one-way
southbound three-lane highway that flares to five lanes at its junction with Dock Street and is also fronted by
industrial units.

. Footways - Moderate footway widths are provided, that are tree lined on either side; however, on the
eastern footway trees and lighting columns are placed in such a way as to create obstacles within the
footway.

At the northern section of the corridor, the eastern footway forms NCN 93 and has been divided between
pedestrians and cycles using a white thermoplastic line. Signposts, trees and lighting columns create
obstacles within both the narrow footway and cycle track.

A shared use section and mid-block toucan crossing is provided within the northern section of the corridor.
At all other major junctions, including Dock Street, pedestrian only crossings are provided.

. Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are very high, with between 9584 and 17881 AADT. At the
southern extent of the corridor, Corporation Street has an 85™ percentile speed of 11mph due to frequent
signalised junctions; whereas, towards the northern extent of the corridor, 85™" percentile speeds are
approximately 33mph.
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Figure 10 — Corridor 5, Garmoyle St / Corporation St
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7.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

7.2.1  Section 5A

Section 5A covers Corporation Street between its junctions with the A2 Dunbar Link and Corporation Square. The
route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring dual lanes in either direction, running in a north /
south alignment. To the south the route connects to the ‘Belfast Inner Ring’, whereas to the north the route
connects to Corporation Square; or, continues on for another 125m before connecting to Sailortown Quay for
general traffic and continuing as a bus / cycle only route.

This section of the corridor is fronted by several car parks and industrial / office units either side. Towards the
northern extent of the section, the M3 Motorway overpasses, creating an isolated and unwelcome pedestrian /
cycle environment with limited passive surveillance.

A moderate width, tree lined footway is provided either side of the carriageway. No mid-block pedestrian
crossings are provided. Multistage pedestrian only crossings are provided at its junction with the A2 Dunbar Link
to the south and straight across pedestrian crossings are provided at the junction with Corporation Square to the
north. However, no cycle crossings or advisory / segregated cycle facilities are provided along this section.

Section 5A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 46% and one critical fail. The
critical fail is due to:

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).
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CLOS Score Existing 5A
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10 Number of Critical Fails 1
8
Attractiveness f Directness Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Existing
2' criteria
Existing
r r
Coherence g 0 0%
Directness 10 7 70%
Safety 16 g 50%
Comfort 8 3 38%
| Aftractiveness 10 "5 7 50%
Comfort Safety —_—
50

7.2.2 Section 5B

Section 5B covers Corporation Street between its junctions with Corporation Square and Dock Street. This
section is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic and 85" percentile speeds of approximately 30mph.

This section features a dual lane southbound; however, northbound from the Corporation Square junction, a
single lane continues for approximately 125m before general traffic is forced to turn right at a bus gate and route
towards Sailortown Quay, Corporation Street then continues northbound as a single bus and cycle lane.

This section of the corridor is fronted by car parks, industrial units and derelict land, giving limited passive
surveillance. A moderate width, tree lined footway is provided on either side of the carriageway; however, trees
and lighting columns within the eastern footway create obstacles.

Straight across pedestrian only crossings are provided at its junction with Corporation Square and a multistage
pedestrian only crossing is provided at its junction with Dock Street. However, no cycle crossings or advisory /
segregated cycle facilities are provided for southbound movements.

No cycle connections to / from Corporation Street are provided at the Dock Street junction, with cyclists travelling
northbound within the bus lane left stranded and forced to turn left into the busy Dock Street / Nelson Street
junction with no onward provision.

Section 5B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 36% with two critical fails. The
critical fail is due to:

. An AADT of 11804 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 5B
e Sub-Criteria Existing Max Score
Coherence Max possible score 50
16 Audit % score
14 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
12 Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) Yes
10 Number of Critical Fails 2
8
. [ Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
Attractiveness Directness Clitaeta
4 AT
5 Existing
Coherence 6 ) 0%
Directness 10 " 6 60%
Safety 16 4 25%
Comfort 8 i 38%
Attractiveness 10 " s 50%
50
Comfort 7 Safety
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7.2.3 Section 5C

Section 5C covers Garmoyle Street, between its junctions with Dock Street and its mid-block crossing towards
the Whitla Street Subway.

This section is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic and provides three-lanes one way southbound, flaring
to five at its junction with Dock Street.

This section is fronted by industrial units and a fire station to the east and a large brick walled industrial unit to the
west. Amoderate width, tree lined footway is provided on the western side of the carriageway.

The eastern footway forms NCN 93 and has been divided using a thermoplastic while line into both a below
minimum standard footway and a minimum standard two-way cycle track; signposts, trees and lighting columns
create obstacles within both the footway and cycle track.

A shared use section and mid-block toucan crossing is provided at the northern extent of the route, towards the
Whitla Street Subway.

At the Dock Street junction, a multistage pedestrian only crossing is provided, with cyclists entering into shared
space, but with no cycle crossing facilities or connection to Corporation Street.

The following results are assessed on the linear cycle provision allowing cyclists to be separated from general
traffic, not the connections to and from the facility at junctions which are considered poor.

Section 5C has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 52% with no critical fails. The
fail is due to a number of factors, including:

. No dedicated connection to adjacent routes e.g. Garmoyle Street / Corporation Street to the south or Dock
Street to the west; and

. Cycle and pedestrian facilities are narrow with no vertical separation and obstacles blocking the route.

CLOS Score Existing 5C
e Sub-criteria Existing === Max Score
i%"e'e”m Max possible score 50
1 Audit % score _
1 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
10 Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
8 Number of Critical Fails 0
Attractiveness 5 Directness
4 Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
2 criteria
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4 y
Coherence 6 1 17%
Directness 10 2 50%
Safety 16 " 12 7 75%
Comfort 8 ey 50%
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50
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7.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Five existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor five, which are:

. Junction 5.1 — Al Dunbar Link / Corporation Street

e  Junction 5.2 — Corporation Street / Corporation Square;
. Junction 8.3 — Corporation Street / Little Patrick Street;
. Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street; and

e  Junction 5.4 — Duncrue Street / Whitla Subway

In summary, two movements, associated with NCN 93 at the Garmoyle Street / Dock Street junction scored an
amber rating, due to the existing cycle movement separated physically from motor traffic and also segregated
from pedestrians by a white thermoplastic line marking. All other movements, at all other junctions scored a red
rating, this is due to a number of factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. Instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor five, with further detailed information provided
at Appendix E. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to avoid
duplication of results.

7.3.1  Junction 5.1 — A1 Dunbar Link / Corporation Street
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7.3.2 Junction 5.2 — Corporation Street / Corporation Square

7.3.3  Junction 8.3 — Corporation Street / Little Patrick Street
See Section 10.3.3

7.3.4 Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street

Note: Cycle movements 3 and 4 assumed to follow two-way cycle track to the northeast of the junction.

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
40



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

7.3.5 Junction 5.4 — Duncrue Street / Whitla Subway

Note: NB cycle movements assumed to follow cycle crossing through junction.

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
41



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

7.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor five are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Vi AZCOM

Corridor 5 — Garmoyle Street / Corporation Street

“Average width (m) |_276_|

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TAL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

= Corporation Street is a heavily trafficked route, providing dual lanes in either direction south of Corporation Square.
Between Corporation Square and Dock Street, a dual lane southbound and a bus / cycle lane narthbound is provided.
Footways are typically moderate width, well Iit and tree lined However, towards the north-eastern extent, the
footway is narrowed in order to accommodate NCN Route 93.
Frantages along the route are limited, creating an isolated environment adjacent to carparks and light industrial units.
The urban realm is especially poor under the M3 motorway and railway line.

Access / Connections:
Footways provide access to Corporation Street Car Park, located under the M3 overpass; Belfast City Centre to the
south, Sailortown to the east and Belfast Dock to the north.
Pedestrian crossings are provided at main junctions, with one additional mid-block Toucan crossing provided at the
northern extent towards the Whitla Street Subway.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:
The footway surface condition is considered to be variable on either side of the carriageway, with cracks and joints
creating an uneven surface in some areas.
Occasional lighting calumns, trees and road signs are located within the centre of the footways and are likely to cause
obstruction. This is a particular issue where the footway is shared with NCN Route 93.

7.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor five are shown in the figure below.

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 5 Garmoyle Street & Corporation St
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8. Corridor 6 | NCN Route 93

8.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor six covers NCN Route 93, between its junctions with the A2 Albert Square to the south
and Garmoyle Street to the north. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 7.

. Characteristics - The southern section of the route is fronted by multi-storey office units, a multi-storey car
park and hotel, providing a single lane in either direction and intermittent on-street parking. The eastern
footway forms NCN-93; however, no cycle crossings facilities are provided at the Albert Square junction,
with tactile paving of the uncontrolled pedestrian crossing of the minor arm encroaching into the cycle lane.

Cyclists are given priority across the Calredon Road junction; however, are led onto shared space with no
clear direction of the on-going route. The central section, between its junctions with Corporation Square and
Dock Street is characterised by an on-street, meandering moderately trafficked route, that runs in a roughly
north / south alignment and provides access to offices located along the Sailortown Quay.

The final section covers Dock Street between its junctions with Princes Dock Street and Garmoyle Street,
this section characterised by moderately trafficked dual carriageway in either direction, providing access to
the Harbour Estate to the northeast.

. Footways — Between Albert Square and Clarendon Road, a wide footway is provided to the west of the
carriageway; with the eastern footway narrower and in part forming NCN Route 93. Within this section, the
M3 Motorway and railways line overpass, creating an isolated atmosphere, with limited passive
surveillance.

Footways along Clarendon Road are wide and tree lined, creating a pleasant and desirable public realm.

The northern footway of Dock Street then forms NCN Route 93, with the footway divided using white line
segregation.

e  Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are moderate, with between 3389 and 4207 AADT. Along
the whole corridor the 85™ percentile speed is approximately 33mph.

Figure 11 — Corridor 6, NCN Route 93
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8.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

8.2.1 Section 6A

Section 6A covers the NCN Route 93 along Donegall Quay, between its junctions with the A2 Albert Square and
Clarendon Road. The route is characterised by moderate motor vehicular traffic, featuring a single lane in either
direction in a north / south alignment. Parking is provided along the western footway at the southern extent and
along the eastern footway at the northern extent.

This section of the corridor is fronted by multi-storey office units on either side at its southern extent and a multi-
storey car park and hotel at its northern extent. Midway, the M3 Motorway overpasses, which creates an isolated
atmosphere with limited passive surveillance.

A wide footway is provided to the west of the carriageway; with the eastern footway in part forming NCN Route 93
and divided into both moderate width footway and a minimum standard two-way cycle track using white line
segregation. Towards its northern extent, the route becomes a mixture of entirely segregated from the footway /
motor traffic, to on-footway but separated through white line segregation and then also sections of shared space.
At side roads, cyclists are not given priority, with shared space crossings of minor arms.

No cycle crossings facilities are provided at the Albert Square junction. An uncontrolled pedestrian crossing
facility are provided over the minor arm but has been constructed so that tactiles encroach within the cycle lane.

Cyclists are forced to enter shared space with no priority across the Hotel access junction; however, are given
priority across the Calredon Road junction but are then led onto shared space with no clear direction of on-going
route.

Section 6B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 58% with no critical fails. The
critical fail is due to:

. Cyclists are not given priority at the majority side road junctions;
. The cycle lane is narrow at points with no vertical separation from pedestrians;

. A lack of continuity and connections to alternative routes.

CLOS Score Existing 6A
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score
Eolererics Max possible score 50
16 Audit % score| [ NEEEEEEN
12 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
e Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
% Number of Critical Fails 0
10
8
/ Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Existing
Attractiveness > Directness criteria
4 ’Existinﬂ =
2 Coherence 6 1 17%
Directness 10 " s y 50%
safety 16 " 2 7 75%
Comfort 8 Ac 75%
Aftractiveness 10 "os " S0%
50
Comfort Safety

8.2.2 Section 6B

Section 6B covers the NCN Route 93 along Clarendon Road, between its junctions with Corporation Square and
Dock Street. The route is characterised by a meandering moderately trafficked road, that runs in a roughly north /
south alignment and provides access to offices located within Sailortown Quay.

A narrow carriageway with the centre line removed and a single lane in either direction is provided, which is lined
with bollards and trees. Parking for offices is provided alongside the carriageway and in car parks that form minor
arms. The carriageway is paved with sets, whilst the footways are moderate, creating an aesthetically pleasing
public realm environment.

The carriageway forms the onward section of NCN Route 93 towards its connection with Princes Dock Street,
linked by a shared surface. Whilst the route is promoted as a quiet route, traffic flows indicate there are moderate
levels of vehicular traffic, at around 3389 AADT and potential traffic speeds of approximately 30mph.

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
44



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

Heritage sets provide an uneven surface for cyclists, whilst historical railway tracks along Princes Dock Street
and parked vehicles cause risk of collision or injury. A lack of signage and tactile used to define the route may
also lead to confusion and clarity of provision.

Section 6B has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0S audit, scoring 28% with no critical fails. The
critical fail is due to:

. Cyclists are mixed with traffic in a moderately trafficked environment;
. Inadequate signage is provided to delineate the route;
. Shared space is not defined by tactile paving, which may lead to collisions with pedestrians;

. Heritage sets create an uneven surface for cyclists.

CLOS Score Existing 6B
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score
Cot Max possible score 50
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16 Audit % score _
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8.2.3 Section 6C

Section 6C covers Dock Street between its junctions with Princes Dock Street and Garmoyle Street.

This section characterised by moderately trafficked dual carriageway in either direction, providing access to the
Harbour Estate to the northeast.

This section of the corridor is fronted by an industrial unit to the north and residential properties and shops to the
south.

A moderate width footway is provided on the southern side of the carriageway. The northern footway forms NCN
Route 93 and is divided into both a below minimum standard footway and a minimum standard two-way cycle
track using white line segregation, with lighting columns creating obstacles within the cycle track.

In order to connect to / from Princes Dock Street, a shared space is provided, which lacks tactile paving and
requires cyclists and pedestrians to seek gaps in traffic in order to continue along the route.

Cyclist and pedestrians are also required to enter a shared space at the junction with Garmoyle Street, with no
tactile paving to indicate this transition and only pedestrians permitted to cross at the junction.

The following results are assessed on the linear cycle provision allowing cyclists to be separate from general
traffic, not the connections across its junctions which are considered poor.

Section 6C has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 42% with no critical fails. The
fail is due to a number of factors, including:

. No dedicated connection to adjacent routes e.g. Garmoyle Street / Corporation Street to the south or Dock
Street to the west; and

. Cycle and pedestrian facilities are narrow with no vertical separation and obstacles blocking the route;

. Lack of tactile paving and sections of shared space.
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CLOS Score Existing 6C
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8.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Three existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor six, which are:

e  Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegal Quay
. Junction 6.2 — Donegal Quay / Clarendon Way; and
. Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street.

In summary, two movements, associated with NCN 93 at the Albert Square / Donegal Quay junction scored a
green rating, due to the existing cycle movement separated physically from motor traffic and also from
pedestrians by white line markings. Five movements at the Donegal Quay / Clarendon Way and one movements
at the Princes Dock Street / Dock Street junction scored an amber,

All other movements, at all other junctions scored a red rating, this is due to a number of factors; however
typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. Cycle movements affected by very poor surfaces;

. Junction corner radius =9m at priority junctions, risking collisions with vehicles taking left turns taken at
speed; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor six, with further detailed information provided
at Appendix F. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to avoid
duplication of results.

8.3.1 Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegal Quay

Note: No cycle provision linking westbound for cyclists from NCN 93.
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8.3.3 Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street

Note: NB cycle movements 5 and 2 assumed to follow cycle crossing through junction.

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
48



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

8.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor six are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 6—NCN Route 93

Corrider 6
(Western Footway)

Corridor 6
(Eastern Footway)

7
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1 §

Average Width (m) |_4.

B Qualitative Commentary

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Characteristics / Ambience:

- Donegall Quay is a moderately trafficked route, providing a single lane in either direction and
sections of on-street parking.

*  Clarendan Road gives access to office buildings within Sailortown and is characterised by wide
tree lined footways and high quality pavement materials creating a pleasant and desirable
public realm for pedestrians. This also forms part of NCN-33 as an on-carriageway section.
Footways are typically moderately wide and well lit towards the southern extent of the
corridor, overlooked by office buildings and a Hotel. However, passive surveillance is limited as
the route passes under the M3 motorway, creating an isolated environment.

Access / Connections:
Footways provide access to Belfast City Quays car park, located north of the M3 overpass,
Belfast City Centre / The Big Fish to the south and Sailortown / Belfast Dock te the nerth.
Crossings along the route are typically uncontrolled, with enly one Zebra located along
Clarendon Road within the Sailortawn area.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

&+ The footway surface is typically considered g00d on either side of the carriageway, with the
footway alongside Clarendon Road finished with well maintained heritage sets

*+  Some office parking occurs within the footway along Clarendon Road; however, street furniture
and bollards ensures that it does not cause an obstruction to pedestrians.

8.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

A Mobility Impaired Audit has not been undertaken for corridor six.
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9. Corridor 7 | Whitla Street Subway

9.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor 7 covers the Whitla Street Subway and its connections between the junctions with the A2
Dock Street and Duncrue Street. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 12.

. Characteristics — The footways are typically wide to the west of the Subway, but a pinch point across the
Nelson Street slip road to east of the subway should be noted.

Poor lighting, graffiti, a lack of passive surveillance and overgrown vegetation create an unwelcoming
pedestrian environment in and around the Whitla Street Subway.

The subway connects York Street and Duncrue Street, giving access to Yorkgate Train Station and linking to
NCN93.

. Footways — The subway connects York Street and Duncrue Street, giving access to Yorkgate Train Station
and linking to NCN 93 that runs in a north / south alignment along Whitla / Duncrue Street. The footway
within the Subway is wide; however, is shared with pedestrians with no segregation or clear signage / tactile
paving.

Two toucan crossing facilities are provided linking NCN-93 to the subway; however, pedestrians and cyclists
have to cross uncontrolled across the one-way link to Whitla Street east. Here, joints and cracks within the
footway create an uneven surface. The footway surface is within the subway is also considered poor, with
cracked sets and vegetation growth.

There is no clear provision for pedestrian or cycle crossings to the west however there is a signal-controlled
crossing to the west over Nelson Street / Duncrue Street.

. Traffic Volumes / Speeds - No speed or traffic data available as corridor 7 is a pedestrian only subway.
Traffic volumes and speeds on the western side of the subway are assumed to be low

Figure 12 — Corridor 7, Whitla Street Subway
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9.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

9.2.1 Section 7A

Section 7A covers the Whitla Street Subway and its connections between the junctions with the A2 Dock Street
and Duncrue Street.

The route is a mix of on-carriageway provision from A2 Dock Street, through the Yorkgate Station Car Park and
into the Whitla Street Subway. The subway itself is shared between pedestrians and cycles.

At present, the route does not provide sufficient signage or tactile paving to indicate a shared use footway or
signify the continuation of the route through the subway. In addition, the subway has graffiti / vandalism and is
poorly lit, creating an unwelcoming pedestrian or cycle environment.

At the eastern extent of the subway, the entrance appears to be overgrown with vegetation, here a toucan
crossing facility is provided to cross Nelson Street, which is a dual carriageway northbound.

Travelling eastbound, cyclists and pedestrians cross a slip road of Nelson Street using an uncontrolled crossing
featuring a raised table. A narrow-shared space provided on the southern footway.

Shared space on the northern side of the raised table then leads to another toucan facility, that connects to / from
the NCN Route 93. NCN Route 93 runs in a north / south alignment along the eastern footway of Duncrue Street
/ Whitla Street with pedestrians and cyclists separated using a thermoplastic whileline..

Section 7A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 38% and no critical fails. The
result is due to a number of factors; however typically due to the following:

. Subway section is typically isolated, overgrown at the eastern entrance and painted with graffiti;
. No existing cycle signage along the route; and

. Lack of tactile paving and sections of shared space footway.

CLOS Score Existing 7A
e Sub-criteria Existing Max Score
Max possible score S0
Coherence Audit % score
16 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
14 Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) Yes
12 Number of Critical Fails 1
10
8 Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
criteria
Attractiveness b Directness ’Exlstmo =
4 Coherence 6 0 0%
2 Directness 10 r 6 s 60%
Safety 16 s 7 %%
Comfort 8 [T 13%
Aftractiveness 10 [ 3 " 30%
50
|
Comfort Safety

9.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Two existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor seven, which are:

. Junction 2.6 - A2 York Road / Whitla Street Subway; and

. Junction 5.4 - Duncrue Street / Whitla Subway.
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In summary, all movements, associated with the A2 York Rd / Whitla Street Subway junction scored a red rating.
Whereas, all other movements associated with the Duncrue St / Whitla Subway scored an amber rating.

The red rating associated with the the A2 York Rd / Whitla Street Subway was

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. No physical refuge in the centre of the major road for right turns;

. Junction corner radius =9m;

. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor seven, with further detailed information
provided at Appendix G. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to
avoid duplication of results.

9.3.1 Junction 2.6 — A2 York Road / Whitla Street Subway
See Section 4.3.7

9.3.2 Junction 5.4 — Duncrue Street / Whitla Subway
See Section 7.3.5
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9.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor seven are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 7 — Whitla Street Subway

Corridor 7
(Northern Footway)

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TrL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

K

ZzZ]

Characteristics / Ambience:
The footways are typically wide to the west of the Subway, but a pinch point across the Nelson
Street slip road the to east of the subway should be noted.

Paor lighting, graffiti, a lack of passive surveillance and overgrown vegetation create an
unwelcoming pedestrian environment in and around the Whitla Street Subway.

gt

L7

3

Access [ Connections:
The subueay connects York Street and Duncrue Street, giving access to Yorkgate Train Station and
linking to NCN 93 that runs in a north / south alignment along Whitla / Duncrue Street.

i

Surface Quality / Obstructions:
The footway surface is considered poor, With Cracked sets within the subway section;
Joints and cracks also create an uneven surface to the east subway at the uncontrolled crossing of
the one way link to Whitla Street east.

9.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor seven are shown in the figure
below.

& AZCOM
Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 7 Whitla Street Subway =

! - Missing dropped kerbs
and tactiles
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10. Corridor 8| Little Patrick Street

10.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor 8 covers Little Patrick Street, the its junctions with the York Street and Corporation
Street. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 13.

. Characteristics - Due to the backstreet nature of Little Patrick Street, it is not an appealing route for
pedestrians and cyclists. Tall multi-storey buildings overshadow the carriageway on either side, making the
environment feel enclosed and reducing the quality of urban realm.

Industrial units to the east of Nelson Street appear to have regular deliveries that load and unload on to the
footway and block the carriageway.

Footways — Footways are a narrow to moderate width and poorly lit. The majority of the footway surface is
considered poor, with cracks and joints resulting in an uneven surface. Parking and deliveries undertaken
on the footway also cause a major obstruction blocking the entire footway in places.

Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are moderate, with 6545 AADT. Along the whole corridor
the 85th percentile speed is approximately 11mph.

Figure 13 — Corridor 8, Little Patrick Street
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10.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

10.2.1 Section 8A

Corridor 8 covers the Little Patrick Street and its connections between the junctions with the York Street and
Corporation Street.

The route is a narrow back street, that is overlooked by high rise residential properties between its junction with
York Street and Nelson Street. Whereas the route is fronted by industrial units between Nelson Street and
Corporation Street.

A narrow carriageway is provided, with the centre line removed and a single lane in either direction. The
carriageway is poorly maintained with cracks and joints creating an uneven surface for cyclist. Whilst footways
are moderate in width, on-street parking on either side blocks the whole footway in places.

In addition, the route feels enclosed, has signs of vandalism and has infrequent street lighting along the
carriageway creating an unwelcoming pedestrian / cycle environment.

Neither York Street, Nelson Street nor Corporation Street provide pedestrian or cycle crossings, severing Little
Patrick Street along its length. Nelson Street forms a major severance east / west, with four lanes of southbound

traffic. As such, cyclists currently have to find gaps in heavy traffic flows and cross four lanes to continue their
journey along Little Patrick Street.

Section 8A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 32% with no critical fails. The
result is due to a number of factors; however typically due to the following:

. Little Patrick Street feels isolated, unwelcome and has signs of vandalism;
. No existing cycle signage along the route; and
. Poor surface quality;

. Cyclists are forced to find gaps at junctions with particularly high traffic volumes.

CLOS Score Existing 8A
e SUb-criteria Existing Max Score
Coherence Max possible score S0
16 Audit % score _
14 Pase/Fail (70% threshold} Fail
12 Any Critical Fails? [N} No
10 Number of Critical Fails 0
8
Attractiveness & Directness Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
4 . criteria
2 | Existing
r r
Coherence 6 0 0%
Directness 10 - 50%
Safety 15 " s 7 50%
Comfort 8 " 13%
Aftractiveness 10 5 30%
Comfort Safety 50
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10.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Three existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor eight, which are:

. Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street
. Junction 8.2 — Nelson Street / Little Patrick Street; and
. Junction 8.3 — Corporation Street / Little Patrick Street.

In summary, all movements at each of the junctions assessed scored a red rating. This is due to a number of
factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection;

. Cycle movement affected by very poor surface; and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor eight, with further detailed information
provided at Appendix H. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to
avoid duplication of results.

10.3.1 Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street
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10.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor eight are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

“ie ASCOM

Corridor 8 — Little Patrick Street

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:
Footways are typically narrow and poarly lit;
Tall muiti-storey buildings over shadow the carriageway an either side, making the environment feel enclosed
and reducing the quality of urban realm.

Access [ Connections:
Footwiays provide access to the Student Roost / residential buildings te the west of Nelson Street and small
businesses and industrial units 1o the east of Nelsen Streer;
No crossing facilities are provided along the corridor, with Nelson Street / York Street causing major severances

Surface Quality / Obstructions:
The faotway surface is considered poor, with cracks and joints resulting in an uneven surface;
Parking and deliveries undertaken on the footway cause a major obstruction.

10.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor eight are shown in the figure below.

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 8 Little Patrick Street ";n.“i_h..:_.f A=COM

Missing dropped kerbs
Tactiles in need of repair
Footways narrower than
2000mm
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11. Corridor 9| Clifton Street

11.1 Overview

. Extents - Corridor 9 covers Clifton Street and its connections between ‘Carlisle Circus’ roundabout to the
west and its signalised junction with Carrick Hill to the east. The extent of the corridor is shown in Figure 14.

. Characteristics — Clifton Street is a heavily trafficked route, providing dual lanes in either direction. Clifton
Street connects residential areas to the west of the A12 Westlink to the City Centre to the east, whilst also
providing access to the A12 Westlink within the centre of the corridor. Controlled crossing facilities are
provided at the Carrick Hill and A12 Westlink junctions, with a mid-block zebra crossing facility provided at
Carlisle Circus.

. Footways — Footways are typically of moderate width, well-lit and tree lined on either side of the
carriageway. The footway surface is considered poor on either side of the carriageway, with numerous
cracks and joints creating an uneven surface. Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the
footway. However, occasional trees and road signs are located within the centre of the footways and are
likely to cause obstruction.

. Traffic Volumes / Speeds - Motor traffic volumes are extremely high, with between 14258 and 30270
AADT. 85™ percentile speeds vary from 7mph at the east of the corridor to 11mph at the west, both low due
to frequent signalised junctions..

Figure 14 — Corridor 9, Clifton Street
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11.2 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

11.2.1 Section 9A

Section 9A covers Clifton Street and its connections between ‘Carlisle Circus’ roundabout to the west and its
signalised junction with Carrick Hill to the east. Clifton Street gives access to the A12 Westlink within the centre of
the route; however, this link is not permitted to cyclists.

The route is characterised by heavy motor vehicle traffic, featuring a dual lane in either direction that flare to three
lanes when required for right turning movements.

This section provides a link to / from the A12 Westlink and the ‘Belfast Inner Ring'’ to the east.

Moderate width tree lined footways are provided on either side of the carriageway, with the carriageway
overlooked by residential properties and businesses on either side. Multistage pedestrian only crossings are

provided at its junction Carrick Hill; with a Zebra crossing provided on approach to the Carlisle Circus
roundabout.

No advisory or segregated cycle facilities are provided along this section or lead in lanes towards ASLs at the
Carrick Hill junction. ASLs are also not provided at the A12 Westlink junction.

Section 9A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CLoS audit, scoring 40% with two critical fails. The
critical fails are due to:

. An AADT of 14258 (above the critical fail threshold of 10000); and

. Cyclists sharing the carriageway nearside lane, which is within critical range of between 3.2m and 3.9m
wide (measured from aerial imagery, topographical survey required for confirmation).

CLOS Score Existing 9A
e SUb-criteria Existing Max Score
Coherence
16 Max possible score S0
14 Audit % score
12 Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
10 Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) Yes
P Number of Critical Fails 2
. (e
Artracueness 7 . Directness Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
¢ g criteria
\ 2 Existing
Coherence 6 " o q 0%
3 \ Directness 10 r 6 ! 60%
\ Safety 16 6 38%
N Comfort 8 2 25%
Aftractiveness 10 " s ! 60%
~J 50
Comfort Safety
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11.3 Junction Assessment baseline results

The JAT has assessed all movements at junctions where the nine core cycle corridors cross or intersect.

Key cycle movements are also highlighted on the plans, that identify principle cycle movements that are expected
to be focused on as part of the Belfast Cycling Network. Three existing junctions have been reviewed along
corridor nine, which are:

. Junction 1.1 — B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton Street;
. Junction 9.2 — A12 Westlink / Clifton Street; and
. Junction 9.3 — Carlisle Circus.

In summary, all movements at each of the junctions assessed scored a red rating. This is due to a number of
factors; however typically due to the following:

. Cycle movements are not segregated from traffic, with cyclists in potential conflict with heavy traffic flows;
. Cyclists are required to move across more than one lane of traffic without protection;
e  ASLs are less than 5m deep (B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton Street junction);

. Instances of unsignalised left turn lanes adjacent to signalised ahead lanes (B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton
Street junction); and

. Lane widths are between 3.2 - 3.9m, putting cyclists at risk of collision from overtaking vehicles.

The following sections show each junction assessed along corridor nine, with further detailed information
provided at Appendix |. Where junctions appear in more than one corridor, the relevant section is referenced to
avoid duplication of results.

11.3.1 Junction 1.1 — B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton Street
See Section 3.3.1

11.3.2 Junction 9.2 — A12 Westlink / Clifton Street
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11.4 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results

Results of the Pedestrian Comfort Level baseline assessment and qualitative commentary regarding the
pedestrian environment for corridor nine are shown in the figure below.

Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 9 — Clifton Street

LowFlow  Overall

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TiL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

AL -
Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:
Footways are typically of moderate width, well it and tree lined on either side of the carriageway;
Clifton Street is a heavily trafficked route, providing dual lanes in either direction and access to the A12
Westlink.

Access [ Connections:
Footways are fronted by a mixture of residential buildings and businesses on either side of the carriageway;
Footways connect residential areas to the west of the A12 Westlink towards the City Centre to the east;
Controlled crossing facilities are provided at the Carrick Hill and A12 Westlink junctian, with a mid-block
zebra crossing facility provided at Carlisle Circus.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

+  The footway surface is considered poor on either side of the carriageway, with numerous cracks and joints
creating an uneven surface.
Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the foatway. However, occasional trees and road signs
are located within the centre of the faotways and are likely to cause obstruction

11.5 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Results of the Mobility Impaired Audit assessment of the baseline for corridor nine are shown in the figure below.

Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 9 Clifton St o ASCOM

- Sign poles clutter footway =
&

¥ 7 DN AR \ : 5
p ."\ ) N " \Eh X) \ £ %
. - Dished channel in the N\ AN
middle of the footway \ \ j

ign poles in the northern = d N
footway west of NQS junction . P /
with limited tonal contrast with 2 . 4

thebackground ] B - Carwash sign in the micale [
3 J of the footway

W*l

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
63



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

12. Summary & Next Steps

12.1  Summary
Cycling

Key findings of the baseline assessment of nine study corridors by section (A-E) and by major junctions are
summarised in Figure 15 below along with key themes. Six of the nine study corridors recorded at least one
critical fail (coloured black), with the other three corridors classified as red. Atotal of 24 junctions, acknowledging
some junction locations are included twice where two corridors intersect, were assessed using the Junction
Assessment Tool. Baseline results of existing provision indicated that 23 out of the 24 junctions reviewed
classified as red whereby the lowest scoring movement at the junction was suitable only for confident existing
cyclists.

Figure 15 — Summary of key findings of existing network audit from a cycling perspective

cle Level of ServicelBLE AL

Existin g Cyclists sharing carriageway nearside lane in critical range between 3.2m and 3.9m;
* High volumes of motor traffic;

LI (3 L S O b L8 (5 = No priority over side roads for cyclists over NCN-93;

+ Two-way cycle track below desirable minimum width (2m) on NCN-93;

+ Junctions providing multiple lane approaches and ASL's with no lead in lanes;

+ _Unsignalised left turn slips with signalised ahead lanes at junctions.
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Walking & Mobility Impaired

A summary of the Baseline Pedestrian Comfort Assessment results from a footway width versus pedestrian flow
perspective are summarised in Figure 16 overleaf. The majority of locations are categorised as green where
there is sufficient footway width for existing pedestrian flows. However, this is recognised to be only a partial
representation of the existing provision for pedestrians, including those with mobility impairments, with a
summary of key themes and issues identified as:

=  Footways are typically wide, well-lit and tree lined within the study area;

= Footway surfaces are typically poor within the study area and in need of resurfacing. Cracks, joints, defects
and drainage channels within the footway result in uneven surfaces;

= QOccasional lighting columns, trees and road signs are located within the centre of the footways and are likely
to cause obstruction. This is a particular issue where the footway is shared with NCN Route 93;

= Where footways are located under the M3 motorway and railway line; or within Whitla Street Subway,
frontages are limited, creating an isolated environment, with poor urban realm and limited passive
surveillance;
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=  There are a mix of controlled and uncontrolled crossings at signalised junctions creating a difficult
environment for mobility impaired user, in particular where a mixture of controlled and uncontrolled crossing
movements are required on a single junction arm;

= Frequent incorrect or missing tactile paving is present at crossing locations or areas of shared footway; this
could be potentially confusing and dangerous for people with vision impairments; and

=  Kerb upstands are frequently greater than 6mm on dropped kerbs, which is likely to pose a problem for
disabled people, particularly wheelchair users.

It is also recognised the future pedestrian flows are projected to be significantly higher on several of the study
corridors reflecting planned land use changes. These increased pedestrian flows need to be taken into account
when considering proposed scheme options.

Figure 16 - Summary of pedestrian comfort assessment findings for the existing network
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12.2 Next Steps

Following this baseline review, the next steps for Active Travel are as follows:

= Work with and feed into the ongoing spatial analysis work undertaken by the AECOM Placemaking team to
ensure key active travel routes are incorporated within the study area and to identify the key issues and
opportunities for connecting people to places.

= Undertake a joint Placemaking / Active Travel review of the existing York Street Interchange scheme design.

= Develop preliminary recommendations to enhance the existing scheme proposals from a placemaking and
active travel perspective and undertake a second iteration LTN 1/20 assessment and pedestrian/mobility
impaired audit/review of the updated scheme proposals.

=  Client workshop and presentation of key findings.
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Appendix A — Corridor 1 | North Queen Street

A.1 Cycle Level of Service baseline results
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Cycling Lovel of Service Assessment (CLos) based on LTN 1/20

ASCOM

Coherence

Directness

Comfort

60571700
Corridor 1
20/05/2021
Luke G Section | | Existing 1A | |
checked By ool Howthorn
L0s I
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
(Connectons | Gyclists should be able to easly and salely join and navigate 1. Abillty (o joinfleave sts cannot | Cycists can Cyclsts have
along different sections of the same route and between route safely and easily. connect to other | connect o other | dedicated g e o st Hatching along the majorty of
diferent routes i the network. considering left and right ahitums | ’ foute may give some safety for
wrns dismounting | cisruption to their | other routes cariagenay oferng unsafe ight trning cyclists, but hot
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P e el e g ) [BELm a0) The number of | The number of | The number of
d frequency stops or give |stops or give weys |stops or give. Four unctons over 893m Four uncions over 833
R e et vaysonthe |on the route is s on the 1 1 o
pedestian-only zones etc betveen 2and 4 [route i less than
Time: Dlay i The lenthof dely caused by nclons houi b miisd. |6 Dely i unctions Delay for cycists | Delay or cycliss at | Delay s shorer
junctions his includes assessing impact of multple or singl stage atjunctions s |junctions is simiar | than for motor
e S e e | (| Cyclists are with alfic, Cycists are vith wafic,
motor vehicles cyclists are not a therefore delay is simiar 10 1 therefore delay is simiar to
required to sto motor vehices motor vehicies
at junctions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able (o bypass siow | 7.Abilty to maintain own Oyl yolsts can P ——— Wide singe ane with hatching;
moving i speed on links 1| are able to overtake within the: 1| allowing a cycists 0 overtake
vehicle (ncluding |and other cycisis adjacent running lane. slowveicles / cycists.
Rouies sk avod sop radrtsWier posskle U2 Gradiert Route includes | There are no
sectons increase time, effort and discomiort. Where these are
counered. mu!es o b o o it g than the. steeper than the [which steeper 5 |unkaown, tough no signicant 5 | uoknoun, though no sigifcant
graients gradients 2% gradients observed. aradients observed.
o in in
Reducelremove | Where cyclists and molor vehicles are sharing the G Motor traffic speed on | B5ih percentle > | 85th percentie
5 carriageway, the key o reducing severity of colisions is approach and through >30mph <20mph
diferences educing the speeds of motor vehick theymore  [junctions where cyclists.
where cyciists | closely maich thal of yclsts. Thi i partiularly importantat  [are sharing th 2 [astn percentie speed = 16 mph 1 |astn percentie spee
are sharing the | points where risk o collsion is greater, such as atjunctions. [ carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10 Motor ualfic speed on |85th percentie > | 8sth percentie
sections of shared >30mph <20mpn 2 |sstn percentie speed = 16 mph 2 |asth percentie speed = 16 mph
(Avoid high motor q 11.Motor traffic volume | >10000 AADT, [5000-10000  |2500-5000and |0-2500 AADT.
g Thi sections of shared or 6% HGY | AADT and %% HGV.
points where is greater, expressed 2530V 14000 ARDT 14000 AADT
are sharing the as vehiclos per peak
(Where speed dif cannot o reduce Cycissin Cycists on
o o e e | e A o cariagevay - |unrestricted Fopriea | O
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying o from behind nearsidelane [uaficlanes  |1&mwideon | from motor
degtecs rough ontaad cycle ance, hybrd tacke and ot carriagevay;
range (3.2m provision) of in
colision from beside or behind the cyclst. andaemuide [1039m orin |motor vaffic off-carriagevey
e e ol cpeed mex SRew Measured from aerial imagery, Measured from aerialimagery.
volumes prevent [ than 1.8m wide. ~[30mph. Cycists in assumed critcal. assumed crlcal.
motor vehicles hybridfight
moving easily segregated
into opposie. vack 85th
lane to pass percentle motor
raffc speed
(A igh proportion of colisins nvolving cycists oceur at 13 Conflicting movements| Side road Side road junctions | Side roads
| e e[S junctions infrequent and wih |closed or reated
reduce the riskof colisig i HEocn jend in with
Juncon veaiments nc uneted. Mejor | veatments Nalo oot Mefo Numerous unireated side Numerous unireated side
e A YD I luncione, princpal mcunng al roads, vith potentalfor high roads, wih potental for high
across side roads Conicing conficting ting |evels of traffc accessing B126. evels of naf acoessing BL25
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts from motor traffic through o |
junctions. movements not. | movements
separated
[Avoid complex 14 Legible road markings Faded, od, | Generall legble | Clear,
design oo of formmdon.Good etk desgnshou b sl and 0sd ot unclear, complex | road markings and |understandable,
road road layout but | simple ro: o | cear oad markings, novever Clear road markings
T A T e e o ol text provided fo directons.
what movements they might mal or unfamilar oad| could be improved | roadiayout
(Consider and | Routes should be assessed in erms of all mult-funcional [ 15.Conflict with kerbside | Naowcydle | Significant Some confictwith | Nolvery limted
reduce risk fro s of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking,  |activity lanes <15mor [confictwith  |kerbside activity - | conflct with
kerbside activy | including collsion vith opened door. (nciuding [ kerbsic .g.less frequent | kerbside activy
anybuffer) (e nearside | actwity on nearside |or idth of cycle No cycle lane provision No cyce lane provision;
alongside cyclss, mn 2m therefore, 2era soore. theretore, zer0 score.
a cycle anes buter exceeds
3m.
erbside parking)
hould include “evasion roonT” (such | 16 Evasion room and ists atrisk of | The number of | The route
of colisions g d avoid being trapped by.
e h crail, buid outs, ot d avoid 5 |[Paring aongside carriagenay. y |Parking alongside carriagevay,
colision should it occur. along more than | reduced any physical which could enirap cycliss which could entrap a cyclists
halfof the route. hazards

Densiy of defects including non cycle riendly romworks,
otholes, poor

qualiy.
carriagevay paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane)

17.Major and minor
defects

Numerous minor
defects or any
number of maor

Minor and ‘Smooth high grip
occasional defects [surface

‘Some minor defects within
carriageviay surface.

Some defects, pot holes near
w Lodge Ro.

Pavement o carriagevey construcion providing smooth and | 18 Surface (ype ey bunpy,[rancia Ve g
level surface unboun mateias. smoo
sippery, and | concete non- snp suvlace
potentaly | paviours wih
= el 05 Cariageviay surface machine Cartiageuay surface machine
s ety 2 lad and in typically good 2 tid and intypicaly good
b ndiion. condiion.
s
undisurbed by
g heavy
Eftecive waih T9.Desirable minimum Wore than 25% | No more than 25% | Recommended
without confict | confic with other users both on an offroad widihs according to oftheroue |of the route sare
Volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provison vl Cyess are wi traffic no Cyeists are with raffic, no
(where cyci vidths which are|vidths which are o route Segregation provided. segrogation provided.
separated from motor o more than | more than 25
icks). 25%beiow | belowdesirabie
desirable minimum
Wayfinding s n
the need torefe to maps. e ol e gy | S
missing atkey | could be improved |located at all No existing cycle signage along No existing cycle signage along
decision points. ec\s\cn points. the route. the route.
and junction:
21 Lighting Wostoralol | Shortand Route st 10
foute s uniit [ irequent o 5| istng sweetgning proviea 5| Esting sueet ighing provees
Sy _— a unltpoory it [standards the entire route. Jong the entre route.
perceived = o
osied usabl. Wl used, vell maintained, f, overlooked routes are |2 Tsolation oute is meinly
uierabiity o [ e mere ey s oo = The route i along a busy The route is along a busy
user 5 |cariagenaywininacry cenve 5 | comiagenay vithin a o cenre
sctivey | not for from acah emironment,which s not environment,which i not
throughoutts | lengih eolated. ‘solat
odicion of dedeaied o 102 cycle provin can bl (23 mpact o pedesivans Route mpacts | No impacton | Pedestrian
pedesirans, e than Level negatielyon | pedestrian provision
i ot sutable pedesi provison or enhanced by Cycists on stree; therefore, no Cycsts on street;therefore, no
with disabilties qualty ofp users, London provison, Pedesirian Corfort | cycling provison, PR ool a
partculary i the shared use path does not meet (section 4.7) Pedestr Level remains at & [or Pedesrian o vl
tecommended widths. Comfortisat[or above. Comfort Level
Level C or below. remains at A
Vinimise sireet | Signing requred 1 support schame layout 24 Sireet Clutter Carge number of | Voderate amount | Signing for
cuter Signs are nformative and Sgns necded, | [of signing vaytinding
consisent bt not ificut to folow | partculary around. | purposes only 2| some vayaing and cyte + | somevayinding and cyce
of andlor leading o [juncions. and notcausing signage needed. signage needed.
inappropriate size cuter adiional
Secure cycle | Ease of acoess o secure cycle parking wihin businesses and |25, Cyele parking No addional | Some secure cycle | Secure cycle
parking on steet Evidence of bicyces parked parking provided | paring provided,
o steet furnture or cycie not enoughto. | suficent o meet Currenty no oyele prking Cunenty no cyle parking
stands meet demand d o o
A Seore 2 =
Nxpossible score 50 50
36 score
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail Fail
ny Crital Fais? (YIN) Yes Yes
Number of CricalFais 2 2
Criteria Max Score Sub- Shscore Existing sub- %score Existing
criteria criteria
Conerence 6 o% o o%
Directness 10 0% 7 0%
Safety 16 6 3% 6 a8%
Comiort s 3 3% 3 a8%
Atractveness 10 3 60% 6 60%
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Bonneagair

wwinfrastructure-ni.gov.uk

Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 1 — North Queen Street
Junction 1.1: B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton St

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 1.1

Movement Score 0 .. Comment

1 1] 4 Cucle movement in patential conflict with heawy matar traffic low.
2 Ju] 3 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heawy motor traffic low.
3 1] 3 Cucle mavement in patential conflict with heavy matar traffic law.
q o] E Cycle movement in patential conflict with heavy matar traffic flow.
5 1] 4 Cucle movement in patential conflict with heavy matar traffic low.
5] 1] 4 Cycle movement in patential conflict with heawvy matar traffic flow.
T u] 5 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motar traffic low.
g Ju] 4 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heawy motor traffic low.
3 1] 4 Cycle mavement in patential conflict with heavy matar traffic Baw.
10 i q Cucle movement in patentizl conflict with heawy matar traffic faw.
hil 1] 4 Cucle movement in patential conflict with heawy matar traffic low.
12 Ju] 3 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heawy motor traffic low.

Key

Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [ {-Xe37w 3]
acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists L7
problems for less confident within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new eyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score=0

Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1




;:E@ Department fer [}
%gg Infrastructure A -
An Roinn

Bonneagair

wwwinfrastructure-ni.gov.uk

Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 1 — North Queen Street
Junction 1.2 - B88 Carrick Hill / B126 N Queen S

Cycle Strateqgy Route Beview Junction 1.2

Movement Score 0/l comment

1 u] 5 Cucle movement in potential conflict with hezw motor eraffic flow.
z u] 4 Cycle movement in potential conflict with heaw matar traffic flow.
3 u] 3 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heaw motar eraffic flow.
9 a] 4 Cycle movement in potential conflict with heaw matar traffic flow.
5 o] 3 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heawy motor traffic flow.

Key

— > X}

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [4JCIS7
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists L7
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new eyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score=0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has |removed, or managed

likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2

Score =0 Score=1




Department fer
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An Roinn

A=COM

Bonneagair
Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 1 — North Queen Street
Junction 1.3 - B126 N Queen St / Brougham St

Smart Cozy Life (&
wsmart shop
™
- L ]

",

Cycle Strategy Route Re

’ i ZenithiIm 2 E Score [0/l Comment
SolUtionsiBelfast s iz ¢

Movement

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

Suitable only for
existing

cyclists, and may be

avoided by some

Likely to be more

to most
cyclists, but may still pose
problems for less confident

Movement banned or [[ofI:Ne37/ui}
unable to be Network
completed by cyclists [[UQ73 14
within current design.

experienced cyclists.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common

types.

or new cyclists.

The risk of collisions has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic

inter

Score =0

The potential for
collisions has been
removed, or managed
to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

Score =2

Score=0
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment & Eistrucnrs

e A=GOM

Corridor 1 - North Queen Street —

Location # : _ | ST | el Overall Score

Adj. Foou Width
Measurement No. |- ooty MR coo

Route

1
2
3
4
5
[
7
8
g
10 360
Average Width (m) 461
1 364 2.9m
2 775 2.9m
3 524 29m
4 268 2.0m
5 557 2.0m
6 268 2.0m
7 533 20m
[ 511 2.0m
9 438 20m
10 384 2.0m
Average Width (m) 462

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

» Footways are typically wide, well lit and tree lined on either side of the carriageway, with mainly residential frontages;

e The B126 North Queen Street is a heavily trafficked route, a single carriageway cross section creates a less traffic
dominated environment compared with multilane corridors.

Access / Connections:

e Access to New Lodge Housing Estate is gained to the west, with connections to North Queen Street Play Centre and
Yorkgate Shopping Centre to the north east of the corridor;

»  One uncontrolled and two controlled mid-block crossing facilities are provided along the corridor. Multistage crossings
are also provided at major junctions;

e Minor side road crossings and entry treatments are inconsistently provided, with many off the desire line.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

» The footway surface is considered poor on either side of the carriageway, with cracks and drainage channels within
the footway, resulting in an uneven surface;

»  Sections of uncontrolled parking and parking on the footway are likely to cause obstruction.

oo T
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i ASCOM

Mobility Impaired Assessment— Corridor 1 North Queen Street

Buff coloured tactile blister paving is layout in a ?
shape at an uncontrolled crossing over North Queen
Street to the north of the zebra crossing. The 'T'
layout was the original tactile paving layout for a
controlled crossing and this could be potentially
confusing for some people with vision impairments.
However, at least tactile paving is provided and local
people with vision impairments are likely to know the
crossing.

e

General comments

«  Far side displays and unlikely to be
Puffin type crossings at signals

« Dropped kerbs but upstand at the kerb
edge is greater than 6mm

« Tactile paving layouts correct but

paving is worn

Dropped kerbs are provided at the Henry Street
uncontrolled crossing but there is no tactile blister
paving provided. Henry Street runs next a Play
Centre. There are no dropped kerbs with tactile
blister paving over the entrance to Cityside to the
north of Henry Street. Dropped kerbs are provided at
the Victoria Parade uncontrolled crossing but there is
no tactile blister paving provided on one side of the
crossing

Uncontrolled crossing over slip-
road to Duncairn Gardens to an
island. This leads to a controlled
crossing over the North Queen
Street carriageway. The same
z 3 ¢ ‘ > detail is used over the slip-road

r v g N e » ? . $ G ’ 2 = from Brougham Street. The
An accessible parking bay is g . tactile paving is correct.
provided near the local shops to However, this will make it difficult

the north of Great George Street for people with vision
A o “ i impairments to find the controlled

crossing, since there is no tail on
the tactile paving layout for an
uncontrolled crossing and more
difficult for all vulnerable
pedestrians to cross the
carriageway, given the crossing
over the slip-roads is
uncontrolled.

Cars obstruct the footway
opposite the zebra
crossing to the north of
Victoria Parade

There are no dropped
kerbs with tactile blister
paving at the junction
with North Queen
Street

A controlled crossing is provided to the
north of the shops with far side
displays. See also general comments.

There is no tactile paving
on one side of the
controlled crossing over
North Queen Street on
Uncontrolled crossing over the slip-road to Clifton 1 the south side of the
Street to an island. This leads to a controlled ‘ < N Wya] iunction

crossing over the North Queen Street carriageway. S N =
The same detail is used over the slip-road from
Donegal Street. The tactile paving is correct.
However, this will make it difficult for people with
vision impairments to find the controlled crossing,
since there is no tail on tactile paving layout for an
uncontrolled crossing and more difficult for all
vulnerable pedestrians to cross the carriageway,
given the crossing over the slip-roads is
uncontrolled. See also general comments
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Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

cheme Beflast
Location Corrdor 2-York treet
Date 2470572021
w
Lot b | Existing 2A | | Existing 28 |
checked ny ool outhorn.

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments Comments

Y
Requirement

Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cycliss cannot | Cyclsts can Cyclsts have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily dedicated - Four lane carriagevay,
aiferent routes in the network. considering lef and right with general danaerone for a cvcies 0
wms dsmountng | disruption o thelr | other routes rafc, ofering unsafe oeoune or sommeet s
journey vovided, vith no mections gt routes
interrupton o
y Endof |2Provision for cyclists Cyclsisare | The route s made | Cyclisis are
8 Wayfinding route signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown [ throughout the whole ‘abandoned' at
5 how the route continues. Cyciists should not be ‘abandoned, [length of the route points along the
3 particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no No cycle signage currently No cycle signage currently
b3 ensure sate crossing movements. e ndeaion providod, rvitec
of how navigate between | junctons.
et | P
ourney. through junctions.
Cycle ntors houproide 3 esh (or 910 f s | SDensiy ofroutes based Route Route Route
across the town or city. The density of the network isthe | on mesh width contbutes to a No provision as yet; therefore No provison as yet; therefore
the grd patter. | .. cistances b o contributon (0 vider o contibuton (o vider
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih ‘ameshwicthof | primary and secondary meshwidih | meshvidin 250 | mesh widih
Routes shouk olow he shotest opon avalable and be as |4 Deviailon of route
ar o the ‘as the-crowles' distance as possible. Deviaton Factoris
calculated by diiding the line or shortest. [or shortest road | Ine or shortest
s el o o 1o || 5 | Yo sueetis bom suaight ana 5 | vorxsweets bom svaightana
route by the suaight e 14 14 <z drect diect.
(crowety) distance, or
shortest road alternatve.
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
B e siopsorgive [stops or give veys.[stops or give Five uncions over 887 Five Junctons over 987m
give vays atjunctons or crossings, motorcycle barrers, on the route s ys on the o o !
pedestrian-only zones etc between 2and 4 |route s less than
2 Time: Delay at | The length ofdelay caused by junctions should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions. Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
2 unctions This includes assessing impact of muliple or single stage dar | than for motor
3 crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings efc greater than for |10 delay for motor | vehicles or Cyelts are vith affc Cyclists are ith
& motor veficies | veicles cyeliss are not 1| erefore, eay i simiar o 1| merefore, delay s simiar 10
required (0 stop motor vehices. motor veficles
atjuncions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able 0 bypass siow | 7-Abiity 0 maintain own ar | Cyclsts can usually PET— P ——
= [T [erents ETEdE T 1| are abie o overtake vithin e 1| are abie to overtake witin the
vice (ncuding |and oher cycsts | an appropriate oo i e Ekocont i e,
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possile. Uphil | B.Gradient Rout Incudes [Thereareno [ Theresre o
secions ncrease e, slr and dcortr, Wher hse re e [ |\
untered, outes shouid be planned to minimse cimbing than the steeper than the | which s 5| unkaown. mougn no sgnncant 5| urkooun. nougn no snincant
Graont and lowuser 0 retan momentum Ganed on 1 gradients gradients an 2 gradients observe gradients observed
descent in
Reduceliemove |Where cyclists and molor vehicles are sharing the [5-Motor traffic speed on | B5th percentle = | 35th percentie |85t percentie |85t percentie
carriageuay, the key to reducing severiy of collsions s [approach and through | 37mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehices so that they more  [junctions where cyclists
cycliss. Thisis are sharing the 2[5 percentie speea =11 mpn 2| ssin percentie speed =7 mpn
are sharing the [ d . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10Motor talfic speed on |B5ih percentle > | 85th percentle | gsih percentle | e5ih percentle
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph | <20moh 2 [osin percentie speea =11 mpn 2| esin percentie speed =7 mpn
Ao i |Gyl o b eived o e 11 Motor ~ [5o0010000 25005000 ana 02500 ARDT
igh volumes. Thisis sections of shared  [or>5%HGV  [AADTand | <2%HGV
12 I . such as at. expressed 250GV 7246 ARDT 18700 ARDT
are sharing the a5 venicis per peak
Riskof Where Ve hovs camrot [ tion 1o reduce Cycliss in Cyclists ncycle | Cyclsts on
be separated risk of collsion alongside [cariagenay~  unresticted [lanes atleast | route avey
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearside lane [uaffclanes | Lemuideon | from motor
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid racks and off- carriagevay, | walfc (off oad
10ad provision. Such segregation should reduce th risk of range (32m  [85tn percentie  [provision) orin
colision from beside or behind the cyclst and39muide [t 3.9m) orin | motor waffic oft-carriageway
s b (P e Messured o el insgery. easred o el imagery,
volumes prevent [ian 1.6mwide. | 3omph Cyclisisin assumed crilcal assumed crl
motor vehicles ybricight
moving easly segregeted
into opposite wack 85t
lane to pass percentie motor
cycists atic speed
Ahigh ar Ticting movements Side road Side road juncions | Side roads
junctons. Junctions there-fore need particular atention o at junctions juncions infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the isk of collson. i a 1o blend in vith
uncion weatments include: untreated. Mejor [reatments. footay. Major
- Minoriside roads : cycist pririty andlor speed reducton junciions, e ekl [ 1 One side road, untreated 1 One side road, untreated.
across side roads conflcting confict conflcting
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts ffom motor trafic trough yol
junctons. movements not | movements sueams.
separated separated. separated.
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex desigs wich require users o process large | 14.Legibie road markings Faded, oid, | Generaly legible | Clear,
design mounts ofinformation. Good network design should be seff-[and road layout unclear, complex [oad markings and [understandable,
road road layout but | simple road L | cenerantegive,van no tex N Clear oad markings
understand vrere they and other road users shouid be and. i provided for directons
what movements they might make. or unfamiar road | could be improved [ road layout
Consider and terms of all T5 Conflict with kerbside |Namroweydle | Signficant
reduce risk from [ uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, [activity lanes <LSmor [confictwith | kerbside actviy - |conflct with
kerbsid door. e erbside activy  [e.q. less requent | kerbside actvy
anybuffer) —|(e.g.nearside | actvy on nearside |or width of cycle No cycle lane provision; No cyce lane provision;
alongside cycle lane <2m [of cycits, min 2m- [lane inciuding therefore, zero score. therefore, zero score
i cycle lanes buffer exceeds
e alongside | incuding buffer. | am.
educe severty | Whorevr possl uies shou! ncuds “ovason ot (sah|16Evasio roam a1d Cyclsts atisk of | The number of | The route.
of colisions and avoid haza being trapped b Parking alongside cariagenay
ol e [ e e e physical hazards.|could be further y P 3 P P Ao
occur colision should it occur. along more than. [ reduced any physical which could entrap a cyclsts. e & ook
half o the route.
Density of defects ncluding ron cycle friendly wonweorks, | 17-Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and Smooth high grp come deects cracks here
sigulies, potholes, poor qualty defects defects or any surface | some cetects, cracks wnin the . e oo
carriageway paint (e.g. fom previous cyce lane) numberof major carriagevay. cuts have b
Pavement or carfiagevay constructon providing smooth and | 18.Surface type vy bunpy, [ Fand-hia Vachine laid
level surface unbound, materils, smooth and
sippery.and [ concrete o-sp sirtace
potentally ours 0. Thi
[ery, [l Carriagevay suriace machine Garriagevay surface machine
imandcasey 2 taid and i typically good 2 Taid and in ypicaly good
s condiion.
ey
wning heavy

Comfort

Effoctve width | Cyclsts should be able to comforiably ycle wihout sk of | 19.Desirable minimum Vore than 25% | No more than 2% | Recommended
oad. widihs according to oftheroute |ofthe route vicns are
volume of eyclists and udescyce | maintined
route type provision win | provison with Cyeltsare with affic no Cyests are with heavy traffic,
(vhere cycss are widihs which are vidins which ave no |route Segregation provided. o segregation provided
separated from motor nomore than | more than 25%
venices). 25%below | below desirable
desirable miimum
Viayfinding houd be able o navigate the s [Gaps entiied n_|Route
et e poorwith signs | route signing which s\q»edmh&\gns
e Tl couc b wrvoved B No existing cycle ignage along No esisting ycle signage along
decision points. decns\nh Dmnls the route. the route.
and ju
2
2

21 Lighiing Vostorallol | Shortand Roue s o
route isunii | nfrequent nighway 5| Eising sueetgning providea Existing swreet lghing provided
. i univpoory e |sandarcs along the enire route. Jong the entie route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o B
i usable. Wel used, well maintained, I, overlooked routes are (22 fsoiation Route s Route s mamy | Route s
= oyt more attractive and therefore more Iy to be used. generally away |overlooked and s | overlooked caragenen iy e carageny i oo
from actvity |t fo from activey 2 emironment, uhich s not environment,which i not
roughoutis | engn i e
mpacton edestrians Route impacts | No mpacton | Pedestran
. |people o cycle on-road rather than using footways wich are | Pedesran Comlort Level negatiely on | pedestrian provison
” kit gl itk oyl s i o e pedesttian | provison or enhanced by Cyctsts on sreet; herefors, no Cyeits on stree; therefore, o
8 footpaths waliy both users, for London provision, 1 1 impact o pedesirian comfort
5 pariclaty  ta shared s ot toea ot reet (Section £7) Pedestrian | Levelremains at 8 | or Pedesrian Y o
Z recommended widths. Comfortisat |or above. Comiort Level
8§ LevelCor below: remains at A
£
2 Sgning rea 24 Street Clutier e e o Voder S or
Signs are informatve and signs needed, | |of sgning vaytinding
consistent but not a0 folow y q ‘Some cycle and wayfinding a Some cycle and wayfinding
overbearing or of andlor leading to juncions. signage needed signage needed.
inappropriate size cuter additonal
Secure cycle = o |25, Gyole parking o addiional | Some secure cyce | Secure cycle
parking on street Evidence of icycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
«

o Some cycle parking at Uster
meetdemand | demand 1 Universiy i the form of
Sheffield stands.

Lo st unlreor cycs Curenty nocye park
sands o,

"Audit Score) ) 2
Max possible score 50 50
9 score:
PassIFail (70% threshold) Fail Fail
‘Any Critcal Fails? (YIN) Yes Yes
Number of Critical Fals 1 2
Criteria Max Score Sub- 9bscore Existing sub- %score Proposed
criteria criteria
Coherence 6 [} o% o 0%
Directness 10 6 0% 6 60%
safety 16 7 aavh 8 50%
comfort 8 3 38% 3 38%
Atractiveness 10 7 70% 6 60%



Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

0571700 m
Scheme Belast
Location Corridor 2-Yorkstreet
Date 2000572001
e T
[checked sy Joel Hauthorn
e . |
Y Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Score Comments
Requirement
Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cycliss cannot | Cyclsts can Gyclists have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily dedicated Sixlane caragevay,
aiferent routes in the network. considering left and right dangerous for a eyl to Mutiple ahead lanes in cither
wms dismounting | disruption to their | other routes e or comntes 6 direction and right wns taken
ourney rovided, wih no acent outes i watfc
interrupion to
“Endof | 2Provision for cyclists Cyclsisare | The route s made | Cyclisis are
] Waylinding |route sgns shoud notbe nstalled - cyclists should be shown-[throughout the whole abandoned at
5 how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route poinis along the
2 partculary at junctons where provision may be required to ute vith no No cycl signage currenty No cyel signage currently
b3 ensure safe crossing movements. e ndeaion providod, o
of how navigate between [junciions:
Cominiathek [ e ciodng
ourney. through junctions.
Cycle ntors houproide 3 esh (or 910 f s | SDensiy ofroutes based Route Route Route
across the town or cty. The densily of the network s the | on mesh widih contbutes to a No provision as yet; therefore o provision as yet; therefore
the gt pater. . s o contributon (0 vider o contribution 10 vider
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih mesh i primary and secondary meshwth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth network.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ear to the ‘as the-crowfies’distance as possible. Deviaton Factoris York Stret i one-vay at this
calculated by diiding the line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest secion s suh e York Siret s essenlaly one-
actual dstance along the « ive [alternative 1.2 [ road al vy at s secton o cyciss
route by the straight line <12 tobe !aken e\sevmeve on me "'“'";' e‘s"“' "?“" “"“”EC"”J‘
(crowy) distance, or leading to & motorvay s roa
shortest road alternatve.
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
B e ops or give | stops or give ways |siops or gve Five uncions over 887 Five unctons over 987m
give wiays atjunctions or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route s ys on the o o
pedestrian-only zones efc. between2and 4 [route is less than
2 Time: Delay at | The length of delay caused by junctons should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions. Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
2 junctions This includes assessing impact of multple or single stage flar | than for motor
5 crossings, ignaltmings,foucan crossings ec. greater than for |t delay for motor | veiles or Cyeliss are wih vafc: Gyt are wih afc
z motor vehicles [vehicles eyoliss are not 1| teretore,detay s simiar o 1 therefore delay s simiar to
required to stop motor vehices. motor vehicles
atjuncions (e.g.
bypass at
Tino:Delay o[ Th gt of Gy cased by o g al 0 ypass s |81y i o at | Cycists can usually Cyclists on swees; herefore, Cyclists on street, therefore,
fnks [ P spe ""‘ o S‘I":s e 1 are able to overtake within the 1 are able to overtake within the
vice (ncuding |and oher cycsts | an appropriate oo i e s gioriyin
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphil | B.Gradient Route ncudes | Thereareno | There are no
secions ncrease e, slr and dcortr, Wher hse re e [ |\
untered, routes shouid be planned o minimise climbing the stesper than the [ which s 5 | unkaon, tough no signiicant 5| vkaomn. tnougn no sgnant
Graont and lowuser 0 retan momentum Ganed on 1 gradients gradients than gradients observed. gradients observed.
descent in
Reducelremove | Where cyclsis and motor vehicles are sharing the S Motor raffic speed on [ 85th percentle > | ih percentle |85 percentle | 5ih percentle
d carriageuay, the key to reducing severiy of colsions is approach and through |a7mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehices so that they more  [junctions where cyclists
asih percentie spee asih percentie speed = 14 mp
cycliss. Thisis are sharing th 2 n le speed 2 n le speed n
are sharing the | p i . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10Motor talfic speed on |B5ih percentle > | 85th percentle | gsih percentle | e5ih percentle
sections of shared 37mph (60Kkph) [>30mph 20mph-30mph [ <20mph 2| sin percentie speed 2 [estn percentie speed
Ao i |Gyl o b eived o e 11 Motor ~ [5o0010000 25005000 ana 02500 ARDT
igh volumes. Thisis sections of shared [or 5% HGV [ AADT and. 2% Ho
i . such as at. expressed 250GV 21271 ARDT 14256 ARDT
are sharing the a5 venicis per peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ tion 1o reduce Cycliss in Cycists incycle | Cyclsts on
be separated risk of collsion alongside [cariagenay~  unresticted [lanes atleast | route avey
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearside lane [uaffclanes | Lemuideon | from motor
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid racks and off- riage: wafic (off road
10ad provision. Such segregation should reduce th risk of range (32m |&sih percentie | provison) or in
colision from beside or behind the cyclst and3omuide [to3.9m) orin | motor af tcarrageway
s By e Measured from google. Meastred fiom google,
| el p e assumed criica, assumed crical.
v vehicles ybricight
moving easly segregeted
into opposite 85
lane to pass percentie motor
s walf
Ahigh a Ticting movements Side road Side road juncions | Side
junctions. Junciions there-fore need particular atiention o[t junctions juncions infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the isk of collson. i lend in it
uncion weatments include: untreated. Major [reatments. tay. Major
- Minoriside roads :cycist priorty andior speed reduction junciions, e el gt 1 One side road, untreated. 4 |One side road either sde of the
across sid conficting confict conficting carriageviy, untreated.
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts ffom motor trafic trough
junctions. movements not | movements sueams.
separated separated separated,
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex desigs wich require users o process large | 14.Legibie road markings Faded, oid, | Generaly legible | Clear,
an mounts ofinformation. Good network design should be seff[and road layou unclear, complex [oad markings and [understandable,
road road layout but | simple road 2 Clear road markings | ceneraiy iegivie, vith no e
understand vrere they and other road users shouid be and. i provided for directions,
what movements they might make. or unfamiar road | could be improved [ road layout
Consider and TS Conflict with kerbside |Narowoyde | Signiicant
reduce risk from |uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, |activity lanes <LSmor [confictwith | kerbside actviy - |conflct with
kerbsid door. e erbside activy  [e.q. less requent | kerbside actvy
anybufien) (e nearside actwiy on nearside |orvicthof cyce No cycl lane provision; No cyeletane provision
alongside cycle lane <2m [ of cyclsts, min 2m_ lane including therstors, 1o score, theretore, zar0 score,
i cycle lanes buffer exceeds
e alongside | incuding buffer. | am.
Fedicsseverty | Whorevr posiie s shou kot “avason 1ot (o E6Evsion foar s Gyclists at sk of | The number of | The route
of colisions and a a being irapped o parking alongside Limited sireet furniure or
ol e [ e e e physical hazards.|could be further | oom and avoids. a cantponay.linied street B .o no parking songeiie
oceur colision shouid it oceur. along more than | reduced any physical oitre
half o the route.
Densiy of defects including nion cycle fendly ronworks, | 17Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and ‘Smooth high grip Some minor defects, cracks Some deects, ncoding
sigulies, potholes, poor qualy defects defects or any surface . o N
carriageway paint (e.g. fom previous cyce lane) numberof major raion e e s
Pavemen or carfiageway consiruclion providing smooth and | 18 Surface type ‘any by, daid Vachine laid
level surface unbound, erils, smooth and
sippery, and crete o-sp sirtace
potentally ours 0. Thi
el foert i SH,,“M & Carriageway surtace machine Cartiagevay surface machine
= imandci 2 taid and i typically good 2 Taid and in typically good
ed
= ey
3 wning heavy
N - |Gy b oo comorny o ot rekor |15 Desiabe mnimum Viors T 5% [ more an 2% [Fecommended
road. widins according to ofthe route a
volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provision wth _provison wih Cycliss are with heavy traffc Cyelsts are vith heavy i,
(uhere cyclsts are widihs which are | widihs which are no |oute o segregation provided. o segregation provided.
separated from motor no more than | more than 25%
vehicles) 25%below | belowdesiable
desirable
Wayfinding I be able 0 navigate the s identiied | Route
et e ol e g i [ 5\gns
ol e proved ) BT No exising cycle signage along No eisting cycle signage along
decision points decns\nn Dmnls the route. the route.
d
21 Lighting Mostoralol | Shortand Route s i 0
routeisunit  [infrequent ey 5 | eesing sweet ighing provided 5 |[Besting steet ighing providea
i o unipoory it |siandards along the entir route. long the entire route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o T
reeived usable. Wl used, well mainained, i, overlooked routes are |22 Jsolation ek Route s mamy | Route s
s o more attractive and therefore more fely o be used. generallyavay |overlooked and s | overiooked caragenen iy e e o
fromaciviy |no fr fromac 2| romment, whih s vt 2| nsrorment v s n
hroughoutits | length e "
mpact on edestrians Route impacts | No impacton | Pedesiran
.| people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedest provision
“ [ Ao oms Ui prino o Sl dest provision or enhanced by Cycliss on stret; therefore, nio Cyclits on streef; therefors, no
8 footpaths waliy both users, for London provision, 1 1| impact to pedestrian comfort
5 pariclaty  ta shared s ot toea ot reet (section 4.7) Pedestrian | Level remains at B | or Pedestrian fevel fevel
Z recommended widths. Comfortisat |oral Comiort Level
] Level C o below. remains atA
]
z BT 24 Street Clutier g ramber f | Woderat ameur|Sgnng o
Signs are nformatve and signs needed, aning wayfinding
consistent but not et 0 olow y N Some cycle and vayfinding N ‘Some cycle and veyfinding
overbearing or of andior leading o |juncions. signage needed signage needied
inappropriae size cutter aditional
Secure cycle par b |25, Cycle parking No addiional | Some secure cyde |Secure cycle
arking on sreet Evidence of bicycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
o sureet furiure or cycle Currenty
urrenty no cycle parking Currently no cycle parking
stands meet demand | demand Yoot vy
Audi Score 2 2
Maxpossible score 50 50
1% score
Pass/Fall (709% threshold) Fail Fail
‘Any Critcal Fais? (YIN) Yes Yes
Number of Crcal Fais 2 2
criteria Max Score sub- shscore Proposed Sub- shscore Proposed
criteria criteria
Conerence s [3 o% o o%
Direciness 10 4 0% 4 a0
Salety 16 9 56% s s0%
Comort s 3 380 3 38
Auaciiveness 10 s 60% 6 60



Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

aos71700 m
scheme et
Coridor2 Yo et
oate 2o
heckad ny oo aaory
L I
Key o s
Factor Design Principle Indicators critical 0 (Red) Score Comments
Requirement
Connections chl\stsshnmdbeah\eweas\lyanﬂsave\yln\n anﬂna\ngme 1 Ability to join/leave Cyclists cannot | Cyclists can Cyclists have
g aiirent sectons o the sam rote and foute safely and easiy &
different routes in the network. considering left and right Muttiple ahead lanes in either
turns. dismounting disruption to their  [other routes direction and right turns taken
irmey rovided, with no th traffic.
erpionts
Endor [ZProvisin forcyeits s we  [heroue made |Gyl are
3 Wayfinding |rout’signs shouid nt be nstalled - cyclsts shoud be shown | hroughout the whole ‘abandoned at
5 ow e foute coniues. Cycsts should not be ‘abandoned. [1engih of the route ponts slong the
i particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no No cycle signage currently
5 ensure safe crossing movements, Gear indcasin e
o [navigat between_[juncions
contnue theic | e, incuding
ey ivouigh juncions.
e eworks sould provile a mesh (o i) ol otes|3Densiy o routes based Route e Route
(7ons o iy i darsiyof the motsiek e RN i ash it o provison asyet: teretore
ne grd pattern. e dtances 7o conribuon o et
e it aim noul e nerk vin R [imasy el socordasy Meshvidth | meshwih 250 | mesh wdtn
Routes shouk olow he shotest opon avalable and be as |4 Deviailon of route
oot o the ‘. the<rows s ltancs as posao. Deviaton Factoris
cacuated by dviding the incor shoriest o shartestroad |ineorshorest Vst s v
achal dsance alorg the ive |atematve 12~ |road aernatve a o ot ko
route by the straight line. cmuamve of the carriageway
(crowfly) distance, or
shortest 0ad awarmatve
Time: Frequency | The number of s 8 cycltas 10 sop o 10583 gh of vy |5.Si0pping and give way Thenumberof[The mumberof [The mamberof
o edured sops |on  rute shou be minmised. This nciudes stopping and | reauency’ supsorge |stops o g vays |stps orgive e nctonsaver g7
or g veys Junclons ot crossings, motorcycle barers, on'he routels | veys on the o
edestianonly mnes tc between 2and 4 |route i less than
2 Time: Delay at The\ennmmde\lycauseﬂDy‘nncnonsshoulﬂnem\mmsed 6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists | Delay for cyclists at [ Delay is shorter
g juncions i incluces assessing impact o mulipl o singe tage fr | han for moor
g cmssmus signal timings, foucan crossings efc. greater than for |to delay for motor | vehicles or Cyclists are vith aific,
£ oor vehices |venices eyt e not P G
equred o sup roor venies
at junctions (e.g.
bypass at
T ey Yoot G cased ot e i s S| Ty T ovn i P ——
finks. moving traffic. P speed of slowest d oth i 1 are able to overtake within the
e and other cyclsts | | eaey adjacent running lane.
Rowtes shoukd avald sieep gradent where possi. il [B.Gradient Rout Incudes [Thereareno [ Theresre o
cions increase ime, for an discorrt. Where tse are setons steer st e sl ofate
encounered,routes shouki be planned to s cimbing nan ne per tnan e shich steeper 5[ rvaoun, tousn no sigiteam
araclent and alow users o retain momentum Gained o te aradents N ‘aradients observed
Gescont
e v S Woror e speed on [GERpaTeenies |55t percenle |51 percenle |51 percenie
ipesd cariagovay, e key o educing severty of colisons s [approach and through |$7mah (80kph)[30meh ompn somph | <zomen
difrences | reducig he speeds of motorvehicles so hatthey more_[lunctions where cycists
cyclists. This is are sharing th 2 |ssin percentie speed = 15 mph
are sharing the | i +such carrageway through the
caragsay [unction
10 Motor taffc speed on |86 percentle > [d6th percentle |85t percentle |85t percentie
sections of snared . [37mpn (60kph)[s0mon 2omphsompn | <zomen 2 [ssin percenie speed = 15 mon
g tor [Cyis oot g o e 12 Motor — [so0010000 —[zs00s000ana[0-z500 AR
Fitan Thsts sections of shared [or>s0 GV |atDTand | <z Hov.
i i e exprassed 2 sty 15427 psoT
oo a veicis pr poak
Riol Where Ve hovs camrot [ Ton Toveduce s [Gasshode [Geson
e sepa sk of colsion alongside |caragevay- [unresticied [lanesatleast . [routs avay
Table 6.2 Ths separaton can b achived atvaying . [or from behind hewsdelane |vaiclanes  |Lomwideon |iom
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off- riage. traffic (off road
road provision. Such segregation should reduce the risk of range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
oo fom besice o b he yels. andsomwide | Somyorin | melor wa f-carriag
and traffi cycle lanes less | speed ycle track. Measured from google,
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wide. |30mpl Cyclists in ‘assumed criical.
e yerianght
g casly scoregaied
o opposte vack; gsin
anets percente oot
oyt vaftc spesd
w Titing movements Sideroad Sk road ncions | S roads
junclons. nctons tere-ore need patular artnionto atjunctions ncions. | iirequentand i | dosectortreated
educe the sk o olln. frequent and o bl i i
jon reaimants ncude unieated. Major |veatments footway.Melor
inoriside roads :cycls piry anlorspeed reducton , s ekl [ . [ ——
cross contedn_conie contcing
“Najor oads  separaton of cycsts fom motor vafc hrough
uncions, movenenia ol |movemaris | |sreams
sepaied | |separated separated
g complex | Ao complox Gesigns WIGh requre users o processarge | 14.Legbie road markings Faded,od, | Generaly legile | lear,
on mounts of formation. Good network dosign Shou b se|and road layou uncear,complex |road markings and |understandatle,
oad . |simpl road L | ceneranyiegie, winno ten
inderstand wherethey an other toad users shoud be and rovided fo drectons
Tmovements they mght o unfamiar roadcouk be mproved. roa layout
Corsierand wral TS Confict it Ferbeide [Naronoyce
reducerisk fom uses of a seet including car paring, bus stops, parking, [acivity lanea <1 5mor erbside actviy - |confct wh
b oo \ethide acivey o5, ess recuen keride acviy
e | (c.c.neersde | actvey on naaveb |or it eyt o ey e provison:
aiongsde. cyce e <2m _ofcyclss,min 2m.[lane incucing oo
cvccins | |birer xseets
e alongate | incuding buter. [3m.
e vy (Ve omst e ows e evamon e | TEE o oo el at ik of [ The numberof | The route
of collisions and ay al being trapped by Limited street furniture or
o s oo I S s A D Couk bt o | e s e
colison shoud . ong more inan | educed any physcal
it of e roue
ety of et nking o e endy ook, ETbaar an ot iU o) and Smooth igh g [SS——
i o, po il detects ceecor oy (e o o detecs ncuang
Camagesay Pt e 3 Form previi 404 ne) noer f magr s here surace ¢
Paverent o caragevey consucion provding smooth and | 18 Surface type oy bumpy,[Parciad achne i
eve srice unbound, s,
sippery and | concrete Pt sum
potently aswn  |-ag.Thr
hazardous Fatent i | SRS Carriageway surface machine
e s 2| “adand n ypicaly good
condton.
oce
= undisturbed by
2 twrning heavy
5 Efecive vidh | Cycsts should be able to cooriabycycle wihout kol | 19Desiable minimum Vore han 25% | No more an 76% | ecommended
Toad. widths according to o theroute ansare
volume of cycists and maintaned
fouts type provison wih | provison wih Cyelists are vith heavy rafe,
(where cyciss are icns whch are_[wcns whch are no [ route OB
separaterom motor nomore han | more than 25%
venis) ZSbeiow | belowdesiable
desiabe
Wayinding 105 able 0 ravigele O o [Roue vl
et e oot wih sins | route iging whch | sgned withsigns
Missing atkey | couk be improved. | ocatad at il No cising yce sgnage along
decsion poins, cecison pants ne oute
and junctions.
ZiLighing Vostoraiol [shortand Roue s 1o
roue unit [ inrequent vy 5| ising et ignung provisea
’ W ooty [sandars ong the enie route
S0 S 47| e shouk b appeaing and be perceied s safe and pooty [ e o
e e e o Rout s many[Routeis Ep—
v atractive and thereore more el o b eed. el | earecsor o | e oo g by
(fomaciviy |not ar rom ac o [cemeseuay witinacy cen
throughout its length isolated.
Tparion etestins Fouts Trpacis [N impacton [ Pedesiian
cdestians, | peopl o cyceon10ad rther than using fooeys which e | pedestrian ComlortLovel negaivelyon |pedesrian provison
9 reins e |t i v, P g e e o st dest provsonor | enhanced by et on sveet terefore,no
] oot ey ot users, for London provision, )
5 e i (secton 2.7) Pedesiian |Levelremains a1 |o Pedestrian PO
2 recommended widths. Comfortisat [or at Comfort Level
g Level C or below: remains at A
£
g o 34 Sioet Gutter Large number of [Woderate amount | Sgring o
Son ara informatve anc o el ot B
consistent bt ot iy 1| some v anavayinang
overbearing or of andlor leading to |junctions. ‘signage needed.
nappropeiats szs Cuter addiional
e = £ 25 Cyele parking SR somseai o7oe] [Secks 5
£ et Evkdance of byl parked aring roviied] | [ e o)
(B eetharraer e \ Currenty no cyce parkin
stands meet demand. demand W no yce parking
o
Fodiseon] |22
Vaxpossiloscore 50
30 score
PassiFai (10% tresho)  Fall
oy Crtcal Faisr () Yos
‘Number ofCrical Fails 2
Citeria Max Score Sub- sescore Proposed
Conerence f o o
Dieciness 10 s so
satety 16 o so
Comor s s aa
Auactveness 10 o oo
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 2 — York Street
Junction 2.1 — York Street / Donegall Street

cle Strategy Route R Junctio

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all (VO ELTEELLEL T Core Cycle
i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be ycli but may still pose |cyclists. ASH S EM Movement
avoided by some p! for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 2 — York Street
Junction 2.2 — York Street / B88 Frederick Street

A=COM

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 2.2

Movement Score |0 .- Comment

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Likely to be more

existing
cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common
collision types.

Score =0

to most

but may still pose
for less

or new cyclists.

The risk of collisions has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic
management interventions.

Score=1

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

The potential for
collisions has been
removed, or managed
to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

Score =2

unable to be

ASTS S5l Movement
within current design.

Score =0
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 2 — York Street
Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street

Movement Score 0 .. Comment
y o

Suitable only for
i existing

Cycle Strategy Route R

Likely to be more
to most

cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.
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i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
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avoided by some p! for less il within current design.
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e Strategy Route Review Junction 2.4

Movement score |0 . Comment

1 0 4 Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
3

2
o
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Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [oJZN VT
i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be It but may still pose |cyclists. ASTS S5l Movement
avoided by some p! for less il within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the [been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
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avoided by some
experienced cyclists.
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but may still pose
p! for less
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collisions has been Score =0
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Likely to be more
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avoided by some
experienced cyclists.
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likely to give rise to the
most common
collision types.

Score =0

for less

but may still pose

or new cyclists.

The risk of collisions has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic

management interventions.

Score=1

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

The potential for
collisions has been
removed, or managed
to a high standard of
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unable to be Network

ASTS S5l Movement
within current design.
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B.3 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 2 — York Street/ York Road

Adj.
Footw a:
Midth

Low Flow Overall
* Footway Width S

Location | Measurement
No.

Corridor 2
(Western Footway)

Average Width (m)

1 345 29m
2 437 2.9m

3 443 2.9m

4 3.03 2.9m

. 5 328 2.0m
Corridor 2 8 357 20m
(Eastern Footway) 7 663 20m
8 471 20m

9 3.53 2.9m

10 357 2.9m

Average Width (m) | 4.00

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian

Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

Daparmerticr

E: Infrastructure

o A=COM

WA IRTESITUCTIETLEOV UK

Characteristics / Ambience:

York Street is heavily trafficked corridor. North of its junction with Great Patrick Street, the
carriageway is a northbound only route that provides five running lanes;

Footways are typically wide and well lit; fronted by car parks, large retail and residential units.
However, between the A12 and Dock Street junctions, the pedestrian environment could be
considered isolated due to limited frontage.

Access / Connections:

Access to Ulster University and the City Centre gained towards the southwest, with connections to
the Cityside Retail & Leisure Park and Yorkgate Train Station towards the northern extent;

One controlled mid-block crossing facility is provided at Ulster University, with all other crossing
movements required to be taken at major junctions.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

Footways south of Great Patrick Street are laid with sets, providing a smooth surface. North of this
point, the footway surfaces are poor, with cracks and joints creating an uneven surface;

Occasional lighting columns and trees are located within the centre of the footway. However,
widths are sufficient so that their obstruction is limited.

el



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
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B.4 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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Mobility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 2 York Street ¥ f"%f;?’““ A=COM

General comments
Far side displays and unlikely to be
Puffin type crossings at signals
Dropped kerbs but upstand at the kerb
edge is greater than 6mm
Tactile paving layouts correct but
paving is worn

The dropped kerbs on crossing over the
entrance road to the park and

ride to the north of the junction has no
tactile paving.

Long crossing distances
over the Westlink

As per general
comments.

The dropped kerbs on either side of the entrance to the car

park have no tactile blister paving.

Ponding water was
obvious at a number of

There appears to be a dished channel running down the " : 3 * . " the dropped kerbs
middle of the eastern York Street footway opposite the car . . Nk 2 = No tactile paving where .

park. The channel appears to run from Little Patri

ck to Great ; = : ) T g 2 the pedestrian footway

George St. This detail can present a trip hazard particularly Sl : £ crosses the Bus only

for disabled and older people

" l
ﬁ On-street parking on both sides of York

Street with no obvious designated
blue-badge spaces.

As per general
comments.

- Controlled crossing over York
14 Entrance steps to the university Street near Curtis street
.4 building taper into the ramps on either relative new tactile paving with
side of the entrance to this building. correct layout but upstand likely
On the footway but probably within the to be greater than 6mm
university's demise.

sliproad.

The crossing distance on the junction

seems long. Gully in the middle of the

dropped kerb on the south west corner of

the junction. No crossing on the northern

side of the junction but this route is heavily
Uncontrolled crossing with dominated by vehicles and no obvious
dropped kerbs and appropriate reason for pedestrians to want to cross at
tactile paving this point.

No controlled crossing over the slip-road from Great Patrick onto
York Street, although there are dropped kerbs with appropriate
tactile paving on the uncontrolled crossing.

The upstand is significantly greater than 6mm on the dropped
kerbs at the north east corner of York Street and Great Patrick
Street. There is also a section of dished channel in this location
which is likely to pose a problem for disabled people, particularly
wheelchair users.

The footways are in a poor state of repair around this junction




York Street Interchange
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York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

Appendix C — Corridor 3 | Fredrick Street / Dunbar Link /
Waring Street

C.1 Cycle Level of Service baseline results

Prepared for: Department for Infrastructure AECOM
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Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

0571700 m
Scheme Belast
Location Corridor
Date 20/05/2001
w
Luke Ocdy. | Existing 3A | | Existing 38 |
[checked sy Joel Hauthorn
e I
Y Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Requirement
Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cyclsts cannot | Cyclists can Cclsis have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily dedicated
aiferent routes in the network. considering left and right Right trns taken wih watfc, o Sixlane carriageuay
e e C o o el | e access to minor arm on from westbound, dangerous for a
|z S €8, unless using cenral island cyclsis to manoeuvre.
interrupton to
Endol |2Provision for cyclists Gydistsare | The route s made | Cyclists are
] Waylinding |route sgns shoud notbe nstalled - cyclists should be shown-[throughout the whole abandoned at
5 how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route points along the
2 partculary at junctons where provision may be required to ute wih no No cycle signage currently No cycle signage currently
5 ensure safe crossing movements. ol ndiaion orovided. rovidod.
of how navigate between [junciions:
Cominiathek [ e ciodng
iourney. through junctions.
Crde revakeshodprovde a meh (o r) of s [ 310e7i ofrouts based Route Roue Route
across the town or cty. The densily of the network s the | on mesh widih contrbutes o @ No provision as yet; therefore No provision as yet. therefore
the gt pater. . s o contribution (0 ider o contibuton (o vider
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih a mesh v primary and secondary meshwth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth netork. network.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ear to the ‘as the-crowfies’distance as possible. Deviation Facloris
calculated by diiding the line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest 868 Fredrick Sueet s both o it pance s s b
actual distance along the « tve |alterative 1.2~ [road alt 2 It and direct in this 2 e
foute by the siraight e <12 location
(crowety) distance, or
shortest oad alternative,
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
B e s = tops or e stops or give vays. |stops or give Four unctons over 590m Four uncions over 590m
give wiays atjunctions or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route is ys on the o e
pedestrian-only zones efc. between2and 4 [route is less than
m Tie: Doy o e it fdsly caused by o houk e rnsed. [G0ely st urcions Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
£ junctions This includes \g impact of multiple or single stage lar | than for motor
5 et o e e greater than for |t delay for motor | veiles or Cyatiss are wih afc, ycists are it waffc,
z motor vehicles [vehicles eyoliss are not 1 therefore delay s simiar o 1| wmeretore deay i simiar to
required 1 5i0p motor vehicles molor vehicies
atjunctions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able 0 bypass siow | 7-Abiity 0 maintain own ar | Cyclsts can usually lile vehioule lane:
= [T [erents ETEdE T 1 [atioving a cycists can overiake 1 Onsireet
vehick (nluing | and othr cycliss |an appropriate vt ey
Routes skl wvold Seop praderts e posbl U [BGradit Rout Incudes [Thereareno [ Theresre o
sectons ressa e, sl and disconor. Whers thes e e [ |\
unered. outes shouk be lamne o mimic ciong the stesper than the [ which s 5 | unkaiown, though no signiicant 5| unkaoun. mougn no sgincant
Graont and lowuser 0 retan momentum Ganed on 1 gradients gradients than gradients observed aradients observed.
descent in
Reducelremove | Where cyclsis and motor vehicles are sharing the S Motor raffic speed on [ 85th percentle > | ih percentle |85 percentle | 5ih percentle
d carriageuay, the key to reducing severiy of colsions is approach and through |a7mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehices so that they more  [junctions where cyclists
cyclists. Thisis are sharing th 2| asin percentie speed = 9 mph 2 |asin percentie speed
are sharing the | p i . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10 Motor taffic speed on |85th percentle > | 35th percentle | 85ih percentie | a5ih percentie
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph [ <20mph 2| asth percentie speed = 9 mph 2 |ssin percentie speed
vk i motor Oyt okl ot b requred o share 11Motor ~ 500010000 | 25005000 ana | 0-2500 AADT
igh volumes. Thisis sections of shared [or 5% HGV [ AADT and. 2% Ho
i . such as at expressed 250GV 10752 AADT 22089 ARDT
are sharing the a5 venicis per peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ tion 1o reduce Cycliss in Cycists incycle | Cyclsts on
be separated risk of collsion alongside [cariagenay~  unresticted [lanes atleast | route avey
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearsidelane [vafficlanes  [L&muideon | from motor
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid racks and off- riage: wafic (off road
10ad provision. Such segregation should reduce th risk of range (32m |&sih percentie | provison) or in
colision from beside or behind the cycis. and3omuide [1039m) orin | motor af tcarrageway
s el | spec e Measured from aerial magery, Meastired from aerial imagery,
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wde. | 30mp) Cyclsts in assumed crical assumed crlcal.
v vehi nybridfight
moving easlly segregated
into opposite 85
lane to pass percente motor
s, walfi
Ahigh a Ticting movements Side road Side r0ad junctons [ Side roads.
junctions. Junciions there-fore need particular atiention o[t junctions juncions infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the risk of colision. r Jend in vit
Junction reatments include: untreated. Major [reatments. tay. Major e side road, untreated along One sde road, unireated along
- Minoriside roads :cycist priorty andior speed reduction junciions, e el gt “he southern side of th he southern side of the
across sic conficting confict conficting carriageay (York Lane). carriagenay (Academy Sireet)
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts ffom motor trafic trough
junctions. movements not | movements streams
separated separated separated,
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex desigs wich require users o process large | 14.Legibie road markings Faded, oid, | Generaly legible | Clear,
an mounts ofinformation. Good network design should be seff[and road layou unclear, complex [oad markings and [understandable, Generally lgible, ith no text Generally legible, vith no text
i vt B 3w 1 provided for directions. Could 1 provided for directions. Could
understand vrere they and other road users shouid be and. i ks o mproved
what movements they might make. or unfamiar road | could be improved [ road layout
Consider and TS Conflict with kerbside |Narowoyde | Signiicant
reduce risk from |uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, |activity lanes <15mor [confictwith | kerbside actity - | conflctwith
kerbsic door. ¢ erbside actvty [ .9 less frequent | kerbside activty
anybufien) (e nearside actwiy on nearside |orvicthof cyce o cyce e provision; No cyce lane provision
alongside cycle lane <2m [ of cyclsts, min 2m_ lane including therstors, 1o score, thereore, za0 score.
i cycle lanes buffer exceeds
wide alongside | inciucing buter. (3.
Fedicsseverty | Whorevr posiie s shou kot “avason 1ot (o E6Evsion foar s Gyclists at sk of | The number of | The route
of colisions and a a being irapped Number of rees alongside Parking alongside carriagevay
ol e [ e e e physical hazards |couid be further | room and avoids. B .ricceney an contra siand BRI - e pianving, which ol
oceur colision shouid it oceur. along more than | reduced any physical ovel dttorance. e & oyoliss
halfof the route.
Densiy of defects including nion cycle fendly ronworks, | 17Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and ‘Smooth high grip Some defects, cracks where come defect, cracks where
sigulies, potholes, poor qualy defects defects or any surace N e N e
carriagevay paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of major e e
Pavemen or carfiageway consiruclion providing smooth and | 18 Surface type any bupy, aid Vachine laid
level surface unbound, erils, smooth and
sippery, and crete o-sp sirtace
potentally ours 0. Thi
hazardous requent joins. sunaclnm or machine
= i 2 taid and in typically good 2 Taid and in ypically good
s ndition. conditon
= ey
5 wning heavy
N - |Gy b oo comorny o ot rekor |15 Desiabe mnimum Viors T 5% [ more an 2% [Fecommended
road. widins according to of the route a
volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provision wth _provison wih Cyelst are vith walfic. no Cyelss are vith heavy tafic,
(where cyclsts are idihs which are | widths which are no |route segregation provided Yoo segregation provided.
separated from motor no more than | more than 25%
vehicles) 25%below | belowdesirable
desirable
Wayfinding I be able 0 navigate the s identiied | Route
et e ol e g i [ 5\gns
SR T | s No existing cycle signage along No existing cycle signage along
decision points decns\nn Dmnls the route e,
d
21 Lighting Mostorallol | Shortand Route s i 0
routefsunit | infrequent ey 5 | eesing sweet ghing provised 5 | estng sweetigniing provided
e n unipoory it |siandards along the entire route. along the entie route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o T
reeived usable. Wl used, well mainained, i, overlooked routes are |22 Jsolation ek Route s mamy | Route s
= o more attractive and therefore more likely 0 be used. generally away [overlooked and s | overiooked camagonen iy conge caagenm i e
fromaciviy |no fr fromac R onment, which s ot B crvommen which s nt
hroughoutits | length st o
mpact on edestrians Route impacis | No impacton | Pedestrian
.| people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedest provision
° [ Ao oms Ui prino o Sl dest provision or enhanced by Cyclists on stret; herefore, o Cyclss on stret; therefore, no
§ footpaths. alty both users, for London provision, 1| impact 1 comiort
5 pariclaty  ta shared s ot toea ot reet (section 4.7) Pedestrian | Level remains at B | or Pedestrian evel el
Z recommended widths. Comfortisat |oral Comiort Level
] Level C o below. remains atA
=
z BT 24 Street Clutier rge e of [ Voderateamount [ Sring for
Signs are informative and signs necded, aning wayfinding
consistent but not et 0 olow y N Some vayfinding and cycle N Some vayfinding and cycle
e andor leading o | unctions. signage needed. signage needed.
inappropriae size cutter aditional
Secure cycle par b |25, Cycle parking No additonal | Some secure cydle | Secure cycle
arking on sueet Evidence of bicycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
o street furiture or cycle f
parking Gurrenty no cycle parking
stands mestdemand | demand roviced. v,
Audt Score 21 2
Max possible score s0 50
% score
Pass/Fall (709% threshold) Fail Fail
Any Criical Fais? (VIN) Yes Yes
Number of Citcal Fails 2 2
criteria Max Score Sub- shscore Existing Sub- shscore Proposed
criteria criteria
Conerence s [3 o% o 0%
Directness 10 6 60% 6 0%
satety 16 6 38% 6 a8
Conort 8 3 38% 3 a8
Atractiveness 10 6 60% 6 0%



Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

60571700
scheme Belfast
Location Coridor
Date 20/05/2021
w
Luke Oddy
[checked ny. ool Hawthorn

Key
Requirement

ASCOM

Coherence

Directness

Comfort

Attractiveness

carriagevay
‘Avoid high motor
are sharing the
Risk o

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red)
[ e e [T Cyclits cannot | Cylists can Cycists have
along different sections of the same route and route safely and easily de
diferent routes in the network. considering left and right Three lane carriagevay. on-
ns dismounting | disruption o their | other routes way only, dangerous for a
fourney. rovided, with no cyelists to manoeuvre.
interruption to
Endof |2 Provision for cyclists Cyclstsare | The route is made | Cyciists are.
Wayfinding | route’ signs shoud not be installed - cycists should be shown | throughout the whole ‘abandoned at
how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route points along the
pariculaly a junctons where provision may be required to foute with no o cycle signage currenty
ensure safe crossing movements. clear indication provided.
o navigate between [junciions:
continue their | them, ncluding
ey. through juncions.
(Cycle netvorks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes | 3.Density of routes based Route. Route Route.
across the town o city. The density of the network s th on mesh width No provision as yet; therefore
ihe grid pattern. | i b o contribution 10 wder
The limate am should be a netwrk vih B primary and secondary meshwidth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth netork.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ar 1o the ‘as the-crow-fies' distance as possible. Deviation Factor is
calculated by dividing the. line or shortest |or shortest road | line or shortest Waring Street s both swraight
actual distance along the tive [alterative 12~ [ o ative 2 |and directn tis tocation and
route by the swaight line. the shortest 0ad alternative.
(crowy) distance, o
shortest road alternaive.
Time: Frequency | The number of tmes a cyclist has (0 stop or oses right of way |5.St0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
P . s N Stops or give | stops or give weys |stops or give Four juncions over 590m
or give ways junctons or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route is s on the o
Dedoarion ony ones o between2and 4 | route is less than
[ e e e | SR Delay for cyclsts | Delay for cycists at | Delay i shorter
juncions hisincludes assessing impact of multiple or single stage far | than for motor
e 2 s greater than for 10 delay for motor | vehicles or Cyciits are with wraffc,
motor vehicles | veficles cyclists are not 1 therefore delay is simiar 10
required o stop motor vehicles
atjunctions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able (o bypass slow | 7-Ability to maintain own a
links moving traffc speed on links speed of slovest
1 On-sreet
and other cyclists
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphil | B.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
ctions increase time, effort and discomort, Where these are e gt e el o
encountered, routes should be planned to minimse Giimbing than the er than the | which steeper 5 | unknown, toough no sigifcant
gradient and allow users {0 retain momentum gained on the gradients s gradients observed
descent.
motor vehict h 5 Motor traffic speed on _[G5ih percentle = | 85th percentie |8 percentle | 5th percentie
cariageviay, the key to reducing severlty of collsions is approach and through  [37mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph [ <20mph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehicies so that they more |junctions where cyclists
cyclists. This is are sharing th 2| sstn percentie speed =7 mpn
are sharing the | p I . such carriageway through the
junction
10Motor traffic speed on |85ih percentle > [85th percentle | 85ih percentle | 85th percentie
sections of shared 37mph (60Kkph) | >30mph 20mph-30mph | <20mph 2| 8sth percentie speed =7 mph
Cyckt houk ot be requeed o hare 11.Motor "~ [5000-10000  |2500-5000and |0-2500 AADT.
igh volumes. Thisis sections of shared |or 5% HGY | AADT and <23 Ho:
i . such as at expressed 2.5%HGV 23024 ARDT
a5 venicles per peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ tion to reduce Cyclists in Cyclistsincycle | Cyclists on
be sepa sk of collision alongside [carriageway-  |unvesticted |lanes atleast | route away
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearside lane  |uafficlanes | 1.8m vide on from
degrees through on-road cycl lanes, hybrid racks and off- riage waffic off oad
0ad provison. Such segregation shoud reduce the isk of range (32m |8sth percentle | provision) or in
collson from beside or behind the cyclist. and3omuide o3smorin | motor ual f-carriag
and traffic cycle lanes less  [speed ycle track. Measured from aerial imagery,
volumes prevent [than 1.8m wide. ~[3ompi Cyclits in assumed critcal
i vehicles hybridlight
moving easily segregated
into opposite rack; 85th
lane to pass percentie mator
cycists. affic speed
a icting movements Sde r0ad Side road junctons | Side roads
junctions. Junciions there-fore need partcular attention to  |at junctions junctions. infrequent and with | closed or treated
reduce the risk of colision. fre il o0 blend in with
ion weatments include: untreated. Major | veatments footwey. Mejor One side road, untreated along
- Minoriside roads : cyclistpriorty andior speed reduction ; | el gt ‘he northern side (Tomb.
across sid conficting confict conficting Street).
- Major roads : separation of cycists from motor taffic through
junctions. movements not | movements streams
separated separated separated.
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex design' which require users (o process large | 14.Legible road markings Faded, od, | Generally legle | Clear,
an umounts o informaton. Good netiork design should be seff-_{and road layou unclear, complex |road markings and | undersiandable, Generally legible, with no text
= ut - |emEleed provided for directions. Could
understand where they and other road users shouid be and b
movements they mght or unfamiar road | could be improved. |road layout
Consider and ofal T5 Conflict with Kerbside | Narrowcycle.
reduce risk from |uses of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, [activity lanes <15m or kerbside actvty - | conflct with
kerbsid door. kerbside activty |e.q. less frequent | kerbside activty
any buffer) (e.g. nearside |activty on nearside | or width of cycle No cycle ane provision;
alongside cyce lane <2m |of cyclists, min 2m | lane including therefore, zero score.
cycle lanes buffer exceeds
wide alongside _including buffer. | 3m.
e seveiy [ Wherarer possbl utes o e wvasiorn et (st |T6.Evasion room ana Cyclists at isk of | The number of | The route
of colisions anda a being rapped by
vher ey co.sich o guarcral, I S s A D could be further P rass verge
occur colision should i o along more than | reduced any physical 1 the south
haifofthe route.
Density of defects including non cycle riendly ironvorks, 7 Major and minor Numerous minor_| Minor and ‘Smooth high grip Some defects, cracks where
s/qullies, potholes, poor quality defects. defects or any surface. N ot ot i suriace couree.
carriageway paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of mejor ‘has been replaced.
Pavement or carriagevely construction providing smooth and | 18.Surface type Anybumpy, | Hand-aid e
level surface unbound, rials,
sippery, and crete e suﬂaoe
potentally urs with -e.g. Thir
hazardous Teqsentionts. | utacing o Carriagevay surface machine
s mand dose 2 taid and in typically good
nditon,
oce
undisturbed by
turning heavy
Effective width | Cyclists should be able {0 comfortably cycle wihout risk of | 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% | No more than 25% | Recommended
road. widths according to of the route. s are
volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provision with | provision with Cycists are vith heay walfic,
(uhere cycists are wicths which are [ widths which are no | route: 'n0 segregation provided.
separated from motor nomore than | more than 25%
vehicies). 25%below | below desirable
desirable
Wayfinding 1 be able to navigate the s in | Route s well
et e poor vith signs | route signing which | signed with signs
missing at key | could be improved |located at all No existing cycle signage along
decision points decision points the route.
and junctions
21Lighting Mostorallol | Shortand Route is It
route isunit |infrequent vy | istng sueetighting provided
e n unlipoory it |standards along the entire route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o B °
i oy of | 25able. Wl used, vell maintaned, it,overooked routes are (22 folation s Route s mamy | Route s e route s along a busy
more attractive and therefore more ey to be used, generally away | overlooked and is | overiooked camagonen iy conge
fromactivity [ not far from ac 2 o e st
throughout s [length eied
impact on edestrians Route impacts | No impact on Pedestrian
edestrians, | people to cycie on-road rather than using footvays which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedestrian provision
e e mnnuc.ng cycling onto well-used {based on Pedestrian dest provision of enhanced by Cycists on stre; therefore, no
footpat ality both users, for London provision, 1 impact to pedesirian comiort
pavln:uluﬂy i sharel e ath soea ot et (section 4.7) Pedestrian Level remains at 8 | or Pedestrian level,
recommended vidths. Comfortisat |oral Comfort Level
Level C or below. remains at A
Sgring req 24 Street Clutter Large number of | Moderate amount | Signing for
Signs are informative and signs needed, | of signing wayfinding ‘Some wayfinding and cycle
consistent but not p y N signage needed, inciuding
overbearing or of andior leading o |juncions. connection to exsting NCN
inappropriate size cltter aditional route
Secure cycle par b |25 Cycle parking No addiional | Some secure cycle | Secure cycle
arking on street Evidence of bicycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
o sest e or eyl ot noth o |sficen parking
stands meet deman jeman provided
Audit Score 2
Max possible score 50
it o score
Pass/Fal (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critcal Fails? (YIN) Yes
Number of Crical Fails 2
criteria Max Score Sub- Séscore Proposed
criteria
Coherence 6 0 %
Directress 10 60%
safety 16 7 4%
Comfort 8 3 8%
Atractiveness 10 6 60%



Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

0571700 m
Scheme Belfast
Location Corridor
Date 20/05/2001
w
Lot b | Existing 3C | | Existing 3D
[checked sy Joel Hauthorn
e I
Y Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Requirement
Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cyclsts cannot | Cyclists can Cclsis have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily dedicated
i e e considering eft and rght Three lane carriagevay cither Three lane carriagevay eiher
s dismounting | disruption to their | other routes vy, dangerous for a cyclsts to way, dangerous for a cycists to
ourney rovided, wih no noeuvre
interrupton to
Endol |2Provision for cyclists Gydistsare | The route s made | Cyclists are
] Waylinding |route sgns shoud notbe nstalled - cyclists should be shown-[throughout the whole abandonedt at
5 how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route points along the
2 partculary at junctons where provision may be required to ute wih no No cycle signage currently No cycle signage currently
5 ensure safe crossing movements. ol ndiaion orovided. rovidod.
of how navigate between [junciions:
Cominiathek [ e ciodng
iourney. through junctions.
Crde revakeshodprovde a meh (o r) of s [ 310e7i ofrouts based Route Roue Route
across the town or cty. The densily of the network s the | on mesh widih contrbutes o @ No provision as yet; therefore No provision as yet. therefore
the gt pater. . s o contribution (0 ider o contribution (0 wider
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih a mesh v primary and secondary meshwth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth netork. network.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ear to the ‘as the-crowfies’distance as possible. Deviation Facloris
calculated by dividing the. line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest 888 Great Patrick Steetis a N ot st
actual distance along the « tve |atomative 12— 1o 2| curved carragenay, but vithin 2 Dunbar Lk s bothsraight
route by the straight line. <1.2 deviation factor. and direct
(crowety) distance, or
shortest oad alternative,
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
B e s = tops or e stops or give vays. |stops or give Four unctons over 590m Four uncions over 590m
give wiays atjunctions or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route is ys on the o e
pedestrian-only zones efc. between2and 4 [route is less than
g; Tie: Doy o e it fdsly caused by o houk e rnsed. [G0ely st urcions Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
£ junctions This includes \g impact of multiple or single stage lar | than for motor
5 et o e e greater than for (0 delay for motor | vehicles or Cyetsts are win afc, Cyctsts are wih vaftc,
z motor vehicles [vehicles eyoliss are not 1 therefore delay s simiar 10 1| wmeretore deay i simiar to
required 1 5i0p motor vehicles molor vehicies
atjunctions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able 0 bypass siow | 7-Abiity 0 maintain own ar | Cyclsts can usually
inks moving traffc speed on links speed of slowest a onsueet q on-street
vehick (nluing | and othr cycliss |an appropriate
Routes skl wvold Seop praderts e posbl U [BGradit Rout Incudes [Thereareno [ Theresre o
sectons ressa e, sl and disconor. Whers thes e e [ |\
unered. outes shouk be lamne o mimic ciong the stesper than the [ which s 5 | unkaiown, though no signiicant 5| unkaoun. mougn no sgincant
Graont and lowuser 0 retan momentum Ganed on 1 gradients gradients than gradients observed aradients observed.
descent in
Reducelremove | Where cyclsis and motor vehicles are sharing the S Motor raffic speed on [ 85th percentle > | ih percentle |85 percentle | 5ih percentle
d cariageviay, the key to reducing severlty of collsions is approach and through |a7mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehices so that they more  [junctions where cyclists
cyclists. Thisis are sharing th 2| asin percentie speed = 7 mph 2 | ssin percentle speec
are sharing the | p i . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10 Motor taffic speed on |85th percentle > | 35th percentle | 85ih percentie | a5ih percentie
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph [ <20mph 2| asth percentie speed = 7 mph 2| ssin percenie speed = 7 mph
vk i motor Oyt okl ot b requred o share 11Motor ~ 500010000 | 25005000 ana | 0-2500 AADT
igh volumes. Thisis sections of shared [or 5% HGV [ AADT and. 2% Ho
i . such as at expressed 250GV 20453 ARDT 23024 ADT
are sharing the a5 venicis per peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ fion to reduce Cycliss in Cycists incycle | Cyclsts on
be separated risk of collsion alongside [cariagenay~  unresticted [lanes atleast | route avey
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearsidelane [vafficlanes  [L&muideon | from motor
degrees through on-road cycle lanes, hybrid racks and off- riage: wafic (off road
10ad provision. Such segregation should reduce th risk of range (32m |&sih percentie | provison) or in
colision from beside or behind the cycis. and3omuide [1039m) orin | motor af tcarrageway
e el | spec e Measured from aerial magery, Meastired from aerial imagery,
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wde. | 30mp) Cyclsts in assumed crical assumed crlcal.
r vehicles nybridfight
moving easlly segregated
into opposite 85
lane to pass percente motor
s, walfi
Ahigh a Ticting movements Side road Side r0ad junctons [ Side roads.
junctions. Junciions there-fore need particular atiention o[t junctions junctions. infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the risk of colision. r Jend in vit
Junction reatments include: untreated. Major [reatments. tay. Major One side road on either side of One side road, untreated alon
the carriageway, untreated it 9
- Minoriside roads :cycist priorty andior speed reduction junciions, e el gt . he southern side (Dunbar
across sic conficting confict conficting (Talbot Sueet and conneciion ey
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts ffom motor trafic trough o Corporation Street).
junctions. movements not | movements streams
separated separated separated,
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex desigs wich require users o process large | 14.Legibie road markings Faded, oid, | Generaly legible | Clear,
an mounts ofinformation. Good network design should be seff[and road layou unclear, complex [oad markings and [understandable, Generaly legiok
eneralylegible, with no text
road road layout but | simple road Generallylegivle, could be oo i
understand vrere they and other road users shouid be and. i improved eastbound. b,
what movements they might make. or unfamiiar road| could be improved. |road layout
Consider and TS Conflict with kerbside |Narowoyde | Signiicant
reduce risk from |uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, |activity lanes <15mor [confictwith | kerbside actity - | conflctwith
kerbsic door. ¢ erbside actvty [ .9 less frequent | kerbside activty
anybuffer) |(e.g.nearside | actty on nearside |or width of cycle o cyce e provision; No cyce lane provision;
alongside cycle lane <2m [ of cyclsts, min 2m_ lane including therstors, 1o score, therefore, zero score.
i cycle lanes buffer exceeds
wide alongside | inciucing buter. (3.
Fedicsseverty | Whorevr posiie s shou kot “avason 1ot (o E6Evsion foar s Gyclists at sk of | The number of | The route
of colisions and a a being irapped Some guard rail and tree
ere they do. | such as guardrail, build ous, etc. to reduce the severit of & ical hazards.|couid be further | room and avoids. Tree planting, which could
where they d e e e e physical hazards.|couid be furth d avoi: a BRI i, otich couid entvep
oceur colision shouid it oceur. along more than. [ reduced any physical entrap a cyclss. eyclists
halfof the route.
Densiy of defects including nion cycle fendly ronworks, | 17Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and ‘Smooth high grip Some defects, cracks where Some detects, cracks where
sigulies, potholes, poor qualy defects defects or any surace O Do N
carriagevay paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of major s beer eptaced e been replaced
Pavemen or carfiageway consiruclion providing smooth and | 18 Surface type ‘Any bumpy., aid Vachine laid
level surface unbound, erils, smooth and
sippery, and crete o-sp sirtace
potentally ours 0. Thi
hazardous requent joins. Sunaclnm or machine
= i 2 taid and in typically good 2 Taid and in ypically good
s ndition. conditon
= ey
5 wning heavy
8 Effective width | Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without fisk of | 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% | No more than 25% | Recommended
road. widths according to of the route a
volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provision wth _provison wih Cycists are wih heavy watic, Gyclists are with heavy tafic,
(where cyclsts are widihs which are | widihs which are no |route o fod
separated from motor no more than | more than 25%
vehicles) 25%below | belowdesirable
desirable
Wayfinding I be able 0 navigate the s identiied | Route
et e ol e g i [ 5\gns
SR T | s No existing cycle signage along No existing cycle signage along
decision points decns\nn Dmnls the route e,
d
21 Lighting Mostorallol | Shortand Route s i 0
roueisunit [ inrequent vy 5 | eesing sweet ghing provised 5 | estng sweetigniing provided
e n unipoory it |siandards along the entire route. along the entie route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o e
reeived usable. Wl used, well mainained, i, overlooked routes are |22 Jsolation ek Route s mamy | Route s
= o more attractive and therefore more likely 0 be used. generally away [overlooked and s | overiooked camagonen iy conge caagenm i e
frEmeEily peitaniomect 2 ‘environment, which is not 2 environment, which is not
ivoughoutits | engin isolated. isolated.
mpact on edestrians Route impacis | No impacton | Pedestrian
.| people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedest provision
“ [ Ao oms Ui prino o Sl dest provision or enhanced by Cyclists on stret; herefore, o Cyclss on stret; therefore, no
4 footpaths waliy both users, for London provision, 1| impact 1 miort
5 pariclaty  ta shared s ot toea ot reet (section 4.7) Pedestrian | Level remains at B | or Pedestrian evel el
Z recommended widths. Comfortisat |oral Comiort Level
] Level C o below. remains atA
=
z BT 24 Street Clutter rge e of [ Voderateamount [ Sring for
Signs are informative and signs necded, aning wayfinding
consistent but not et 0 olow y N Some vayfinding and cyce N Some wayfinding and cycle
overbearing or of andior leading o |juncions. signage needed. signage needed.
inappropriae size cutter aditional
Secure cycle par b |25, Cycle parking No additonal | Some secure cydle | Secure cycle
arking on sueet Evidence of bicycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
o street furiture or cycle
parking Gurrenty no cycle parking
stands mestdemand | demand roviced. v,
Audt Score 21 2
Max possible score s0 50
% score
Pass/Fall (709% threshold) Fail Fail
Any Criical Fais? (VIN) Yes Yes
Number of Citcal Fails 2 2
criteria Max Score Sub- sescore Proposed Sub- shscore Proposed
criteria criteria
Conerence 6 [3 o% o 0%
Directness 10 6 60% 6 0%
satety 16 6 38% 6 a8
Conort 8 3 38% 3 a8
Atractiveness 10 6 60% 6 0%
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 1.2 - B88 Carrick Hill / B126 N Queen St

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 1.2

Movement Score [ .. Comment

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
i existing ble to most potential and existing |unable to be

cyclists, and may be It but may still pose |cyclists. ASTS S5l Movement
avoided by some p! for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Department for
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 2.2 — York Street / B88 Frederick Street

A=COM

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 2.2

Movement Score |0 .- Comment

Suitable only for
i existing

Likely to be more
to most

cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common
collision types.

Score =0

but may still pose
for less

or new cyclists.

The risk of collisions has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic
management interventions.

Score=1

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

The potential for
collisions has been
removed, or managed
to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

Score =2

unable to be
ASTS S5l Movement

within current design.

Score =0
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 3.3 — Great Patrick Street / Nelson Street
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»

Cyole Strategy Route Review Junction 3.3

Movement  Scor

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be

cyclists, and may be |eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists QI

avoided by some for less within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0

Conditions are most | The risk of collisi has or

likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of

most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.

collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

* Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 5.1 — A1 Dunbar Link / Corporation Street

Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [N
existing to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LU ZHEN
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most | The risk of collisi has or
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 3.5 — A2 Dunbar Link / Waring Street

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 3.5

Movement 0 .- Comment
a Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be

cyclists, and may be |eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LGNS
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most | The risk of collisi has or d
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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for cyclists from NCN 93. | mm——
Project Number: 60571700

7 / Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange
Corridor 3 — Fredrick St / Dunbar Link / Waring St
Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegal Quay
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Cydle Strategy Route Review Junction 6.1

Movement score [0 [l comment

12 1 Cycle movement separated physically and/or in time from motor traffic and also separated from pedestrians.
2 0 3 Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

3 0 2 Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy mator traffic flow.

a2 1 Cycle movement separated physically and/or in time from motor traffic and also separated from pedestrians.

Key

>

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LUMZIH TN
avoided by some problems for less confident| within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0

e
TR L

Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2

— 2 od b b

-

Score =0 Score=1
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C.3 Pedestrian Comfort Levels baseline results
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment & Eistrucnrs

e A=COM

Corridor 3 — Frederick Street / Dunbar Link / Waring Street e

Adj.
Low Flow Overall Qre sco
F::::: *  Footway Width Score rall I

Location ! Measurement
No_

(North Footway)

i
2
3
4
Corridor 3 Z
7
8
9

10 4.52 2.9m
Average Width (m) [ 3.83

1 2.66 2.0m

2 250 2.0m

3 362 2.0m

[l 279 2.9m

. 5 108 2.9m

Corridor 3 = 3 20m
(Southern Footway) 7 1016 2.0m
8 172 20m

9 132 20m

-
=
-
)
©

2.0m

Average Width (m) [ 3.38

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.

| Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

« Dunbar Link is a very heavily trafficked route, providing multiple lanes in either direction, with up to seven
westbound lanes. This creates a traffic dominated environment that is likely to be unpleasant for pedestrians;

« Both footways are well lit and tree lined. The northern footway is considered wide, whereas the southern
footway is considered moderately wide.

Access / Connections:

«  Five main junctions along the corridor provide multistage pedestrian crossing facilities; however, no additional
mid-block crossings are provided;

*  Access to Ulster University is provided at the central section of the corridor. Whereas, access to the City Centre
is gained to the southwest.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:
« The footway surface is variable in quality on either side of the carriageway, providing a mixture of concrete
paving slabs and bituminous surfacing, with some areas requiring resurfacing due to cracks and joints;
’ *  Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the footway. However, some trees are located within the

: centre of the footway on either side that cause obstruction.



York Street Interchange
Project reference: York Street Interchange
Project number: 60571700

C.4 Mobility Impaired Audit baseline results
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Uncontrolled crossing over the slip-road from

North Queen Street to an island. This leads to a
. . . . . controlled crossing over the North Queen Street Ey Infiastructure A-COM

M0b||lty |mDaI I'Ed Assessment - CO"IdOF 3 FI'Edel'ICk Street & DU nbal' Ll nk carriageway. The same detail is used over the slip- Bonneagair

roads from Donegal Street, Frederick Street and ——

Great Patrick Street.

Trees and low bollards (less than 1000mm
high) with little or no tonal contrast
significantly narrow the southern footway
east of Dunbar Street (Ramada Hotel). Low
bollards are particularly hazardous for

The tactile paving is correct. However, this will
make it difficult for people with vision impairments
) . 2 to find the controlled crossing, since there is no tail
be Puffin type crossings at signals R i g , "
people with vision impairments, since they on tactile paving layout for an uncontrolled
« Dropped kerbs but upstand at the 4 ¢ i wal
are below normal line of sight. crossing and more difficult for all vulnerable

'Il('erbt'?dge !S grleatertthan 6m1n;) ¢ ") . | ‘{ T — ] g pedestrians to cross the carriageway, given the
aC'I e Pav'ng ayouts correct bu = { e (| - ! A Y crossing over the slip-roads is uncontrolled.
paving is worn - ol ’

General comments
«  Far side displays and unlikely to

There are no dropped kerbs or
tactile paving at the crossing at
the eastern end of Dunbar
Street and a sign pole is located
in the middle of the footway on
the crossing desire line.

To the north of the Waring
Street/Dunbar Link
Junction there are 'one-
way' sign poles in the
centre of the footways on
both sides of the street.

There are a large number of vehicles
parked obstructing the footways on
both sides of Fredrick Street up to
the junction with York Street shown
on google which would pose a
problem for many vulnerable
pedestrians.

The crossing over Academy Street has #,
no dropped kerbs or tactlle pavmg

There is little no contrast
between the poles and
their background and

no contrasting banding.

Poles including sign poles and
redundant poles narrow the
northern footway significantly
near the junction with Great
Patrick Street.

There are a number of crossings over the vehicle entrances to
businesses on the northern footway with slight kerb upstand.

There is no tactile paving at these crossings but the vehicle
numbers are likely to be too low to require the need for tactile
paving

The crossing distances are Iong and there is no crossing on the western side of this junction over
Great Patrick Street. Therefore, pedestrians could have a long detour in order to cross using a
controlled crossing. However, the street is more of a vehicle thoroughfare and there are few if
any destinations such shops, schools or businesses.

There is a dished channel in the
western footway from the Waring
Street/Dunbar Link Junction to
Tomb Street and Tomb Street
along Albert Square.

The crossing at the junction with Great Patrick
Street has no dropped kerbs or tactile paving.

A channel in a pedestrian space
can present a trip hazard.
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Appendix D — Corridor 4 | Brougham Street / Sock Street

D.1 Cycle Level of Service baseline results
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Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

sasri0 m
Scheme Belfast
Location Corridor
Date 2000572001
w
Luke Ocdy. Route Section | | Existing 4A | | Existing 48 |
[checked sy Joel Hauthorn
e . |
Y Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Requirement
Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cycliss cannot | Cyclsts can Gyclists have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily dedicated s rom s No aternative routes vithin
aiferent routes in the network. considering left and right s fomdual Short section: however 2010
s dismounting | disruption to their | other routes cartagovay oferng unsae oo a5 provision st
journey rovded. wih no i considered unacceptable.
interrupton to
y “Endof | 2Provision for cyclists Gydistsare | The route s made | Cyclists are
] Waylinding |route sgns shoud notbe nstalled - cyclists should be shown-[throughout the whole abandoned at
5 how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route points along the
2 partculary at junctons where provision may be required to route wih no No cycle signage currenty No cycle signage currently
5 ensure safe crossing movements. ol ndiaion orovided arovided
of how navigate between [junciions:
Cominiathek [ e ciodng
iourney. through junctions.
Crde revakeshodprovde a meh (o r) of s [ 310e7i ofrouts based Route Roue Route
across the town or cty. The densily of the network s the | on mesh widih contrbutes o @ No provision as yet; therefore o provision as yet; therefore
the grid pattern. | .. distances b o contributon (0 vider o contribution 10 vider
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih ameshvidtof | primary and secondary meshwth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth network.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ear to the ‘as the-crowfies’distance as possible. Deviation Facloris
calculated by dividing the. line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest
actual distance along the road allernative | alernative 1.2~ | road alternative 2 Brougham Sireet s both 2 Brougham Sireet is both
e ko i ks straight and direct staight and direct
(crowety) distance, or
shortest oad alternative,
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
B e s = stopsorgve | stops or give ways |stops or give Three junctions over 420m Three junciions over 420m
give wiays atjunctions or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route is ys on the o oo
pedestrian-only zones efc. between2and 4 [route is less than
m Time: Delay at | The length of delay caused by junctons should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions. Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
2 junctions This includes assessing impact of muliple or single stage flar | than for motor
5 crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc greater than for |t delay for motor | veiles or Cyeliss are wih afc, Gyt are wih afc
z motor vehicles [vehicles st are not 1 terefore delay s s to 1 therefore delay s simiar to
required 1 5i0p motor vehicles motor vehicles
atjunctions (e.g.
bypass at
Tino:Delay o[ Th gt of Gy cased by o g al 0 ypass s |81y i o at | Cycists can usually Dual lane with hatching; Muliple lanes carriagevay;
fnks [ P spe ""‘ o s‘l”:s e 1 allowing a cyclist to overtake 1 allowing a cyciist to overtake.
e e A cthe s slow vehicles / cyclist. slow vehicles / cyciists.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphil | B.Gradient Rout Incudes [Thereareno [ Theresre o
sectons ressa e, sl and disconor. Whers thes e e [ |\
untered, foutes should be planned to minimise climbing than the stesper than the [ which s 5 | unkaon, tough no signiicant 5| vkaomn. tnougn no sgnant
Graont and lowuser 0 retan momentum Ganed on 1 gradients gradients a2 gradients observe gradients observed.
descent in
Reducelremove | Where cyclsis and motor vehicles are sharing the S Motor raffic speed on [ 85th percentle > | ih percentle |85 percentle | 5ih percentle
carriageuay, the key to reducing severiy of colsions is approach and through |a7mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehices so that they more  [junctions where cyclists
cyclists. Thisis are sharing the 2| asin percentie speed 2| esin percentie speed =9 mpn
are sharing the | p i . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10 Motor taffic speed on |85th percentle > | 35th percentle | 85ih percentie | a5ih percentie
sections of shared 37mph (60Kkph) [>30mph 20mph-30mph [ <20mph 2| sin percentie speed asih percentie speed =9 mph
‘Avoid high motor | Cyclists should not be required t share 11Motor ~ 500010000 | 25005000 ana | 0-2500 AADT
high volur isis sectonsctsren | (QEEEE |t o
i . such as at ssed SEHGY 13701 ARDT 16596 AADT
are sharing the a5 venicies er peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ uc isisin Cycists incycle | Cyclsts on
rate risk of collision alongside [cari nresticted |lanesaatleast | route avay
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved or from beni nearsidelane  [uafficlanes |1.8m vide on
derees hough o oad cycl anes, o raksand of- i (off road
10ad provision. Such segregation should reduce th risk of nge (32m [85th percentie | provision) or in
oo rom bedce o bonnd s cycet and3omuide [0 3.9m) or in 2
s B [P T Weasured fom sl magery. Meastred fiom google,
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wde. | 30mp) Cyclsts in sumed critcal sumed crical
nybridfight
moving easlly segregated
into opposite
lane to pass percente motor
s walfi
Ahigh a Ticting movements Side road Side r0ad junctons [ Side roads.
junctions. Junciions there-fore need particular atiention o[t junctions juncions infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the risk of colision. r a o blend in with One unireated side road on
Junction reatments include: untreated. Major [reatments. fooay. Major Cartiagevay, One untreated sde road on
- Minoriside roads :cycist priorty andior speed reduction junciions, e el gt north side of the carriagevy,
across side roads conficting confict conficting and Yorkgate Shopping Centre Nefson Street slp.
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts ffom motor trafic trough yol (south).
junctions. movements not | movements streams
separated separated separated,
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex desigs wich require users o process large | 14.Legibie road markings Faded, oid, | Generaly legible | Clear,
design amounts o information. Good network design should be sef- [and road layout unclear, complex [ road markings and. |understandable,
road road layout but | simple road Clear road markings. however Gear road markings, hove
understand vrere they and other road users shouid be and. e ot text provided for directons. ot povied o irectons.
what movements they might make. or unfamiar road | could be improved [ road layout
Consider and terms of all TS Conflict with kerbside |Narowoyde | Signiicant
reduce risk from |uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, |activity lanes <15mor [confictwith | kerbside actity - | conflctwith
kerbsic door. ¢ erbside actvty [ .9 less frequent | kerbside activty
anybufien) (e nearside actwiy on nearside |orvicthof cyce No cycl lane provision; No cyeletane provision
alongside cycle lane <2m [ of cyclsts, min 2m_ lane including therstors, 1o score, theretore, zar0 score,
i cycle lanes buffer exceeds
wide alongside | inciucing buter. (3.
educe severty | Whorevr possl uies shou! ncuds “ovason ot (sah|16Evasio roam a1d Gyclists at sk of | The number of | The route
of colisions and avoid hazar being trapped by Tree planting along the Teatic barriers on efther side of
ol e [ e e e physical hazards |couid be further q tas gy 0
oceur colision shouid it oceur. along more than | reduced any physical Yarard
halfof the route.
Densiy of defects including nion cycle fendly ronworks, | 17Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and ‘Smooth high grip
sigulies, potholes, poor qualy defects defects or any Surtace . Some minor defects witin Some minor defects within
carriagevay paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of major carriagevay surface. carriageway surface.
Pavemen or carfiageway consiruclion providing smooth and | 18 Surface type vy bunpy, [ Fand-hia Vachine laid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
sippery, and | concrete o-sp sirtace
potentally ours 0. Thi
e Pl e Carriageway surtace machine Cartiagevay surface machine
) imandcasey 2 taid and i typically good Taid and in typically good
ted
= ey
5 wning heavy
N - |Gy b oo comorny o ot rekor |15 Desiabe mnimum Viors T 5% [ more an 2% [Fecommended
road. widths according to of the route a
volume of cyclists and udes cycl maintained
route type provision wth _provison wih Cycists are with waffc, no Gyelists are vith rafic, no
(where cyclsts are widihs which are | widihs which are no |route egregation provided. Segregation provided.
separated from motor no more than | more than 25%
vehicles) 25%below | belowdesirable
desirable
Wayfinding houid be able t navigate the s identiied | Route
et e ol e g i [ 5\gns
SR T | s No existing cycle signage along o essing oy sgnage dong
decision points e, Dmnls the route.
d
21 Lighting Mostorallol | Shortand Route s i 0
routefsunit | infrequent highuay 5 | eesing sweet ighing provided 5 |[Besting steet ighing providea
e n unipoory it |siandards along the entir route. along the entre route.
oetuna™ "™ |Routes shoud be appeaiing and be perceived as safe and o e
reeived usable. Wl used, well mainained, i, overlooked routes are |22 Jsolation Route s Route s mamy | Route s
= o more attractive and therefore more likely 0 be used. generallyavay |overlooked and s | overiooked caragenen iy e e e e
fomactivity ot fa rom aciviy. 2 evronmen, which i not 2 | isated at might, Hovever on &
ivoughoutits | engin isolated busy vehicular route.
mpact on edestrians Route impacis | No impacton | Pedestrian
.| people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedestrian provision
“ [ Ao oms Ui prino o Sl pedestrian | provision or enhanced by Cycliss on stret; therefore, nio Cyclits on streef; therefors, no
8 footpaths waliy both users, for London provision, 1 1| ‘mpact o pedestrian comfort
5 pariclaty  ta shared s ot toea ot reet (section 4.7) Pedestrian | Level remains at B | or Pedestrian fevel fevel
Z recommended widths. Comfortisat |or above. Comiort Level
] Level C o below. remains atA
=
z BT 24 Street Clutter rge e of [ Voderateamount [ Sring for
Signs are informative and signs needed, [ of signing wayfinding
consistent but not et 0 olow " q Some wayfinding and cycle a ‘Some vayinding and cycle
overbearing or of andor leading to |junctions. signage needed. signage needed
inappropriae size cutter aditional
Secure cycle par b |25, Cycle parking No additonal | Some secure cydle | Secure cycle
parking on sueet Evidence of bicycles parked parking provided | parking provided,
o street furiture or cycle o Current
urtently no cycle parking Gurrenty no cycle parking
stands mestdemand | demand  rovioed Y ovied
Audt Score 21 1
Max possible score 50 s0
% score
Pass/Fall (709% threshold) Fail Fail
Any Criical Fais? (VIN) Yes Yes
Number of Citcal Fails 2 2
criteria Max Score sub- shscore Existing Sub- swscore Proposed
criteria criteria
Conerence s [3 0% o o%
Directness 10 6 60% 6 60%
satety 16 6 e 5 1%
Conort 8 3 e 3 8%
Atractiveness 10 6 60% 5 50%
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Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 4 — Brougham Street / Dock Street
Junction 1.3 - B126 N Queen St / Brougham St

'8
#'smart Cozy Life @&

a' 9 :
ts_mart shop &)/ |
. e .O' % y Cycle Suategy Route Review Junction 1.3

Zenith IT Movement Score ment

SolUitions) Belfast ment in

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [[&JCE8Y
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LML
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the [been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 4 — Brougham Street / Dock Street
Junction 2.5 — A2 York St / Brougham Street

Cycle Strategy Route R

= s Ry
J

Movement Score |0 .. Comment

—r
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffi

e e T —

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor tra
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor tra
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

T T—

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

le movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or |[[o{JCRsYI]
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LEInELT
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score=0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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| Corridor 4 — Brougham Street / Dock Street
Junction 4.3 — Dock Street / Nelson Street

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1




Cycle movements 3 and 4 assumed to follow two-
way cycle track to the northeast of the junction
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 4 — Brougham Street / Dock Street
Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street

Cycle Strategy Route Reriew Junction 5.3

Movement  Score [0l cComment
5 Cycle matvement in patential canflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle morement in potential conflic with heary motor traffic low.

Far the under ideration.

Cycle Fanes through junction meeting sppropriste desirable minimum width requi

Cyels Ianes thraugh junctisn mesting spproprists desirable minimum width requirsments For the mavement undar conzideration.
Cycle motement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
Cycle matvement in patential conflict with heavy matar traffic flow.

Cycle movement croszez wide junction enkry or cxit &.g. with merge or diverge taper or 2lip lane,

Cyele mowement in pobenkial canflick with heavy matar braffic flaw.
Cycle mowement in potenkial conflick with heavy motor braffic flow.

Key

—

— b

Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
potential and existing |unable to be Network
completed by cyclists |70
within current design.

Suitable only for Likely to be more
confident existing acceptable to most
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists.
avoided by some problems for less confident
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =0

Score =2

Score =0 Score=1




NB cycle movements 5 and 2 assumed to follow : f;ﬂf';f""w -_—
cycle crossing through junction. &3 : mas—tnlcture A-COM
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Corridor 4 — Brougham Street / Dock Street
Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street
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—\: o J ’Q\ . 3 = T — - - Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 6.3
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/o \\ J . \* . Movement . Comment
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Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment & Fmtrucure

onese A=COM

Corridor 4 — Brougham Street/ Dock Street F——

5 Adij.
Route Leefrmml Fammoey | o e el Overall Score

Measurement No. idth Footway Width Score .
Colour {Lower Limit

-
bl
"
=

wlo|~|o|m|&|w|r
P
w
=

2.0m

Average Width (m) | 2.76

1 3.15 2.0m
2 3.03 2.0m
3 2.95 2.0m
4 3.04 2.0m
5 5.89 2.0m
5 3.02 2.0m
7 3.06 2.0m
8 2.66 2.0m
9 2.85 2.0m
10 2.86 2.0m

-
=
]
-
o

Average Width (m) | 3.25

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary |

Characteristics / Ambience:

*  Brougham Street and Dock Street are heavily trafficked routes, providing a dual lane in either direction, that
widens to a three / four lane approach at its junctions with York Street and Nelson Street;

«  Footways are an adequate width, well lit and tree lined on either side of the carriageway between North
Queen Street and York Street. However, under the M3 Motorway, the pedestrian environment is poorly lit,
with poor urban realm and traffic dominated, creating an unwelcoming and unpleasant pedestrian |
environment.

Access / Connections:

«  Footways provide access to retail units to the north and south that form part of the Cityside Retail & Leisure
Park, with Yorkgate Train Station also accessed via the Dock Street junction; i

«  Four main junctions along the corridor provide multistage pedestrian crossing facilities; however, no |
additional mid-block crossings are provided. \

Surface Quality / Obstructions: |
e The footway surface is generally adequate; however, some areas are considered poor on either side of the ‘
carriageway, with some cracks and joints creating an uneven surface; |
e Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the footway. However, trees are located within the
centre of the footway on either footway potentially causing obstruction to pedestrians. ‘
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Mohility Impaired Assessment — Corridor 4 Brougham Street & Dock Street

S

I/,, ¢,’ Il’s\’a—
Ly
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No tactile blister paving at the side
road crossing on the route leading to
a large supermarket and retail outlets
to the south of the street and there is
more than a 6mm upstand at the kerb
edges on the dropped kerbs.

Sign poles in the middle of the
footways on both sides of the Street
east of the junction with York

Street. The poles narrow the route
and do not control tonally or have
contrasting banding to highlight these

Bonneagair

There are a number of sign poles in
the southern footway to the west of the
junction. The poles narrow the route
and do not control tonally or have
contrasting banding to highlight these
potential hazards to pedestrians.

\

There is no crossing over
Dock Street on the

western side of the
junction, although there
may be limited demand
for a crossing in this
location.

Ditto petrol station and food outlets
on the north of the street.

Only the crossings on the south of this
junction over Nelson Street are controlled
crossings, those on the north are
uncontrolled.

See points made about this junction
in the North Queen Street
assessment; particularly the lack of
tactile blister paving on one side of
one of the crossing and uncontrolled
crossing over slip-roads leading to
controlled crossings.

There is no pedestrian crossing over Dock
Street on the east of this junction, although
there may be limited demand to cross at
this location.

General comments
Far side displays and unlikely to
be Puffin type crossings at signals
Dropped kerbs but upstand at the
kerb edge is greater than 6mm
Tactile paving layouts correct but
paving is worn
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Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

60571700
scheme Belfast
Location Coridor
Date 20/05/2021
w
Luke Oddy
[checked ny. ool Hawthorn

ASCOM

Existing SA

Existing 58

8
2
8

Directness

speed

where cyclists

are sharing the [ p
‘Avoid high motor
raffic volumes
are sharing the

Risk of

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Crlis told b bl o sty ad salely o and v 1 Ay o foneave Cyclsis cannot [Cycistscan | Gyclts have
along dierent sectrs of i sae foute and route safely and easiy dedicated
different routes in the network. considering left and right Right turns from dual Cyclists with busses in bus lane
turns. dismounting disruption to their | other routes carriageway providing unsafe orthbound, but mixed with
journey rovided, with no wraffic southbound.
nertupton to
Endor |2 Pravision for eycists Crcissare [ The route s mace | ycists are
route’signs should not be nstlled - cycsts shouldbe shown | ihroughout the whole abandonedt at
ow he foute coniinues. Cyclsts should no be ‘abandoned’|length of the raute pointsalong the
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to e with no No cycle signage currently o songe it eanonad
ensure safe crossing moverments. e nacaion ) e
ofhow navigat betveen _jncions
et | P
oumey: itvough juncions.
e netwarks shou provde a mesh (o g9 o routes | 3.Density of outes based Route Roue Route FE———
roes the tomn o . The deriasy f the netwrkis e |on mesh with conkbuteston No provision asyet, terefore us. cycelane norboun
e pate e o contbuton o weer e oc o proveto
The uimateam shoud b anetork with a mesh i primary and secondary meshwidh |meshwidih 250 | mesh with nework “auttbound.
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ear o e ‘as the-row e’ distancs as possie. Deviatin Facior i
calculted by dvidog the ne r shortest | orshorestroad | ine or shotest
cacuten by dudng e E oo |Qrohorestroad I 2 [ comoresensis s 2 | comoreten st e sun
route by the straight line. and direct and direct
(crowy) distance,or
shortestroad aternatve
Tine: Frequency | The number of e a cycist s 1o sop o oses Tght ofway.|5.Stopping and give way The number of [ The number of | The number of
oS o a M shouk e e, T s Supog o eauency opsorgive | sops ofgie ways |sops orgive T nctons o crossngs Tuo incions o crossings
e vays atjunctions or rossings, motorcyce barers, on'ne e s [veys on he 1 ictons w0 0 a nctons w0 r0
pedestian-only zones et betveen 2 and 4 |route i less than
T Doy i Tho gt ofdycaeed by rcors oo . 0yt Frctons Delay for oycits | Dlay forcyctsat | Deay 1s horter
uncions This includes assessing mpact of mulile or single tage o ihan for o
rossngs, Sana rangs. foucan cossngs ot greater than or (o delay for motor | vehicesor Cyotistsare win e, [ —
moor veficls |vehicles cycsts are not 1| teretore, detays smvar to 1| meretoe, delay s smiar o
requred o siop oot vefices motor venices.
at junctions (e.g.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The lengt of dely causel by not bing abe o bypass slow | 7ADly © maintai own ot [ Cyeists can sy Vil vecar anes 55
inks moving e speed on links pecd of oest Ml vehicular anes: alowing & cydiss to overtake
vehce (i and e s |anppopiae 2| atowng a cyelsts t overake Sowehicies  cyclss.
acycle) speca Sowvenics  cyciss Honever,cycists uih bus n
Routes Sl avord seep gradierts where possble. ol |8 Gradient Routs ncludes | There areno | There are 1o
cions ncrease ime, efort and dscomfor Where these are st soper | uctor ot ssors ot
encountered, roues shoud be planned fo minimise cib e Secperthanthe  [urich Unknown, though no signifant Unknown, tough o signfant
gradient and allow users to retain momenium gained on the gradients gradients than e gradients observe 2 gradients observe
descent.
Fouead P4
e S Totor trailc speed on |G percentle > |85t percenie |5t percerie 851 percentie
carriageway, the key to reducing severity of collisions is approach and through 37mph (60kph) | >30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
ucing e speccds o moto eymore i eyelsts . )
Gosely mat tht of cycists, This s partcuary mportantat_[are sharing the 2 osin percente speed = 11 mph 55t percentie specd =33 mph
i suen carriageway through the
unction
EOtor Tl speed 1 (850 percoie 50 prarti (6o e (650 e
sections of shared 37mph (60kph) |>30mph Omph-30mph 20mph 2 |estn percentie speed = 11 mph 5th percentie speed = 33 mph
ycits shoukd notbe equired 0 snare 13 Motor ~[sooo 10000 [zm005000ama 02500 AAT
high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at|on sections of shared or >5% HGV (AADT and <2% HGV
i a5 atjuncions. expressed SHHGY. o584 ARDT 11804 AsDT
25 venicies per peak
nere R s o eauce Crsn  [Crssnode |Casson
P [isk of colision alongside |cariagesay - anes atleast|route ausy
el 02, T sepxaiion cante s 5 or from benind nearsidelane  |vaffcianes | Lomuideon | from motor
egres o on100 e s ks and - carrage ot (of road
G rovieon Such seoreaieon ahouk educs he Tak of 12 Ml rce (s2m oot porcone | peoviion) ot
oo rom besde o bonnd e cyle ana3smuide [t030m orin | motor tcarmagevay
SRR KA i o Veasured rom gooe, Veasured fiom google,
[P Lty ieboall Fioad b aesumed cical essumed cical
motor vehicies yoreignt
moving easily segregated
ino opposie ack G5
lane to pass percentile motor
cyciss trafic spoed
g @ Tovemens Seroad s oad kinctors | Se oads
uncions. uncions thre-foe need pariular atienion o |t junctions, [ncions irequentand vah |slased orreated
reuce e ikl Lo blend n il
inction treatments includ unireated. Major | reatments. Major | footway. Major Three minor side roads on Three minor side roads on
Ei ki Fous eyl prirty nclor apeel redicion o, " ncirs. i |incion 1| westrn e, ono on eastorn 1| oo st b on eastorn
actoss side roads contiting | conlc confcing e, all unteated. e, all unteatea.
ot roads  sepertion ofcycstafom mesorrafc hrough
ncsons: overmmrianot |moverents[sreans
sapaiaind||separaie separaiod,
v comox i oo s i e s o pocss g [ TELogle oad arkings Faded o, | Generaly legble | Cear,
design amounts of nformaior nemwork design should be self- |and road layout unclear, complex | road markings and | undersiandable, Generallylegible; however,
Fevon road road ayoutbut|simple road 1 | some marings are race ans 1| ceneraytegbie, i o ten
B Vs e e o Some slerents unclear undermeath he provided for rectns,
vt male. orunfamiia road coul be mproved. | road fayout overpass,
Consider and terms of all [F5 Confiict with kerbside |Namowcycle | Signifcant
uses of parking, bus stc activity lanes <1.5mor | confiict with kevwﬂe activity - | conflict with
Ketbside actiy (inccing collsion with opene door less equent | kerbsice actty
any bufer) el e e [ No cycie lane provision No cycle lane provision;
aongside oo ez _ o cycs mnzn | ane nchudng nerefore, 7610 core eretore, zero score
e lanes outer excecds
e songside [ neing oufr. [
Redicesoverty | Werevrpossie s shoud Fude“avasn 1ot (o IDEvason oo ana Cyiss at i of | The number of | The oute
of clisons id being rapped by Small number ofees Small e of s
ereheydo s gt bl ot o e S e pyscal haarcs cod e faier a avod " y N Pl
occur colision should it o along more than | reduced any physical Nowerer. o pating, ovever, 10 pasing.
half of the route. hazards. . '
Dersiy of deectsIncluding non cyce frendy romverks, [ 17.Major and minor Numerous minorVinor and Smoot high g Sorme defects, cracks where Some deects, racks whre
aisedisunken coverslgules, pothols, poor qualty dcfects detectsorany |occasionaldefects | surace N i N e
Carragenay pain (.. o previous cyie ) number of maor s have b cuts nave b
Pavement or caiageveay consirucion proving smooh and | 18.Surface type iy burpy, [P Vachine a
evel snface unvound, | materias, smooth and
sippery,and. | cancrete nomsip suface
potantaly|pavoursvith |-e.Thin
el COTE Cartiagevay surface machine Caragevay surface machine
E= e, 2 i and n typicaly good 2| aid andin ypcaly good
S idon ation.
bodks
undtured by
ring heany
Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% | No more than 25% |Recommended
without conficconfictwith othe users bt on and o o widths according to oftheroute |ofhe oute sare
vlume o cylsts s udescycke | mantaned
roue provsion wih |p Cyetsts arewih i, o Cyclis are wih heavy af
e tychsxs are it uhi s which Segregation proviied o segregaton proved.
red rom motor no more than | more than 25%
ey Zmbelow |belowdesiable
destade|mnimum
10 e able o ravgate e 5 edn [Roemvel
o i rfer o mmpe. oo vl ot | oo s which S v s
e o ey | couk b imoroved. [locaied No eising cycle signage along No exising cyce sgnage along
e o poras e i pore e e roue.
s
Zitoning Vostoralof | Shortand Roue st to
rmara il e Rohey 5| tsing st anung provsea 5| st sveetigning provea
unipoory it |standards ong the entre route " enire e
Sockl s AN | Routes should be appealng and be perceived as safe =Ty ot 9 9
(bl Well sed, vell maiaited, , ovrioke routs e [ 2 sgiaton s Route s mainy_|Route s Wi ciy ceive
ety of Wit a iy centre
o e e trfore o By v b s T oy PRl =i i acycenre anironment vova:
acviy | no o rom aciy | tvoughout 15 1 [ oo e 1| envionmentis not surrounded
ioughoutislengin 0 he car park o by buings s0could e
pedestrans Fove s [ Ro o on | Pdesrin
pedestians, |peope 0 cycie on-road rather than using ootvays wich are | Pedesran Corfort Level negatielyon | pedesi e
rcang el (e st shared .o i oo -5 (s o Pt Gesran | |powonor | cnhanced by yets o sreet terefare, no Cyeliss on v, therefore, o
reduc both users, for London provsion, 1| impact o pedestian comfor 1| mpact o pedestian comtor
partcuary i he snnred use path does not et (secion 4.1) Pedestian | Levelremains at 8 |or Pedestrian pive pive
ecommended v Comtotsat|or above. ComortLevel
Level Cor below: remans atA
Virimse sreet | Sgning required o supportscheme ayout 24 Street Clutier Large number of [oderate amount | Sgning or
clutter Signs are m'omawe and signs needed, f signing wayfinding
e e |y | somevaytinng ana yce 1| some vaytinaing ana oo
uvemean"w or 07 and/or leading to |junctions. and not causing signage needed. signage needed.
inaoproprate size curer addional
Secure ool ie parking 75 Oyele No adatonal cyce [Secure cyce
parking on st B S cyce parking | paring provided | parking provided,
o siret funiure or yce proveed or © Carrenty no ccte arking Curenty o cycte paring
Sands Inadequate | meetdemand | demand o )
provsion n
insecure none
Rutsoore] |2 o
Maxpossiviescore 50 s
it 36 scorc
PassFai (0% treshod) i Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) Yes Yes
Namoer of Crical Fais 1 2
Criteria Max score Sub- Shscore Existing Sub- sscore Proposed
crteria aiteria
Conerence B o o o%
Diectness 10 7 7o% %
Satety 1 s so% 4 2%
Comort s 3 au% 3 aa%
Ataciveness 10 s so% s so%




Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

60571700
scheme Belfast
Location Coridor
Date 20/05/2021
w
Luke Oddy
[checked ny. ool Hawthorn

Key
Requirement

ASCOM

Coherence

Directness

speed
differences
where cyclists
are sharing the
Risk of

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red)
Comnecions Gyt o be ale 0 sl and ey on and it (£ bl o oieave Cyclsts cannot | Cycliss can Cclsis have
aiong diferent sections of the same route and foute safely and easily de No dedicated connection to
different routes in the network. considering left and right Garmoyle
wms dismounting | disrupton to their | other routes Sireet Corporation Siret to
|z S the south or Dock Street o the
interrupton o
Endof | 2Provision for cyclists Cyclsisare | The route s made | Cyclisis are
route’signs should ot be nstaled - cyclsts should be shown | throughout the whole ‘abandoned at
howthe foute continues. Cyclsis should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route: poinis along the
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no ‘Some signage, but no
ensure sale crossing movements. clear indication 1 connectons th adjacent routes.
o navigate between | junctons.
continve their [ them, including
ey through junctons.
Cycle nemorks should provide & mesh (or grid) of outes | 3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
across the town or city. The densiy of the network s th on mesh width Novider provison asyet
he grid patten. | e o o therefore zero score.
The ulimate aim shoud be a netvork vih B primary and secondary meshwidih | meshvidin 250 | mesh widih
Routes shoud olowihe shories opien avalble and be as |4 Deviation of routs
ar o the ‘as the-crowles' distance as possible. Deviaton Factoris
calculated by diiding the line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest Garmoyle Street deviation
actual dstance along the ive [alterative 12— |10 aive 1 facior n this location s
route by the straight line.
(crowety) distance, or
shortest road alternatve.
Time: Frequency | The number o tmes a cycisthas (o siop or loses right of ey |5.5t0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of w0 jnctons / wo crossings
of e s0p o a 1t shouk e minmed. This ncudes sopprgand | equency siopsorgive [stops or give veys.[stops or give fincemniirsieingtios
or give vays junctions or crossings, motorcyce bartiers, on the route s s on the 1
= u ECoetn e give-vay at side road juncions
Dedoarion ony ones o between 2and 4 |route s less than e o
Tine:Delay i Th longth of 4y cavsd by Krcions sk bo e 6ty fncrors Delay for cycists | Delay fo cyclsts at  Delay is shorter
unciions i includes assessing impact of muliple or singe stage far | than for molor
cmssmus signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for | to delay for motor | vehicles or Cyclists are forced to stop at
motor vehicles | vehicles cyclists are not. side roads due to not having
PR priorty when wthinthe cycle
atjunctions (e.g. lane.
bypass at
Time: Delay on | The length of delay caused by not being able 0 bypass siow | 7-Abiity 0 maintain own a
links. moving waffc speed on links speed of iowest wo-way cycle rack very
and other cycliss 1 narrow; no safe overtaking
a cycle) ahead speed space avaiable.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphil |8 Gradient Route ncludes | Thereareno | There are no
cions increase time, efort and iscomfort. Where these are e [ | e o
ncountered, routes should be planned to minimise cimbing than the erthan the | which steeper 5| rnon, ough no sigifcant
gradient and allow users o retain momentum gained on the gradients B raslents observe
descent
Figure 4.4 Figure 4.4
and mator veniles are sh [SMotor raffic speed on |65t percentle > | 35t percentie | 85ih percenile | 85ih percentie
e e approach and through  [a7mph (60kph) |>30moh 2ompn-30mph | <20mpn
reducing the i eyclists
o cyr:hs!s Tmsnsnnmculav\ym\wn-m at [are sharing the 2 Of-carriagenay faclties
carriageway through the
carriagevay unction
0Notor il speed an (66 pacenle (6o prcene 850 percente (65t prcene
sections of shared 37mph (60kph) [ >30mph mph-30mph | <20mph 2 Off-carriagenay facles
‘Avoid high motor | Cycsts should not be requied o share 11Motor ~ [5000-10000 25005000 ana 02500 AADT
raffc volumes | high volumes of motor vehicles. This i partcularly important aton sections of shared |or 6% HGY | AADT and <2% HoV 17861 AADT (Off -carriagevay
. & cxpressed [pratac? 2 cyce faciltes provided)
are sharing the as vehicles per peak
Where Vericle flows cannot o reduce Cycists in T e |Cycisson
be separated sk of collsion alongside |cariageuay - lanes atleast | route avay
Table 6.2, Ths separation can be achie ng or from behind nearside lane [uafficlanes | Lemuideon | from motor
cegtecs rough nroad eyl anes, it acke ad o i arriagevay; wafc off road
1oad provision. Such segregation should reduce the risk of betveen32m  [range (32m |8sih percentie | provision) orin
colision from beside or behind the cyclst and 39mvide  [1039m)orin | motor wat tcarriageway
and raffic cycle lanes less | speed max cycle track. 2 Off-carriageway facilties
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wide. ph. Cyclists i
‘motor vehicles hybrid/light
moving easily segregated
into opposite wack, 85t
lane to pass percentile motor
oyciss. waifc sp
ar Tovements Side road Side road juncions | Sde road:
unctons. Junctions there-fore need partcular ateniion to at junctions. junciions nfrequent and with | closed or reated
e h ko clison. frequent and blend in vith
uncton eatments in untreated. Major [treatments. W . Major Side road on eastern side
e I O e e e juncions, s iivoe] jincions, o 0 acing o rom Docks wih no
across side roads conflcting conflct onflcting rory for cycists.
- Major roads : separation of cyclsts from molor rafic through
unctions. movements not | movements streams.
separated separated. separated.
Avoid 0 process arge |14 Legible road markings Faded, od, | Generally legibe | Clear,
amounts of information. Good netork design should be sef- [and road layout unclear, complex [ 0ad markings and [understandable, Generaly legile however,
id road road layout but | simple road | b
uncerstand where they and other road users should be and retonr aleng i lone.
ight make. or unfamilar oad | could be improved [ r0ad layout
Consider and terms ofall [F5-Contiict with kerbsiae | Namoweycle | Signiicant
uses of parking, bus so aciivity lanes <t 5mor [confictwith | kerbside actviy - | confict with
kerbside actity [ inclucing colision with opened door. e e.g less frequent | kerbside actvy
any buffer) (e.g. nearside activity on nearside | or width of cycle Some parking with narrow
alongside cycle lane <2m | of cycists, min 2m |lane including 1| buter beween narrow cycle
cycle lanes. buffer exceeds tane.
vide alongside | including buffer. | am.
Reduceseveriy.|Wherevarpossbl roulesshoid incude “ovasion roon (such 16 Evasion room and Gyclsts atisk of | The number of | The route.
colisions id 0 by
e theydo | such o guardal, b s, . 0 e e could be further 1 | aong ths section. maily roscs
occur colision should it o along more than | reduced any physical ans.
half o th route. hazards.
Densiy of defects ncluding rion cycl friendly ronworks, | 17-Major and minor Numerous minor | Minor and Smooth igh grp
raisedisunken coversigulies, potholes, poor qualty defects defects orany | occasional defects |surface | |——
carriageway paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of major
Pavement o carfiageviay consiructon providing smooth and | 18.Surface ype Any bumpy, | Fand-aid Vachie laid
level surface unbound, materils, smooth and
sippery, and [ concrete nonsipsuace
potental paviourswith  |-e.g.T
hazardous frequent joints. Surfaci Pavements along cycle route
artace m and osely 1 | could be improved, vith cracks
iniea and vegetation growh.
blocks
undisturbed by
wrning heavy
(Cyclists should be able {o comfortably cycle wihoutrisk of | 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% | No more than 25% | Recommended
vithout conflct | confict with other users both on and of o widihs according to ofthe route |of the route vidths are
Volume of cyclists and maintained Appears to be 2m wide for
T & B sections of the two-vay cycle
rrerme dcithe which are. |sicthe which 1| wack vhich i below desirable
separated from motor nomore than | more than 25% Wil need o contirm with TOPO
vehicles). 250below | belowdesiiable
desirable minimum
be able o navigate the s edin|Route s well
he need to refer to maps. poor vith signs | route signing which |signed ith signs
missing atkey | could be improved [located at all . Route signage could be
decision points decision points improve
and junctons
2LLighting osiar il [ hortans Route s it o
routeisunlt [ infrequent nighvey 5| eustng swectighing provigea
uniupoory | sancarcs along the entire route.
5"“3‘ sa'e‘y nd | 2 outes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and o 'V e 9
usable. Well used, well mainained, i, overlooked routes are (22 solation G Route o mainy[Route &
vu\nevabn of Within a ciy centre
& more attractive and therefore more ikely to be used generally away |overlooked and s |overiooked o 'fmw ot
activity ot far rom activiy [throughout ts 1 O e
throughoutits | length g
mpact on pedestrians Route impacts | Noimpacton | Pedestran
pedestians, | people o cycle on-road rather than using footvays wich are | Pedesirian Comfort Level negaiivelyon | pedestrian ion
including people: nm ‘suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used | based on Pedestrian destrian provision or enhanced by Pedesirian footway narroned to
reduce both users, for London provison, 1.8 in order to provide
particularly if the shued use path does not meet (Section 4.7) Pedestrian Level remains at B |or Pedestrian cycle lane. Need to check exact
reco mended widths Comfort is at or above. Comfort Level ‘widths on TOPO.
Level C o below: remains at A
Vinimise sireet | Signing required to support scheme fayout 24 Sireet Clutter Large number of | Moderate amount | Signing or
Signs are \Momawe and signs needed, | of signing wayfinding
onsistent b dificult 1o ollow |p y 4 |some additonal waytinding ana
uvemeannq or ov andiorleading o [junciions. and not causing cycle signage needed:
nappre addiional
Secure cycle yo parking 25 Cycle Noaddiional | Some secure cyde |Secure cycle
parking on street Evdenca of byeespared cycle parking [ parking provided | parking provided,
1o stret fuitre or cycle provided or o Currenty no cyle parking
stands inadequate [meetdemand | demand
ovided
provision in
insecure none
Audi Score 2
Maxpossibl score 50
Audit % score
PassiFail (0% treshold) Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
Number of Crital Fais 0
criteria Max Score Sub- séscore Proposed
criteria
Coherence 6 1 17
Direciness 10 s s0%
Safety 1 12 75%
Comort s 4 s0%
Araciveness 4 a0
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

’ Corridor 5 — Corporation Street
Junction 5.1 — A1 Dunbar Link / Corporation Street

Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [N
existing to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LU ZHEN
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most | The risk of collisi has or
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 5 — Corporation Street
Junction 5.2 — Corporation Street / Corporation
Square
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LA 7 _DIpOr

Cycle Strategy Route R Junction 5.2

Movement  Score

€
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Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
i existing to most potential and existing |unable to be

cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists LUQZTHEN

avoided by some p! for less within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0

Conditions are most | The risk of collisi has or

likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of

most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.

collision types. management interventions.

e

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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" Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

a0 ‘-.j Corridor 5 — Corporation Street
&\ | Junction 8.3 — Corporation St/ Little Patrick St

Movement

Likely to be more
to most

existing
cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common
collision types.

Score =0

cyclists, but may still pose
for less

or new cyclists.

The risk of has

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

The potential for
collisions has been

been reduced by design
layout or traffic
management interventions.

Score=1

or
to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

Score =2

Movement banned or [N
unable to be Network
completed by cyclists LUMZIH TN
within current design.

Score =0




Cycle movements 3 and 4 assumed to follow two-
way cycle track to the northeast of the junction
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 5 — Corporation Street
Junction 5.3 — Garmoyle Street / Dock Street

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 5.3

05 Cycle movement in potential sonflict with heayy motor braffic o,

Cyele movement in potential conflict with hsyy motor braffic few.
2 1 Cyele lanes through junction meeting appropriate desirable minimum width requirements far the movement under consideration
2 1 Cycle lanes through junction mesting appropriate desirable minimum width requirements for the movement under considsration.

3 Cipele mevement in potantial canflict with heavy motor braffic flow.

3 Copcle movement in potential canflict with heavy motor taffic flow.

1 1 Cucle movement croszes wide junchion entry or cxit: 2.3, with merge or divergs toper or 2lip lane,
5

3

Cyele movement in potentiol conflict with heayy makor traffic o
Cycle movement in potential conflict with heayy motor braffic o,

0 | o0 [ fon fun | e o [

Key

> o)

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all (O ELTEELLEL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |eyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. (I EL RS [ Sl Movement
avoided by some problems for less confident! within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0

Conditions are most  |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of

most common
collision types.

layout or traffic
management interventions.

safety for cyclists.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Suitable for all

Likely to be more
potential and existing [unable to be

to most

cyclists, but may still pose [cyclists. completed by cyclists LU ZHEN
for less within current design.

or new cyclists.

Suitable only for

i existing
cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.

The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
or

to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

The risk of collisions has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic
management interventions.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common

collision types.
Score =2

Score =0 Score=1
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment & infrstructure

o ASCOM

Corridor 5 — Garmoyle Street / Corporation Street e

. Location / Measurement Fogt.:tny Low Flow Overall Owverall Score

No. Width Green Width Score

1 433 29m

2 391 20m

3 333 2.9m

4 3.4 2.9m ubl:
5 320 20m Green
6 767 2.0m

T 1.86 2.0m

8 34 2.9m

9 353 2.0m

10 353 2.0m

Average Width (m) | 3.82

1 476 29m
2 397 20m
3 295 29m
4 3.40 2.9m
5 281 29m
5] 259 2.9m
7 1.73 20m
8 1.48 29m
9 214 2.9m
10 1.77 2.9m

Average Width (m) | 2.76

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience: |

«  Corporation Street is a heavily trafficked route, providing dual lanes in either direction south of Corporation Square.
Between Corporation Square and Dock Street, a dual lane southbound and a bus / cycle lane northbound is provided.

e Footways are typically moderate width, well lit and tree lined. However, towards the north-eastern extent, the
footway is narrowed in order to accommodate NCN Route 93.

*  Frontages along the route are limited, creating an isolated environment adjacent to carparks and light industrial units.
The urban realm is especially poor under the M3 motorway and railway line.

Access / Connections:

»  Footways provide access to Corporation Street Car Park, located under the M3 overpass; Belfast City Centre to the
south, Sailortown to the east and Belfast Dock to the north.

e Pedestrian crossings are provided at main junctions, with one additional mid-block Toucan crossing provided at the
northern extent towards the Whitla Street Subway. |

Surface Quality / Obstructions: |

»  The footway surface condition is considered to be variable on either side of the carriageway, with cracks and joints
creating an uneven surface in some areas. |

e Occasional lighting columns, trees and road signs are located within the centre of the footways and are likely to cause
obstruction. This is a particular issue where the footway is shared with NCN Route 93. |
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Mobility Impaired Assessment— Corridor 5 Garmoyle Street & Corporation St

There are no dropped
kerbs with the necessary
tactile blister paving on the
- _ route across the entrance to
General comments £ ¢ =4 the Fire Station.
Far side displays and unlikely to *
be Puffin type crossings at signals o . ‘ . ® S .
Dropped kerbs but upstand at the pis, s i ; D The footway on the eastern side
kerb edge is greater than 6mm 3 g - b : ’ L e 7 L% " of the street is shared with cyclist

Tactile paving layouts correct but and there is only a painted white
paving is worn. line between pedestrian and

cycle routes.

. ) ) s d Thisis far from ideal for
There is no tactile paving at wulnerable pedestrians and
the Qrop kerbs at the entrance S particularly people with vision
to this street, although the p A impairments.

traffic volumes are probably

fairly low. Se However, there is no pedestrian
3 crossing from the route from the
Whitla Street subway to the
eastern footway.

There is no tactile paving at the drop kerbs at

the entrance to the Driver & Vehicle Agency. Road sign poles obstruct the footway and

have little or no contrast with their

There is no tactile paving at the drop kerbs at backgraund and na contrasting banding.

the entrance to Trafalgar Street, although the

traffic volumes are probably fairly low. A lack of dropped kerbs/poorly maintained

kerbs and a lack of tactile paving and the
depot and weigh bridge entrances along
the western footway.

There is an upstand greater than 6mm at
the dropped kerbs at a disused entrance
to a brown field site on the west side of
the street.

09/07/2021
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F.1 Cycle Level of Service baseline results
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Cycling Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20
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Version Number Vo

By Luke Oddy
[Checked By Joel Hawthorn

Key Requirement

Coherence

Directness

Attractiveness

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
considering left and right turns

Critical

A=COM

0 (Red)

Cyclists cannot
connect to other
routes without

Cyclists can connect
to other routes with
minimal disruption to

Cyclists have
dedicated
connections to

| Existing 6A

Existing 6B |

Comments

No dedicated connection to

Comments

No dedicated connection to

dismounting their journey other routes adjacent routes e.g. A2 / Waring
provided, with no Stree / Albert Square. adjacent routes
interruption to
their journey
Continuity and | Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of | 2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made | Cyclists are
Wayfinding route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown  [throughout the whole "abandoned'at |up of discrete provided with
how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned', |length of the route points along the sections, but cyclists [a continuous

particularly at junctions where provision may be required to
ensure safe crossing movements.

route with no
clear indication

can clearly
understand how to

route, including
through

Some signage, but no
connections to adjacent routes.

Some signage, but cyclists
abandoned between Claredon
Rd and Princes Dock St

of how to navigate between  |junctions

continue their  [them, including

journey. through junctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across |3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance lon mesh width toa toa toa o .
between the routes which make up the grid pattem. The ultimate |ie distances between primary network density [network density  [network density No a““"'ml:Na' roues "‘(’"h'“ the No a““"'ml:Na' roues "‘(’"h'“ the
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. and secondary routes within mesh width mesh width 250 [mesh width network as yet. network as yet.

the network >1000 - 1000m <250m

Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as near |4.Deviation of route Deviation factor _|Deviation factor | Deviation factor
to the ‘asthe-crow-fies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight  [against straight line[against straight

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

line or shortest
road alternative

or shortest r
alternative 1.2 — 1.4

line or shortest
road alternative

Donegall Quay is both straight
and direct

Claredon Road meanders around|
the Dock Side and hasa
deviation factor greater than 1.4.

Time: Frequency |The number of times a cyclist has (o Stop or [oses right of way on|5.Stopping and give way. The number of _[The number of stops | The number of
of required stops [a route should be minimised. This includes stopping and give | frequency stops or give ways|or give ways on the |stops or give ways Cyclists give-way at several side Cyclists give-way at several side
or giveways | ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle barriers, pedestrian- on the routeis |route is between 2 [on the route is 1 road junction across the Lkm 1 road juncfion across the Lkm
o FErreel e ST route including at the busier route including at the busier
o Dock Street connection Dock Street connection
The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. _[6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists al_|Delay is shorter
This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage atjunctionsis [junctions is similar to|than for motor
crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for delay for motor |vehicles or
motor vehicles  [vehicles cyclists are not Cyclists are stopping at side . " Cyclists are with traffic,
T orpes o erefore, delay is similar to
e motor vehicles
bypass at signals)
Time: Delay on | The lengih of delay caused by not being able (o bypass siow [ -Ability to maintain own Cyclsts wravel at _|Cyclists can usually |Cyclists can ] Cyclists on sireet threfore, are
inks moving traffic. speed on links speed of slowest [pass slow traffic and [always choose an Two-way cycle track minimum . e et
Vehicle (including. [other cyclists appropriate speed. width of 2m, limited overtaking. ot el
a cycle) ahead ' g lane.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possibie. Uphil B Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper |sections of route sections of route
encountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients |steeper than the | which steeper , | unknown, thougn no significant 5 | unknown, though no significant
gradient and allow users {o retain momentum gained on the recommendedin gradients than 2% gradients observed, gradients observed,
descent. Figure 4.4 in
Figure 4.4
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, |9.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > |85th percentile |85t percentile [85th percentile
the key to reducing severity of collisions is reducing the speeds  [approach and through 37mph (60kph) 20mph-30mph
of motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of cyclists. [junctions where cyclists
This is particularly important at points where risk of collisionis  [are sharing the 2 Off-carriageway facilties 85th percentile speed = 33 mph
greater, such as at junctions. ke e ie
junction
10.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > [85th percentile |85th percentile [85th percentile
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph  |<20mph 2 Off-carriageway cycle faciltes. 85th percentile speed = 33 mph
carriagewa
Avoid high motor [Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT, 5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
traffic volumes | high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at ~|sections of shared or>5% HGV  |AADT and <2% HGV.
where cyclists are |points where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions.  |carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 1 4207 AADT 1 3389 AADT
sharing the Vehicles per peak hour
Where speed differences and high motor venicle flows cannot be | 12.Segregation to reduce _|Cyclists sharing _|Cyclists in Cyclists in cycle | Cyclists on
reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table 6.2.|risk of collision alongside |carri E lanes at least route away
This separation can be achieved at varying degrees through on-[or from behind nearside lane  traffic lanes 1.8m wide on from motor
road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in critical range  [outside critical |carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or between32m  |range (3.2m  85th percentile |provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9mwide |03.9m)orin  |motor traffic off-carriageway Lanes assumed to be less than
and traffic cycle lanes less  |speed max cycle track. 3.2m along access road,
volumes prevent ~ [than 1.8m wide. |30mph. Cyclists in 2 Off-carriageway cycle facilities. 1 measurement taken aerial
motor vehicles hybridlight imager.
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
ane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. tratfic speed
max 30mph.
A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists occur at 13.Conflicting movements Side road [Side road junctions |Side roads closed
junctions. Junctions there-fore need particular attention to reduce|at junctions junctions frequent [infrequent and with or treated to blend
he risk of collision. andlor untreated. |effective entry i with footway.
Junction treatments include: Maijor junctions, |treatments. Major  [Major junctions,
- Minor/side roads : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across conflicting junctions, principal  [all confiicting Side roads on easter side with Frequent side roads which could
side roads tratfic tratfic 1 raised tables but no priority for 1 provide further speed reduction
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic |streams cyclists. meas:
junctions. separated movements. separated.
separated.
[Avoid complex designs which require users (o process large _[14.Legible road markings Faded, oid, Generally legible _|Clear,
amounts of information. Good network design should be seff-  [and road layout unclear, complex [road markings and ~ [understandable, Generally legiable; however, )
and self-evident to all road users. All users should road road layout but imple road some markings are faded and Generally legiable; however,
understand where they and other road users should be and what markings/unclear |elements could be |markings and 1 unclear underneath the 1 me markings are faded and
movements they might make. or unfamiliar road [improved road layout overpass, unclear at side roads.
layout
Routes should be assessed in terms of all mult-functional uses |15.Conflict with kerbside |Naiow cycle |Significant conflict | Some conflict with | Nolvery imited
reduce risk from  [of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including  [activity lanes <1.5m or  [with kerbside kerbside activity - eg |conflict with
kerbside activity |collision with opened door. Iess (including any|activity (eg less frequent activity |kerbside activity or
buffer) alongside |nearside cycle [on nearside of width of cycle lane
ol e <2 cyciits, min2m  [inclucing buffer L | some parking with narrow bufter No cycle lane provision;
(including buffer) [cycle lanes including |exceeds 3m. between cycle lane. therefore, zero score.
wide alongside  [bufer.
kerbside parking)
Reduce severity of\Wherever possible routes should include “evasion room” (such _|16.Evasion room and Cyclists at risk of |The number of _[The route includes|
collisions where  [as grass verges) and avoid any unnecessary physical hazards ~ |unnecessary hazards being trapped by [physical hazards  [evasion room and Tree planting, bollards and
they dooccur |such as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the severity of a physical hazards |could be further  |avoids any 2 Cycle lane with no obvious parking, which could entrap a
collision should it occur. along more than  [reduced physical hazards. hazards. cyclists.
hal of the route.
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ronworks, 17.Major and minor defects Numerous minor_|Minor and Smooth high grip oute 1 surfaced with stone sets
raisedisunken covers/gullies, potholes, poor quality carriageway defects orany  [occasional defects  [surface ) Newly laid surface along cycle e i one ot
paint (eg from previous cycle lane) number of major lane. o e
defects 4
Pavement or camageway construction providing smooth and [ 18.Surface type Any bumpy, Hand-Taid Machine faid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
Slippery, and |concrete non-siip surface
potentially paviours with - eg Thin
hazardous frequent joints.  |Surfacing, or c " N Route is surfaced with stone sefs|
surface. firm and closely 2 arriageway surface machine which create an uneven surface
jointed faid. for cyclists
blocks
undisturbed by
tuming heavy
vehicles.
Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of [No more than 25% |Recommended
conflict with other users both on and off road. widths according to volume the route includes [of the route includes |widths are
of cyclists and route type cycle provision | cycle provision with |maintained
(where cyclists are separated with widths which |widths which are no [throughout whole Cycle track narrows to around
e e b meten | = s . |23 atpinch points. Appears to Cyclists are with traffic, no
bnidioy ey be 2m wide for two-way cycle segregation provided.
desirable minimum track at other locations.
minimum values.
Non-local cyclists should be able o navigate the routes without _[20.Signing Route signing is _|Gaps identified in__|Route is well Route signage could be improved|
the need to refer to maps. poor with signs [ route signing which [signed with signs ) significantly s cyclists are
missing atkey  |could be improved [located at all 1 Route signage could be abgandonedymldrri\ite when
decision points. decision points improved. connection to Princes Dock
and junctions Street.
21.Lighting Mostorallof _|Short and infrequent [Route is Iit to
route isunlit  [unlit/poorly fit highway " Existing street lighting provided " Existing street lighting provided
sections standards along the entire route. along the entire route.
Routes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and
usable. Well used, well maintained, lit, overlooked routes are  [22.Isolation Route is generally [Route is mainly _|Route is -
more attractive and therefore more likely to be used. away from activity andis Within a city centre environment; Within a city centre environment;
not far from activity ~[throughout its 1 "Dwekve," area near ‘ﬁ;"f il 1 however, could feel isolated out
throughout its length [length part Wles'gl:f: ;"“ eel of working hours.
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable _|23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts __|No impact on Pedestrian
pedestrians, people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not [Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon  [pedestrian provision [provision
including people  [suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used based on Pedestrian Comfort i o Pedestrian enhanced by Cyclists within segregated lane . )
with disabilities  [footpaths may reduce the quality of provision for both users, quide for London (Section provision, Comfort Level cycling provision, and parallel pedestrian footway yelists on street; therefore, no
particularly if the shared use path does not meet recommended ~ (4.7) Pedestrian remains at B or or Pedestrian 1 approx. 2m; therefore asssumed 1 impact to pedestrian comfort
Wi Comfort is at above. Comfort Level no impact on pedestrian facilties. level.
Level C or below. remains at A
Minimise street _|Signing required to support scheme layout 24 Street Clutter Large number of | Moderate amount of |Signing for
clutter Signs are informative and signs needed,  [signing particularly [wayfinding
consistent but not overbearing difficult to follow [around junctions.  [purposes only and | some additonal wayinding and y | some additional wayinding and
or of inappropriate size and/or leading to not causing cycle signage needed. cycle signage needed.
clutter additional
obstruction.
Ease of access (0 secure cycle parking within businesses and on [25. Cycle parking Noaddifional | Some secure cycle | Secure cycle
street Evidence of bicycles parked to| cycle parking  |parking provided but [parking provided,
street furniture or cycle stands provided or not enough to meet [sufficient to meet
inadequate demand demand Currently no cycle parking Currently no cycle parking
provision in provided. provided.
insecure
nonoverlooked
areas
Audit Score| 29 14
Max possible score 50 50
Audit % score
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
Number of Critical Fails 0
Criteria Max Score Sub- 9% score Existing Sub- 9% score Proposed
criteria criteria
Existing Existing
Coherence 6 1 17% 0 0%
Directness 10 5 50% 5 50%
Safety 16 12 75% 4 25%
Comfort 8 6 75% 0 0%
Attractiveness 5 50% 5 50%
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Existing 6C |

Cycling Level of Service (CLOS) _

Key
Requirement

Coherence

Directness

Comfort

Attractiveness

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Connections Cyclists should be able to easily and safely join and navigate | 1. Ability to join/leave route Cyclists cannot  |Cyclists can Cyclists have
along different sections of the same route and between different |safely and easily connect to other  |connect to other dedicated
routes in the network. considering left and right routes without routes with minimal [connections to No dedicated connection to
turns. dismounting disruption to their  |other routes adjacent routes e.g. Corry Road
ljourney provided, with no / Nelson St
interruption to
their journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of  [2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made  |Cyclists are
route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown  [throughout the whole 'abandoned' at up of discrete provided with
how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned’, length of the route points along the  |sections, but a continuous
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no cyclists can clearly [route, including Some signage, but no
ensure safe crossing movements. clear indication  [understand how to  |through 4 connections to adjacent routes.
of how to navigate between  [junctions
continue their them, including
liourney. through junctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across [3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance lon mesh width il toa il toa il toa No additional routes within the
between the routes which make up the grid pattern. The ultimate [ie distances between primary network density  |network density network density
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. and secondary routes within mesh width mesh width 250 mesh width network as yet.
the network >1000 - 1000m <250m
Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as 4.Deviation of route Deviation factor |Deviation factor Deviation factor
near to the ‘asthe-crow-flies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight  |against straight line |against straight
by dividing the actual distance| line or shortest  [or shortest road [line or shortest Dock Strest is both straight and
along the route by the straight road alternative  [alterative 1.2 — 1.4 |road alternative 2 direct from tss connection to
line (crow-fly) distance, or >1.4 <12 Pinces Dock Street
shortest road alternative.
Time: Frequency [The number of times a cyclist has to stop or loses right of way  |5.Stopping and give way [The number of  [The number of | The number of Cyclists ¢ Al sid
of required stops  [on a route should be minimised. This includes stopping and give|frequency stops or give stops or give ways  [stops or give yelists give-way at several side
or give ways. ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle barriers, pedestrian- ways on the route |on the route is ways on the route 1 road junction across the Lkm
only zones etc. is more than 4 per|between 2 and 4 per is less than 2 per route including at the busier
Dock Street connection.
km km km
Time: Delayat | The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists at |Delay is shorter
junctions This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage atjunctions is |junctions is similar |than for motor
crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for  |to delay for motor |vehicles or
motor vehicles  [vehicles cyclists are not Cyclists are required to stop and
required to stop at| find gaps across Dock Street.
ljunctions (eg
bypass at signals)
[The length of delay caused by not being able to bypass slow _|7.Ability to maintain own Cyclists travel at_|Cyclists can usually |Cyclists can
moving traffic. speed on links speed of slowest |pass slow traffic and|always choose an Two-way cycle track minimum
vehicle (including |other cyclists appropriate width of 2m, limited overtaking.
a cycle) ahead sp
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphill 8.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper [sections of route sections of route
encountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients |steeper than the  |which steeper Unknown, though no significant
[gradient and allow users to retain momentum gained on the recommended in [gradients than 2% 2 gradients observed.
descent. Figure 4.4 recommended in
Figure 4.4
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, |9 Motor traffic speed on _ [85th percentile > |85th percentile  |85th percentile 85th percentile
the key to reducing severity of callisions is reducing the speeds [approach and through [37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
of motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of junctions where cyclists
cyclists. This is particularly important at points where risk of are sharing the 85th percentile speed = 33 mph
collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway through the
junction
10.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > |85th percentile  |85th percentile [&5th percentile
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  |>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 85th percentile speed = 33 mph
carriageway
| Avoid high motor | Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT,  |5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
traffic volumes high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at |sections of shared or >5% HGV [AADT and <2% HGV
points where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions.  |carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 1 3389 AADT
vehicles per peak hour
'Where speed differences and high motor vehicle flows cannot  |12.Segregation to reduce  [Cyclists sharing |Cyclists in Cyclists in cycle Cyclists on
be reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table|risk of collision alongsids i - i lanes at least route away
6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying degrees through|or from behind nearside lane traffic lanes. 1.8m wide on [from motor
on-road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in critical range  |outside critical carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or 3.2m range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9m wide  |to 3.9m) or in motor traffic off-carriageway
and traffic cycle lanes less  [speed max cycle track.
volumes prevent [than 1.8m wide. [30mph. Cyclists in 2 Off-carriageway cycle facilities.
motor vehicles hybrid/light
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
lane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. traffic speed
max 30mph.
[A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists occur at 13.Conflicting movements Side road Side road junctions |Side roads closed
ljunctions. Junctions there-fore need particular attention to at junctions ljunctions frequent |infrequent and with [or treated to blend
reduce the risk of collision. and/or untreated. |effective entry in with footway.
Junction treatments include: Major junctions,  [treatments. Major | Major junctions,
- Minor/side roads : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction conflicting ljunctions, principal ~|all conflicting
across side roads traffic |conflicti traffic Gap seeking for crossing of
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic  [streams. major link (Dock Street)
ljunctions. separated movements separated.
separated.
| Avoid complex |Avoid complex designs which require users to process large 14.Legible road markings Faded, old, Generally legible Clear,
design amounts of information. Good network design should be self-  |and road layout unclear, complex |road markings and  |understandable, Generally legiable; however,
explanatory and self-evident to all road users. All users should road road layout but simple road markings need to be improved
understand where they and other road users should be and what| markings/unclear |some elements markings and 4 for cycle movments, e.g. give
movements they might make. lor unfamiliar road |could be improved  |road layout way markings at Dock Street
Jayout crossing.
Routes should be assessed in terms of all multi-functional uses [15.Conflict with kerbside  |Narrow cycle Significant Some conflict with  [No/very limited
of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including  |activity lanes <1.5mor  |conflict with kerbside activity - eg [conflict with
kerbside activity |collision with opened door. less (including kerbside activity |less frequent activity [kerbside activity
any buffer) (eg nearside cycle|on nearside of or width of cycle Narrow two-way cycle lane with
alongside lane <2m cyclists, min 2m lane including 1 narrow buffer segregating from
{ (including buffer) |cycle lanes buffer exceeds carriageway.
wide alongside  [including buffer. 3m.
kerbside parking)
Wherever possible routes should include “evasion room” (such [16.Evasion room and Cyclists at risk of | The number of The route
as grass verges) and avoid an, hysical hazards hazards being trapped by hysical hazards includes evasion "
s gua?dra)il, build outs, etc. to s :severity of a physgicalaf\:zardz oould be funher |room and svoids g |Cycle fane, withlighting columns
collision should it occur. along more than  |reduced any physical located within the cycle lane.
half of the route. hazards.
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ironworks, 17.Major and minor defects minor  [Minor and Smooth high grip
N » N N Cycle lane surface could be
raised/sunken covers/gullies, potholes, poor quality carriageway defects or any  |occasional defects  |surface 1 " «s and at
paint (eg from previous cycle lane) number of major improved, cracks and vegetation
defects growth
Pavement or carriageway construction providing smooth and 18.Surface type Any bumpy, Hand-laid Machine laid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
slippery, and concrete non-slip surface
potentially paviours with - eg Thin
hazardous frequent joints. Surfacing, or Cycle lane surface could be
surface. firm and closely 1 improved, cracks and vegetation
ljointed growth,
blocks
undisturbed by
turning heavy
vehicles.
Effective width Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of |No more than 25% [Recommended
without conflict  [conflict with other users both on and off road. widths according to the route includes [of the route includes |widths are
volume of cyclists and cycle provision cycle provision with [maintained
route type with widths which [widths which are no |throughout whole Appears to be 2m wide for two-
(where cyclists are separated are no more than |more than 25% route 1 way cycle track. Will need to
[from motor vehicles). 25% below below desirable confirm with TOPO if possible.
desirable minimum
minimum values.
Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate the routes without |20.Signing Route signing is | Gaps identified in__|Route is well
the need to refer to maps. poor with signs | route signing which |signed with signs §
missing atkey  [could be improved located at all 1 Route signage could be
decision points. decision points improved.
and junctions
21.Lighting Most or all of Short and infrequent [Route is it to
route is unlit unlit/poorly lit highway > Existing street lighting provided
Social safety and sections standards along the entire route.
= Routes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and ) ) _ h
\inerabilty of usable. Wel! used, well mamtamed‘vht. overlooked routes are 22.Isolation Route is geneta_lly Route is mamly‘ Route is
= more attractive and therefore more likely to be used. away from activity andis Short section overlooked by
not far from activity [throughout its 1 Dock Street, but could be
its. isolated at night.
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable |23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts | No impact on Pedestrian
people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not|Pedestrian Comfort Level negatively on pedestrian provision [provision o
suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used based on Pedestrian Comfort pedestrian or Pedestrian enhanced by Cyclists within segregated lane
footpaths may reduce the quality of provision for both users,  |guide for London (Section provision, Comfort Level cycling provision, and parallel pedestrian footway
i if the shared use path does not meet recommended  |4.7) Pedestrian remainsatBor  |or Pedestrian 1 |approx. 2m; therefore asssumed
\widths. s above. Comfort Level no impact on pedestrian facilties
Level C or below. remains at A - check with TOPO.
Minimise street | Signing required to support scheme layout 24.Street Clutter Large number of |Moderate amount of |Signing for
clutter Signs are informative and signs needed,  |signing particularly |wayfinding
consistent but not difficult to follow  |around junctions.  |purposes only Some additional wayfinding and
overbearing or of land/or leading to and not causing i cycle signage needed.
inappropriate size clutter additional
obstruction.
Ease of access to secure cycle parking within businesses and |25. Cycle parking No additional 'Some secure cycle |Secure cycle
on street Evidence of bicycles parked cycle parking  |parking provided but |parking provided,
o street furniture or cycle provided or not enough to meet|sufficient to meet
stands inadequate demand demand Currently no cycle parking
provision in provided.
insecure
nonoverlooked
areas
Audit Score| 21
Max possible score 50
Audit % score
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
Number of Critical Fails 0
Criteria Max Score Sub- %score Proposed
criteria
Existing
Coherence 6 1 17%
Directness 10 5 50%
Safety 16 6 38%
Comfort 8 4 50%
Attractiveness 5 50%
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 6 —NCN 93
Junction 6.1 — Albert Square / Donegal Quay

A arte. | /9y
No cycle provision linking westbound

for cyclists from NCN 93.

DE LU S
L Al

/“8‘//"; L2

— ——-v‘,"
s ow— ’-"“. - s Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 6.1

Movement score |0 -. Comment

1 Cycle movement separated physically and/or in time from motor traffic and also separated from pedestrians.

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Cycle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.
1 Cycle movement separated physically and/or in time from motor traffic and also separated from pedestrians.

Key

—> — b

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2

Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 6 —NCN 93
Junction 6.2 — Donegal Quay / Clarendon Way

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 6.2

Movement score |0 B comment
2 cycle lanes through junction meeting appropriate desirable minimum width requirements for the under consideration.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with moderste traffic flow

Cycle movement in potential conflict with moderate traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with moderate traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potential conflict with moderate traffic flow.
Cycle movement in potentizl conflict with moderate traffic flow.

Key

—> — b

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.
experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score=1




NB cycle movements 5 and 2 assumed to follow
cycle crossing through junction.
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 6— NCN 93
Junction 6.3 — Princes Dock Street / Dock Street

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 6.3

Movement Score 0 .. Comment
I

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment

Corridor 6 — NCN Route 93

Location | Measurement

Corridor 6

(Western Footway)

@ |oo|=~i|o || & | |ro| =

-
o

Low Flow
<600pph
Green Width Score

Overall

Average Width (m)

Overall Score

Colour |Lower Limit

Corridor 6

(Eastern Footway)

Note:

1 2.55 2.0m
2 199 2.0m
3 223 2.9m
4 254 20m
5 498 2.0m
6 6.33 2.9m
i 7.19 29m
8 7.28 2.9m
9 1.97 2.0m
10 6.25 2.8m
Average Width (m) [ 4.33

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

Daparmert fer

E: . Infrastructure
e AZCOM

AAWINTTESITUCTIeTLEOUK

Characteristics / Ambience:

Access / Connections:

Donegall Quay is a moderately trafficked route, providing a single lane in either direction and
sections of on-street parking.

Clarendon Road gives access to office buildings within Sailortown and is characterised by wide
tree lined footways and high quality pavement materials creating a pleasant and desirable
public realm for pedestrians. This also forms part of NCN-93 as an on-carriageway section.
Footways are typically moderately wide and well lit towards the southern extent of the
corridor, overlooked by office buildings and a Hotel. However, passive surveillance is limited as
the route passes under the M3 motorway, creating an isolated environment.

Footways provide access to Belfast City Quays car park, located north of the M3 overpass,
Belfast City Centre / The Big Fish to the south and Sailortown / Belfast Dock to the north.
Crossings along the route are typically uncontrolled, with only one Zebra located along
Clarendon Road within the Sailortown area.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

The footway surface is typically considered good on either side of the carriageway, with the
footway alongside Clarendon Road finished with well maintained heritage setts.

Some office parking occurs within the footway along Clarendon Road; however, street furniture
and bollards ensures that it does not cause an obstruction to pedestrians.
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Cycling Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

Project Number 60571700
Scheme Belfast - York Street
Location Corridor 7 - Whitla Street Subway
Date 24/05/2021
|Version Number VO
By Luke Oddy
Checked By Joel Hawthorn

A=COM

Route Section

| Existing 7A

Cycling Level of Service (CLOS) _

Key
Requirement

Coherence

Directness

Comfort

Attractiveness

Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Connections Cyclists should be able to easily and safely join and navigate | 1. Ability to join/leave route Cyclists cannot |Cyclists can Cyclists have
along different sections of the same route and between different |safely and easily connect to other  |connect to other dedicated
routes in the network. considering left and right routes without  [routes with minimal[connections to Cyelists can connect (o NCN
tums dismounting | disruption to their |other routes Route 93 to the east of the
|y e e s subway, but not without
interruption to dismounting.
their journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of  [2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made  |Cyclists are
route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown  [throughout the whole 'abandoned' at up of discrete provided with
how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned’, length of the route points along the  |sections, but a continuous
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no cyclists can clearly [route, including No signage, na continuation of
ensure safe crossing movements. clear indication  |understand howto |through the route to the west of the
of how to navigate between  [junctions subway.
continue their them, including
liourney. through junctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across [3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance lon mesh width i toa i toa i toa No additional provision to NCN
between the routes which make up the grid pattern. The ultimate [i.e. distances between network density  [network density network density Route 93 as yet; therefore, no
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. primary and secondary routes mesh width mesh width 250 mesh width contribution to wider network.
within the network >1000 - 1000m <250m
Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as 4.Deviation of route Deviation factor |Deviation factor Deviation factor
near to the ‘as the-crow-flies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight  |against straight line |against straight
by dividing the actual distance| line or shortest |or shortest road line or shortest
along the route by the straight road altemative  |alternative 1.2 — 1.4 |road alternative. Whitla Street Subway is both
line (crow-fly) distance, or >1.4 <12 straight and direct.
shortest road alternative.
Time: Frequency [The number of times a cyclist has to stop or loses right of way |5.Stopping and give way [The number of  [The number of | The number of
of required stops  [on a route should be minimised. This includes stopping and give|frequency stops or give stops or give ways  [stops or give Three junctions over 200m
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle barriers, pedestrian- ways on the route [on the route is ways on the route
only zones etc. is more than 4 per|between 2 and 4 per is less than 2 per route.
km km km
[The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists at |Delay is shorter
This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage atjunctions is  |junctions is similar |than for motor .
crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for |t delay for motor  [vehicles or The route is a mixture of off-
motor vehicles  [vehicles cyclists are not carriageway shared use and on-
netimEpe 1 carriageway sections, with
I junction crossings, therefore
A ESEeEES) delay mixed.
The length of delay caused by not being able to bypass slow 7.Ability to maintain own Cyclists travel at |Cyclists can usually |Cyclists can The route is a mixture of off-
moving traffic. speed on links speed of slowest |pass slow traffic and|always choose an carriageway shared use and on-
vehicle (including |other cyclists appropriate 1 carriageway sections, with
a cycle) ahead speed. junction crossings, therefore
delay mixed.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphill 8.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper [sections of route sections of route
encountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients [steeper than the which steeper Unknown, though no significant
gradient and allow users to retain momentum gained on the recommended in |gradients than 2% E gradients observed.
descent. Figure 4.4 recommended in
Figure 4.4
Reduce/remove  |Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, [9.Motor traffic speed on IEE0) percentile > |85th percentile [85th percentile [85th percentile
speed differences |the key to reducing severity of collisions is reducing the speeds |approach and through 37mph (60kph)  |>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
where cyclists are |of motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of ljunctions where cyclists Access only, low speed route
sharing the cyclists. This is particularly important at points where risk of  are sharing the 2 and shared use pedestrian /
carriageway collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway through the cycle subway.
iunction
10.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > |85th percentile |85th percentile 85th percentile Access only, low speed route
sections of shared [37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 2 and shared use pedestrian /
carriageway cycle subway.
| Avoid high motor  [Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT, _ |5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
traffic volumes high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at |sections of shared or >5% HGV [AADT and <2% HGV Access only, low speed route
points where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 2 and shared use pedestrian /
vehicles per peak hour cycle subway.
Where speed differences and high motor vehicle flows cannot | 12.Segregation to reduce _|Cyclists sharing | Cyclists in Cyclists incycle |Cyclists on
be reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table|risk of collision g ( - i lanes at least route away
6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying degrees through |or from behind nearside lane  |traffic lanes 1.8m wide on from motor
lon-road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in critical range  [outside critical  |carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or between 3.2m  [range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9m wide  [to3.9m)orin  |motor traffic off-carriageway No segregation. On carriageway
and traffic cycle lanes less  |speed max cycle track. for short section to the west of
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wide.  [30mph. Cyclists in the subway. Measured from
motor vehicles hybrid/light aerial imagery.
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
lane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. traffic speed
max 30mph.
A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists occur at 13.Conflicting movements Side road Side road junctions |Side roads closed
ljunctions. Junctions there-fore need particular attention to at junctions liunctions frequent |infrequent and with [or treated to blend
reduce the risk of collision. and/or untreated. |effective entry in with footway.
Junction treatments include: Major junctions, |treatments. Major  [Major junctions, Major junctions with A2 /
- Minor/side roads : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction conflicting ljunctions, principal  [all conflicting Duncrue Street, conflicting
across side roads traffic ictir traffic cycle/motor traffic movements
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic  |streams which are not separated.
ljunctions. separated movements separated.
separated.
AVDId complex | Avoid complex designs which require users to process large 14.Legible road markings Faded, old, Generally legible Clear,
amounts of information. Good network design should be self-  [and road layout unclear, complex |road markings and  [understandable,
explanatory and self-evident to all road users. All users should road road layout but simple road Generally legible, but fading
understand where they and other road users should be and what| markings/unclear |some elements markings and road marking near to Whitla St
movements they might make. lor unfamiliar road |could be improved  |road layout Car Park
layout
Routes should be assessed in terms of all multi-functional uses [15.Conflict with kerbside  |Narrow cycle Significant Some conflict with  [No/very limited
of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including  |activity lanes <1.5mor  |conflict with kerbside activity - [conflict with
kerbside activity |collision with opened door. less (including kerbside activity |e.g. less frequent  [kerbside activity
any buffer) (e.g. nearside |activity on nearside |or width of cycle Limited, but some kerbside
alongside cycle lane <2m  [of cyclists, min 2m |lane including parking to the west of the
i (including buffer) |cycle lanes buffer exceeds subway within Whitla Street Car
wide alongside ~ [including buffer.  |3m. Park.
kerbside parking)
Wherever possible routes should include “evasion room” (such [16.Evasion room and Cyclists at risk of | The number of The route

as grass verges) and avoid any y physical hazards hazards being trapped by  [physical hazards |includes evasion For more than half of the route
such as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the severity of a physical hazards [could be further  |room and avoids cyclists are within a subway;
collision should it occur. along more than  |reduced any physical therefore, are not at risk.
half of the route. hazards.
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ironworks, 17.Major and minor defects Numerous minor |Minor and Smooth high grip s defect: d qul
raised/sunken covers/gullies, potholes, poor quality carriageway defects or any occasional defects  [surface ome defects, exposed gullies,
paint (e.g. from previous cycle lane) number of major poorly maintained sets within the
defects subway.
Pavement or carriageway construction providing smooth and 18.Surface type Any bumpy, Hand-laid Machine laid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
slippery, and concrete non-slip surface
potentially paviours with - e.g. Thin
hazardous frequent joints. Surfacing, or Typically smooth machine laid
surface. Frmersideey surface on carriageway, but
o unmaintained sets within
ljointed
blocks subway.
undisturbed by
turning heavy
vehicles.
Effective width Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of |No more than 25% [Recommended
without conflict  [conflict with other users both on and off road. widths according to the route includes [of the route includes |widths are
'volume of cyclists and cycle provision cycle provision with [maintained
route type with widths which [widths which are no |throughout whole Cyclists are with traffic or on
(where cyclists are separated are no more than |more than 25% route shared surface, no segregation
[from motor vehicles). 25% below below desirable provided.
desirable minimum
minimum values.
Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate the routes without |20.Signing Route signing is | Gaps identified in__|Route is well
the need to refer to maps. poor with signs ~ [route signing which  [signed with signs
missing atkey [could be improved [located at all No existing cycle signage along
decision points. decision points the route.
and junctions
21.Lighting Most or all of Short and infrequent [Route is it to
route is uniit uniivpoorly it s iy Infrequent street lights along the
. I Eamieas route, poor lighting within
S;'fc'::vsje‘y and | 2 outtes should be appealing and be percelved as safe and Subway.
\inerabilty of usable. Wel! used, well maimained‘vht. overlooked routes are 22.Isolation Route is generally |Route is mainly‘ Route is Subway section is typically
ez more attractive and therefore more likely to be used. away from activity and is isolated, overgrown at the
not far from activity |throughout its
s eastern entrance and painted
with grafiti.
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable |23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts | No impact on Pedestrian
people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not|Pedestrian Comfort Level negatively on pedestrian provision [provision
suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used based on Pedestrian Comfort pedestrian or Pedestrian enhanced by
footpaths may reduce the qualty of provision for both users,  [quide for London (Section provision, Comfort Level cycling provision, Shared use route through
if the shared use path does not meet recommended |4.7) Pedestrian remainsatBor  |or Pedestrian subway impacting pedestrians,
widths. Comfortisat [above. Comfort Level but approx. 5m wide.
Level C or below. remains at A
Minimise street | Signing required to support scheme layout 24.Street Clutter Large number of |Moderate amount of |Signing for
clutter Signs are informative and signs needed,  |signing particularly |wayfinding
consistent but not difficult to follow  |around junctions.  |purposes only Some cycle and wayfinding
overbearing or of land/or leading to and not causing signage needed.
inappropriate size clutter additional
obstruction.
Ease of access to secure cycle parking within businesses and |25. Cycle parking No additional 'Some secure cycle |Secure cycle
on street Evidence of bicycles parked cycle parking  |parking provided but |parking provided,
o street furniture or cycle provided or not enough to meet|sufficient to meet
stands inadequate demand demand C“”e"“y no °V°'e parking
provision in g
insecure none
overlooked areas
Audit Score
Max possible score
Audit % score _
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
Number of Critical Fails 0
Criteria Max Score Sub- %score Proposed
criteria
Existing
Coherence 6 0 0%
Directness 10 6 60%
Safety 16 9 56%
Comfort 8 1 13%
Attractiveness 3 30%
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 7 — Whitla Street Subway
Junction 2.6 — A2 York St / Yorkgate Station

icle Strategy Route R w Junction 2.6

Movement score |0 B comment

—

Likely to be more Suitable for all LG ELELLEL KT Core Cycle
existing to most and existing [unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be [eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. (LTI EELERSTE S Sl Movement
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. |oF new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most | The risk of collisions has or
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. 'management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score= 1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 7 — Whitla Street Subway
Junction 5.4 — Duncrue Street / Whitla Subway
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Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 5.4

Movement  Score 0 . Comment

Duncriel St

Suitable for all
potential and existing
cyclists.

unable to be
completed by cyclists WGV N1
within current design.

Likely to be more
acceptable to most
cyclists, but may still pose
for less

or new cyclists.

Suitable only for
confident existing
cyclists, and may be
avoided by some
experienced cyclists.

The potential for

collisions has been Score =0

e

The risk of has
been reduced by design
layout or traffic
'management interventions.

, or
to a high standard of
safety for cyclists.

Conditions are most
likely to give rise to the
most common

collision types.
Score =2

Score= 1

Score =0
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment
Corridor 7 — Whitla Street Subway

Location | Measurement A0k Low Flow Overall Overall Score
- Tondtn’ Green Width Score L Limit
r

0% - 80%
Green

Corridor 7
(Northern Footway)

Average Width (m) m

2133

Corridor 7
(Southern Footway)

Average Width (m) | 4.97

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian

Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum
width requirements that vary by area type.
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The footways are typically wide to the west of the Subway, but a pinch point across the Nelson
Street slip road to east of the subway should be noted.

Poor lighting, graffiti, a lack of passive surveillance and overgrown vegetation create an
unwelcoming pedestrian environment in and around the Whitla Street Subway.

Access / Connections:

The subway connects York Street and Duncrue Street, giving access to Yorkgate Train Station and
linking to NCN 93 that runs in a north / south alignment along Whitla / Duncrue Street.

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

*  The footway surface is considered poor, with cracked sets within the subway section;

Joints and cracks also create an uneven surface to the east subway at the uncontrolled crossing of
the one way link to Whitla Street east.
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Mobility Impaired Assessment— Corridor 7 itla Street Subway

=

General comments

«  Far side displays and unlikely to
be Puffin type crossings at signals

« Dropped kerbs but upstand at the
kerb edge is greater than 6mm
Tactile paving layouts correct but
paving is worn

There are no dropped kerbs with
the necessary tactile blister
paving on the route across the
entrance to the car park.

Subways can be off putting for many
wulnerable pedestrians, including women
on their own. Is there adequate CCTV
coverage and appropriate lux levels
within the tunnel?

The bollards at both entrances to the
underpass appear to be lower than
1000mm and have little or no
contrast with their background and
no contrasting banding.
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Cycling Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

Project Number 60571700
Scheme Belfast - York Street
Location Section 8 - Little Patrick St
Date 24/05/2021
|Version Number VO

By Luke Oddy
Checked By Joel Hawthorn

A=COM

Route Section

Existing 8A |

Cycling Level of Service (CLOS) _

Key
Requirement

Coherence

Directness

Attractiveness

Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments
Connections Cyclists should be able to easily and safely join and navigate | 1. Ability to join/leave route Cyclists cannot |Cyclists can Cyclists have
along different sections of the same route and between different |safely and easily connect to other  |connect to other dedicated
routes in the network. considering left and right routes without routes with minimal [connections to No alternative routes within short|
turns dismounting disruption to their  [other routes section, zero as provision still
ljourney provided, with no considerd unacceptable.
interruption to
their journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of  [2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made  |Cyclists are
route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown  [throughout the whole 'abandoned' at up of discrete provided with
how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned’, length of the route points along the  |sections, but a continuous
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no cyclists can clearly [route, including No cycle signage currently
ensure safe crossing movements. clear indication  [understand how to |through provided.
of how to navigate between  [junctions
continue their them, including
liourney. through junctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across [3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance lon mesh width il toa il toa il toa N + theref
between the routes which make up the grid pattern. The ultimate [ie distances between primary network density  |network density network density 0 provision as yet; therefore no
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. and secondary routes within mesh width mesh width 250 mesh width Contribution o Wider negwor:
the network >1000 - 1000m <250m
Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as 4.Deviation of route Deviation factor |Deviation factor Deviation factor
near to the ‘asthe-crow-flies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight  |against straight line |against straight
by dividing the actual distance| line or shortest |or shortest road line or shortest
along the route by the straight road altemative  |alternative 1.2 — 1.4 |road alternative. Little Patrick Street is both
line (crow-fly) distance, or >1.4 <12 straight and direct
shortest road alternative.
Time: Frequency [The number of times a cyclist has to stop or loses right of way |5.Stopping and give way [The number of  [The number of | The number of
of required stops  [on a route should be minimised. This includes stopping and give|frequency stops or give stops or give ways  [stops or give
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle barriers, pedestrian- ways on the route |on the route is ways on the route Four junctions over 300m route.
only zones etc. is more than 4 per|between 2 and 4 per is less than 2 per
km km km
[The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists at |Delay is shorter
This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage atjunctions is  |junctions is similar |than for motor
crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for  |to delay for motor |vehicles or " i y
motor vehicles |vehicles cyclists are not Cyclists are with traffic;
T toeeoe] 1 therefore, delay is similar to
ljunctions (eg motor vehicles.
bypass at signals)
[ The length of delay caused by not being able to bypass slow 7.Ability to maintain own Cyclists travel at |Cyclists can usually |Cyclists can
moving ?raﬂic. @ Y ? P speed ())/n links sg:ed of slowest p;’scs slow traffic anyd alxlcays choose an Twolane carriageway; but is
vehicle (including |other cyclists appropriate very narrow with no room for
a cycle) ahead speed. overtaking.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphill 8.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper [sections of route sections of route
encountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients |steeper than the  |which steeper Unknown, though no significant
[gradient and allow users to retain momentum gained on the recommended in [gradients than 2% 2 gradients observed.
descent. Figure 4.4 recommended in
Figure 4.4
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, |9 Motor traffic speed on _ [85th percentile > |85th percentile |85th percentile 85th percentile
the key to reducing severity of collisions is reducing the speeds [approach and through [37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
of motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of junctions where cyclists
cyclists. This is particularly important at points where risk of  |are sharing the 2 Access only, low speeds
collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway through the
junction
10.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > |85th percentile  |85th percentile [&5th percentile
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  |>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 2 Access only, low speeds
carriageway
| Avoid high motor | Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT,  |5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
traffic volumes high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at |sections of shared or >5% HGV [AADT and <2% HGV
where cyclists are |points where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions.  |carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 2 Access only, no vehicular flow
vehicles per peak hour
'Where speed differences and high motor vehicle flows cannot  |12.Segregation to reduce  [Cyclists sharing |Cyclists in Cyclists in cycle Cyclists on
be reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table|risk of collision alongsids i - i lanes at least route away
6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying degrees through|or from behind nearside lane traffic lanes 1.8m wide on [from motor
on-road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in critical range  |outside critical carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or between 3.2m range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9m wide  |to 3.9m) or in motor traffic off-carriageway
and traffic cycle lanes less  |speed max cycle track. No segregation. On carriageway
volumes prevent [than 1.8m wide. |30mph. Cyclists in 1 and 3m traffic lanes
motor vehicles hybrid/light
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
lane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. traffic speed
max 30mph.
[A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists occur at 13.Conflicting movements Side road Side road junctions |Side roads closed
ljunctions. Junctions there-fore need particular attention to at junctions ljunctions frequent |infrequent and with [or treated to blend
reduce the risk of collision. and/or untreated. |effective entry in with footway.
Junction treatments include: Major junctions,  [treatments. Major [ Major junctions, One untreated side road on
- Minor/side roads : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction conflicting ljunctions, principal |all conflicting either side of the carriageway,
across side roads traffic ictii traffic Nelson Street causing major
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic  |streams severance.
ljunctions. separated movements separated.
separated.
[Avoid complex |Avoid complex designs which require users to process large | 14.Legible road markings Faded, old, Generally legible | Clear,
design amounts of information. Good network design should be self-  |and road layout unclear, complex [road markings and  [understandable, .
explanatory and self-evident to all road users. Al users should road road layoutbut  [simple road Clear road markings at junction
understand where they and other road users should be and what markings/unclear [some elements |markings and 1 mouths; however, no centerline
movements they might make. or unfamiliar road |could be improved  |road layout along the majority of the route.
layout
Consider and Routes should be assessed in terms of all multi-functional uses |15.Conflict with kerbside  [Narrow cycle ignifi flict with  [No/very limited
reduce risk from  [of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including  [activity lanes <1.5m or  [conflict with Kerbside activity - eg |conflict with
Kerbside activity ~ [collision with opened door. less (including  [kerbside activity |less frequent activity |kerbside activity
any buffer) (eg nearside cycle|on nearside of or width of cycle
alongside lane <2m cyclists, min 2m  [lane including Na cycle lane provision;
parkingfloading  |(including buffer) |cycle lanes buffer exceeds therefore, zero score.
wide alongside  |including buffer. 3m.
kerbside parking)
(W herever possible routes should include “evasion room” (such |16.Evasion room and Cyclists at risk of |The number of The route
as grass verges) and avoid any ry physical hazards hazards being trapped by |physical hazards includes evasion Narrow lanes (3.0m) and lots of
such as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the severity of a physical hazards |could be further room and avoids parked vehicles on either side of
collision should it occur. along more than  |reduced any physical road
half of the route. hazards.
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ironworks, 17.Major and minor defects Numerous minor _|Minor and 'Smooth high grip
raised/sunken covers/gullies, potholes, poor quality carriageway defects orany  |occasional defects |surface Numerous defects and cracked
paint (eg from previous cycle lane) number of major paving.
defects
Pavement or carriageway construction providing smooth and | 18.Surface type [Any bumpy, Hand-laid Machine laid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
slippery, and concrete non-slip surface
potentially paviours with - eg Thin
hazardous frequent joints. Surfacing, or .
[ Frme 0 Frequent joints and rough
closelyjointed surfacing.
blocks
undisturbed by
turning heavy
vehicles.
Effective width Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of [No more than 25% |Recommended
without conflict | conflict with other users both on and off road. widths according to the route includes |of the route includes |widths are
volume of cyclists and cycle provision  |cycle provision with |maintained
route type with widths which |widths which are no |throughout whole . i .
(where cyclists are separated are no more than |more than 25%  |route Cyclists are with traffic, no
from motor vehicles). 25% below below desirable segregation provided.
desirable minimum
minimum values.
Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate the routes without [20.Signing Route signing is  |Gaps identified in  [Route is well
the need to refer to maps. poor with signs  |route signing which [signed with signs No existing cycle signage along
missing at key could be improved  [located at all the route.
decision points. decision points i
and junctions
21.Lighting Most or all of Short and infrequent [Route is lit to
route is unlit unlit/poorly lit highway Infrequent street lights along the
X sections standards route.
s:g::vsgety @i Routes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and
usable. Well used, well maintained, lit, overlooked routes are 22.Isolation Route is generally |Route is mainly Route is The route is a back street, which
more attractive and therefore more likely to be used. away from activity andis could be isolated at night.
not far from activity |throughout its 1 However is industrial s will
its have some activity of HGVs
throughout the day.
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable 23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts No impact on Pedestrian
pedestrians, people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not|Pedestrian Comfort Level negatively on pedestrian provision [provision
including people |suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used based on Pedestrian Comfort pedestrian or Pedestrian enhanced by
with disabilities  [footpaths may reduce the quality of provision for both users, guide for London (Section provision, Comfort Level cycling provision,
particularly if the shared use path does not meet recommended [4.7) Pedestrian remains at B or or Pedestrian 4 on street = no impact
widths. Comfort is at above. Comfort Level
Level C or below. remains at A
Minimise street  |Signing required to support scheme layout 24.Street Clutter Large number of |Moderate amount of Egning for
clutter Signs are informative and signs needed, signing particularly  [wayfinding
consistent but not difficult to follow |around junctions. purposes only Some cycle and wayfinding
overbearing or of and/or leading to and not causing i signage needed.
inappropriate size clutter additional
obstruction.
Ease of access to secure cycle parking within businesses and  [25. Cycle parking No additional Some secure cycle [Secure cycle
on street Evidence of bicycles parked cycle parking parking provided but [parking provided,
to street furniture or cycle provided or not enough to meet  [sufficient to meet
stands inadequate [demand demand Currently no cycle parking
provision in provided.
insecure
nonoverlooked
areas
Audit Score 17
Max possible score 50
Audit % score
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No
Number of Critical Fails 0
Criteria Max Score Sub- % score Proposed
criteria
Existing
Coherence 6 0 0%
Directness 10 5 50%
Safety 16 8 50%
Comfort 8 1 13%
Attractiveness 3 30%
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 8 — Little Patrick Street
Junction 8.1 — York Street / Little Patrick Street

Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction §.1

Movement Score [0 .. Comment

iouvement in pol

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2

--——-—\

Score =0 Score=1
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Project Number: 60571700
R Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 8 — Little Patrick Street
Junction 8.2 — Nelson St / Little Patrick Street

'
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Cycle Strategy Route Review Junction 8.2

Movement Score 0 .. Comment

1] 4 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic low.
1 Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Cucle movement in patertial conflict with heavy mator traffic low.

Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow.

Cucle movement in patential conflict with heavy mator traffic low.

Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic flow,

Cucle movement in potential conflict with heavy motor traffic low.

Key

—> — b

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.
“]t‘ ' experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for

_ S ¢ collisions has been Score =0

v Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed

likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.

i e ; B e e NG R R T - .
;I":’lﬁ ..‘ suncsont l ‘:' = = ‘ Score =0 Score= 1

STMTITTI T

Score =2
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0 | Project Number: 60571700
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=8 M Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

=W\ Corridor 8 — Little Patrick Street

Junction 8.3 — Corporation Street / Little Patrick St

“"u -,~'I
N

Cucle Strategy Route Review Ju on 8.3

Movement Score [0 .. Comment
4

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all [ ET R ENL EL T Core Cycle
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be |cyclists, but may still pose |cyclists. completed by cyclists |70
avoided by some problems for less confident within current design.

experienced cyclists. |or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most |The risk of collisions has  |removed, or managed
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score=1
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment & Eistrucnrs

e A=COM

Corridor 8 — Little Patrick Street ek

Adj.
Route Location | Measurement No. ~ Footway
Width
3.28
2.66
2.89
3.58
3.58
0.00
212
2.00
2.37

10 1.86 2.0m
Average Width (m) | 2.43

Low Flow Overall
Green Width Score

Amber
Green | 80% - 100%

- <
g ]
/ / . \

00 [~ |en| & || M| =

©

1 226 20m
2 252 20m
3 1.56 20m
4 1.10 20m
5 169 20m
6 1.67 2.0m
T 242 2.0m
8 214 2.0m
9 213 2.0m
10 1.90 2.0m

Average Width (m) | 1.94

Note:
Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian
Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum

width requirements that vary by area type.

3 / N =
Qualitative Commentary

Characteristics / Ambience:

«  Footways are typically narrow and poorly lit;

»  Tall multi-storey buildings over shadow the carriageway on either side, making the environment feel enclosed
and reducing the quality of urban realm.

Access / Connections:
« Footways provide access to the Student Roost / residential buildings to the west of Nelson Street and small
businesses and industrial units to the east of Nelson Street;
* Nocrossing facilities are provided along the corridor, with Nelson Street / York Street causing major severances.
|

Surface Quality / Obstructions:
«  The footway surface is considered poor, with cracks and joints resulting in an uneven surface;
~+  Parking and deliveries undertaken on the footway cause a major obstruction.
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Mobility Impaired Assessment— Corridor 8 Little Patrick Street

General comments
Far side displays and unlikely to
be Puffin type crossings at signals
Dropped kerbs but upstand at the
kerb edge is greater than 6mm
Tactile paving layouts correct but
paving is worn

Both Northern and southern

footways blocked by parked N

cars in various locations up to : No obvious dropped kerbs at
Nelson Street. : ; < the junction with Little York Street.

Northern footway has no tactile paving
at crossing over Little York Street and
footway in poor state of repair.

Footway appears to be narrower than
2000mm.

Both Northern and southern
footways blocked by parked
cars in various locations up to
Corporation Street.
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Cycing Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

0571700 m
Scheme Belfast
Location it
Date 20/05/2001
w
Luke Ocdy. Route Section | | Existing 9A |
checked 8y Joel Hauthorn
e I
Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Score Comments
Connectors Oyt houkl b bl 1 sl and sl o and ragate 1 Ably L oieave Cyclits cannot | Cylists can Cycists have
along diferent sections of the same route and route safely and easily des Ao allerative routes within
aiferent routes in the network. considering left and right <hon section. Right tns taken
s dismounting | disruption to their | other routes ith e and dual lane with
journey rovided, wih no o provision
interrupton to
Endof |2 Provision for cyclists Gydistsare | The route s made | Cyclists are

] Wayfinding |roue"signs shoud ot be nsalle - cycsts shou be shown-|hroughout the whole abandonedt at

5 how the route continues. Cyclsts should not be ‘abandoned:, [length of the route points along the

3 pariculaly a junctons where provision may be required to route wih no No cycle signage currenty

5 ensure safe crossing movement clear indication orovided

0 navigate between [junciions:
continue their | them, ncluding
ey. through juncions.
(Cycle netorks should provide a mesh (or grid) ofroutes | 3.Density of routes based Route Roue Route
across the town or city. The densiy of the network i th on mesh width No provision as yet; herefore:
ihe grid pattern. o contribution 10 wder
The limate am should be a netwrk vih B primary and secondary meshwidth | mesh width 250 | mesh wth
Routes shoud olowihe shoriest opion avalable and be as | 4.Deviation of routs
near to the ‘asthe-crow-flies'distance as possible Deviation Facloris
calculated by dividing the. line or shortest [ or shortest road | ine or shortest
actual distance along the tve |atomative 12— 1o 5 | Ciiton sueetis both sraight
route by the swaight line. direct
owefly) distance, or
shortest oad alternative,
Time: Frequency | The number of tmes a cyclist has (0 stop or oses right of way |5.St0pping and give way The number of | The number of | The number of
ofeguted sops on Tt shou b iniised. T ncudessopping and | requency tops or e stops or give vays. |stops or give Thvee junciions over 325m
or give ways junctons or crossings, motorcycle bartiers, on the route is ys on the o
Dedoarion ony ones o between2and 4 [route is less than

g; Time: Delay at | The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. | 6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclsts | Delay for cycists at | Delay i shorter

2 unctions This includes assessing impact of muliple or single stage flar | than for motor

5 crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings efc. greater than for 1o delay for motor | vehicles or Cyetsts are win afic:

: motor veicles | venicles cyclsts are not 1 therefore, delay is smiar (0
required 1 5i0p motor vehicles
atjunctions (eg
bypass at

Tin: Doy an T gt fdelay cased by o b e o bypass sow Ty 1ol S e Cyclists on swees; herefore,
5 T d pEecticlkpea]) pass Sow o 1| are avle o overiake vithin the
el | apd oxher ovctes |} adjacent running lane.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphil | B.Gradient Route incudes | Thereareno | There are no
ctions increase time, effort and discomiort. Where these are sectons steeper |sections of route | sections of route
B e, routes snould be planned fo minimise cimbing than the steeper than the [ which steeper 5 | unknown, toough no sigrifcant
gradient and allow users {0 retain momentum gained on the gradients dients. gradients observed.
descent. in
d motor vehicles are sh 5 Motor traffic speed on _[G5ih percentle = | 85th percentie |8 percentle | 5th percentie
cariageviay, the key to reducing severlty of collsions is approach and through  [37mph (60kph) |>30mph 20mph-30mph omph
diferences | reducing the speeds of motor vehicies so that they more |junctions where cyclists
cyclists. Thisis are sharing th 2 |ssin percentie speed = 14 mph
are sharing the | p i . such carriageway through the
carriagevay junction
10 Motor taffic speed on |85th percentle > | 35th percentle | 85ih percentie | a5ih percentie
sections of shared 37mph (60Kkph) | >30mph 20mph-30mph | <20mph 55th percentie speed = 14 mph
‘Avoid high motor | Cyclists should not be required t share 11Motor ~ 500010000 | 25005000 ana | 0-2500 AADT
high volumes Thisis sections of shared |or 5% HGY | AADT and <23 Ho:
i . such as at expressed 2.5%HGV 14258 ARDT
are sharing the a5 venicles per peak
Where Ve hovs camrot [ fion to reduce Cyclists in Cycists incycle | Cyclsts on
be separated sk of collision alongside [carriageway-  |unvesticted |lanes atleast | route away
Table 6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying or from behind nearsidelane  [uafficlanes |1.8m vide on m motor
degrees through on-road cycl lanes, hybrid racks and off- riage: affc (off road
0ad provison. Such segregation shoud reduce the isk of range (32m |8sth percentle | provision) or in
colision from beside or behind the cyclst. and3omuide [1039m) orin | motor af oft-carriagy
s el | e et Measured from aerial imagery,
volumes prevent |than 1.6m wide. | 30mph. Cyclsts in assumed crlcal
v vehi nybridfight
moving easlly segregated
into opposite wack; 85th
lane to percente motor
cycists. wafic speed
a icting movements Sde r0ad Side r0ad junctons [ Side roads.
junctions. Junciions there-fore need particular atiention o[t junctions junctions. infrequent and with | closed or reated
reduce the risk of colision. fr il lend in with T untreated side roads on
fon treatments include untreated. Major | reatments. Major | footway. Major the southern side (Trinty |
- Minoriside roads : cyclistpriorty andior speed reduction X unctons, principal|junciions, all ‘Stanhope SY), one on the
across sic conficting conficting conficting northern side of the
- Major roads : separation of cycists from motor taffic through carriageway (Henry Place).
junctions. movements not | movements streams
separated separated separated.
‘Avoid complex | Avoid complex design' which require users (o process large | 14.Legible road markings Faded, od, | Generally legle | Clear,
an amounts of information. Good network design should be seff-_{and road layou unclear, complex |road markings and | undersiandable,
road road layoutbut [ simple road et marngs abng
understand where they and other road users shouid be and
movements they mght or unfamiar road | could be improved. |road layout
Consider and ofal T5 Conflict with Kerbside | Narrowcycle.
reduce risk from |uses of a street incuding car parking, bus stops, parking, |activity lanes <15mor [confictwith |kerbside actity - | conflctwith
kerbsic door. ¢ erbside actvty [ eg less frequent | kerbside activty
anybufter) |(egnearside |actvity on nearside |or width of cycle No cycle lane provision;
alongside cycle lane <2m | of cyclsts, min 2m |lane including heretare, zeto score
cycle lanes buffer exceeds
wide alongside | inciucing buter. (3.
e seveiy [ Wherarer possbl utes o e wvasiorn et (st 16 Evasion room and Cyclists at isk of | The number of | The route
of colisions anda a being rapped by
e thoy do | uchus gl b I S s A D could be further yclss,
occur colision should i o along more than | reduced any physical unless they mount the footnay.
haifofthe route.
Densiy of defects including nion cycle fendly ronworks, | 17Major and minor Numerous minor_| Minor and ‘Smooth high grip
sigulies, potholes, poor qualy. defects defects or any Surface Some o ot ing e
carriagevay paint (eg from previous cycle ane) number of mejor iagevay.
Pavement or carriagevely construction providing smooth and | 18.Surface type Any bumpy, | Hand-aid Vachine laid
level surface unbound, rias, smooth and
sippery, and nerete non-sip surface
potentally urs with -eg Thin
hazardous requentjoints.  [Surfacing, or ntermitent slo cut jints and
surface. firm. rough surfacing in places,
closeljointed

= undisturbed by

5 turning heavy

8 Effective width | Cyclists should be able {0 comfortably cycle wihout risk of | 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% | No more than 25% | Recommended

road. widths according to of the route ins are
volume of cyclists and maintained
route type provision with | provision with Cyciists are vith waff, no
(where cyclsts are widihs which are | widihs which are no |route Segregation provided.
separated from motor no more than | more than 25%
vehicies). 25%below | belowdesirable
desirable
Wayfinding 1 be able to navigate the Route signing fs_| Gaps identiied in | Route s vel
et e poor vith signs | route signing which | signed with signs
missing at key | could be improved |located at all o essing oycesgnage akong
decision points decision points
and junctions
21Lighting Mostorallol | Shortand Route s i 0
routefsunit | infrequent vay N Hoh umber of st his
e n unipoory it |siandards along the
o wen A1 | Routes should be appealng and be perceived as safe and o e
';mw oy of | 25able. Wl used, vell maintaned, it,overooked routes are (22 folation o5 Foute s ey I [ R
more attractive and therefore more Ikl to be used, generally away [ overiooked and s | overiooked The route is overlooked by
fromactivty | not fa from act 2 heavy vencular raffic and
throughout s [length several rontages.
mpact on edestrians Route impacts | No impact on Pedestrian
edestrians, | people to cycie on-road rather than using footvays which are | Pedestrian Comfort Level negativelyon | pedestrian provision
" [ Ao oms Ui prino o Sl dest provision of enhanced by Cycists on street; therefore, no
footpat waliy both users, for London provsion, a
ey e shared Lot i dtes ot et (section 4.7) Pedestrian Lovelremais st or Podesiian fevel
g recommended vidt Comfortisat [ora Gomort Level
Level C or below: remains at A
Sgring req 24 Street Clutter Large number of | Moderate amount | Signing for
Signs are informative and signs needed, [ of signing wayfinding
consistent but not dificut o folow " A Some cycle and vayfinding
overbearing or of andior leading to junctions. signage needed
inappropriate size cltter aditional
Secure cycle par b |25 Cycle parking No additonal | Some secure cydle | Secure cycle
arking on sueet Evidence of bicycles parked cycle parking | parking provided | parking provided,
o street furiture or cycle provided or
stands inadequate | meetdemand | demand Currenty no cycie parking
provsion in vided
nonoveriooked
At Score 20
Max possible score s0
Aucit 56 score
Pass/Fal (70% threshold) Fail
Any Critcal Fails? (YIN) Yes
Number of Critical Fails 2
criteria Max Score ub- %score Proposed
criteria
Coherence 6 3 0%
Directness 10 6 60%
safety 16 6 E
Conort 8 2 25%
Atactiveness 10 6 0%
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 9 — Clifton Street

Junction 1.1: B126 Carrick Hill / Clifton St

. Giovanni's
akeaway* Delivery

Cycle Strategy Route Re Junction 1.1

Movement Score U. Comment
4 C: movem

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing [unable to be

cyclists, and may be  [eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. [T EELEIRETE S S Movement
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. [or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0

Conditions are most  |The risk of isi has , or
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.

collision types. 'management interventions.
Score =2
Score =0 Score= 1
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 9 — Clifton Street
Junction 9.2: A12 Westlink / Clifton St

cle Strategy Route Review Junction 1.1

Movement  Score 0

Suitable only for Likely to be more Suitable for all
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing [unable to be
cyclists, and may be  [eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. (ITIEELESRETE S S Movement
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. [or new cyclists. The potential for
collisions has been Score =0

Conditions are most | The risk of collisions has , or
likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.

collision types. 'management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score= 1

P —
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Project Number: 60571700
Project: Belfast - York Street Interchange

Corridor 9 — Clifton Street
Junction 9.3: Carlisle Circus

i

{

cle Strategy Route Revi

jh

Movement Score 0 . Comment
C

—
-
b
—
g

IS

_hv

" /

N

ble only for Likely to be more Suitable for all Movement banned or [[oMEY&7- 1
confident existing acceptable to most potential and existing |unable to be Network
cyclists, and may be  [eyelists, but may still pose |cyclists. [T EELEIRETE S S Movement
avoided by some for less within current design.
experienced cyclists. [or new cyclists. The potential for

collisions has been Score =0
Conditions are most | The risk of collisions has

, or

likely to give rise to the |been reduced by design to a high standard of
most common layout or traffic safety for cyclists.
collision types. 'management interventions.

Score =2
Score =0 Score= 1
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Pedestrian Comfort Assessment e F ucture

An Roin

Bonneagair

Corridor 9 — Clifton Street Bt

Adj

Moooation!  Footway é‘“‘" ';:f";t";] °S" —_— Overall Score
= Yidth reen Vi core —
ﬁ_@% Colour |Lower Limit

60% - 30% [

Section 9 7

(Northern Footway)

HHHHHHHIHI

Average Width (m) -

IR S 17
I N X100

F = .-'-_:,x,_li.fidn 1r-gf1\

Section 9
(Southern Footway)

I

Average Width (m)

Note:

Pedestrian comfort assessment taken based on TfL Pedestrian

Comfort Guidance. The scoring is based purely on minimum : _ i i . —— — x

width requirements that vary by area type. S o - L DRELT v A& : g N it .
z o ol ! £ Ty 3 LN S i R % ap———

Qualitative Commentary

H Characteristics / Ambience:
\'} + Footways are typically of moderate width, well lit and tree lined on either side of the carriageway;
«  Clifton Street is a heavily trafficked route, providing dual lanes in either direction and access to the A12

Westlink.

Access / Connections:

«  Footways are fronted by a mixture of residential buildings and businesses on either side of the carriageway;

«  Footways connect residential areas to the west of the A12 Westlink towards the City Centre to the east;

e Controlled crossing facilities are provided at the Carrick Hill and A12 Westlink junction, with a mid-block
zebra crossing facility provided at Carlisle Circus.

\

Surface Quality / Obstructions:

*  The footway surface is considered poor on either side of the carriageway, with numerous cracks and joints
creating an uneven surface.

« Lighting columns are typically located at the back of the footway. However, occasional trees and road signs
are located within the centre of the footways and are likely to cause obstruction.
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General comments . : ol A\ AN NN
Far side displays and unlikely to - - X \ NS ) \ \ DR S Sign poles in the southern footway
be Puffin type crossings at signals |5 y > - h ' SN N A\ ) east of the controlled crossing at
Dropped kerbs but upstand at the " 3 3 - \ N N the Westlink junction with limited
kerb edge is greater than 6mm =y ; 3 4 S e, R > tonal contrast with the background.
Tactile paving layouts correct but : i " & ’
paving is worn

No blister paving at the
dropped kerbs at the entrance
to the petrol station.

Dished channel in the middle
of the southern footway west
of Stanhope Street.

Poorly maintained tactile paving

on one side of the crossing over

Trinity Street.

Sign poles in the northern
footway west of NQS junction
with limited tonal contrast with
the background.

Y Car wash sign in the middle of the
footway (next to the petrol station). This
takes up about half of the footway width.
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